102 Myrto Mylopoulos

Spence, S., D. Brooks, S. Hirsch, P. Liddle, J. Meehan, and P. Grasby. 1997. A PET
study of voluntary movement in schizophrenic patients experiencing passivity phe-
nomena (delusions of alien control). Brain 120:1997-2011.

Stephens, G. L., and G. Graham. 2000. When Self-Consciousness Creaks: Alien Voices
and Inserted Thoughts. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Synofzik, M., G. Vosgerau, and A. Newen. 2008. Beyond the comparator model: A
multifactorial two-step account of agency. Consciousness and Cognition 17:219-239.

Wegner, D. 2004. Precis of The Illusion of Conscious Will. Behavioral and Brain Sciences
27:649-659, discussion 659-692.

Wolpert, D., Z. Ghahramani, and M. Jordan. 1995. An internal model for sensorimo-
tor integration. Science 269:1880-1882.

Wolpert, D., and R. Miall. 1996. Forward models for physiological motor control.
Neural Networks 9:1265-1279.

5 Self, Belonging, and Conscious Experience: A Critique of

Subjectivity Theories of Consciousness

Timothy Lane

Nothing alien happens to us, but only what has long been our own.
—Rilke (1954, 50)

1 Introduction

Subjectivity theories of consciousness take self-reference, somehow con-
strued, as essential to having conscious experience. These theories differ
with respect to how many levels they posit and to whether self-reference
is conscious or not. But all treat self-referencing as a process that transpires
at the personal level, rather than at the subpersonal level, the level of
mechanism.

Working with conceptual resources afforded by preexisting theories of
consciousness that take self-reference to be essential, several attempts have
been made to explain seemingly anomalous cases, especially instances of
alien experience. These experiences are distinctive precisely because self-
referencing is explicitly denied by the only person able to report them:
those who experience them deny that certain actions, mental states, or
body parts belong to self. The relevant actions, mental states, or body parts
are sometimes attributed to someone or something other than self, and
sometimes they are just described as not belonging to self. But all are referred
away from self.

The cases under discussion here include somatoparaphrenia, schizophre-
nia, depersonalization, anarchic hand syndrome, and utilization behavior;
the theories employed are higher-order thought, wide intrinsicality, and
self-representational. I argue that each of these attempts at explaining or
explaining away the anomalies fails. Along the way, since each of these
theories seeks at least compatibility with science, I sketch experimen-
tal approaches that could be used to adduce support for my position or,
indeed, for the positions of theorists with whom I disagree.
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In a concluding section, T first identify two presuppositions shared by
all of the theorists considered here and argue that both are either erro-
neous or misleading. Second, I call attention to divergent paths adopted
when attempting to explain alienation experiences: some theorists choose
to' add a mental ingredient, and others prefer to subtract one. I argue that
alienation from experience, action, or body parts could result from either
addition or subtraction, and that the two can be incorporated within a
comprehensive explanatory framework. Finally, I suggest that this compre-
hensive framework would require self-referencing of a sort, but self-refer-
encing that occurs solely on the level of mechanism, or the subpersonal
level. In adumbrating some features of this “subpersonal self,” I suggest
that there might be one respect in which it is prior to conscious ,experience.

2 Subjectivity Theories of Consciousness, Higher-Order Thought, and
Belonging '

Gennaro (this volume) raises a host of concerns about my interpretation of
e'xperimental data concerning some tactile experiences reported by a par-
ticular somatoparaphrenia patient.* Briefly, the patient (FB) reported that
her left hand belonged to her niece, and that she (FB) could not feel tactile
sensations in that, “her niece’s” hand. In a series of controlled experiments
however, FB did report recovery of tactile sensation when the left hand was'
touched after FB had been told that the experimenter was about to touch
her niece’s hand, if in fact the left hand was touched. On catch trials when
the hand was not in fact touched, irrespective of whether the experirlnenter
indicated intent to touch FB’s left hand or “her niece’s” hand, FB reported
feeling nothing. I b

‘ My description and interpretation of that case is part of a general cri-
tique and rejection of what Billon and Kriegel (this volume) refer to as
“subjectivity theories of consciousness,” or SP theories, because all are com-
mitted to a subjectivity principle. According to this principle, mental states
ce.xn exhibit phenomenal consciousness only if they involve self-reference
.BIJ:IOI’I and Kriegel advocate a strong version of this principle, holding tha‘;
‘1t 1s metaphysically impossible for any phenomenally conscious state to be
instantiated in the absence of subjectivity, the experience of “for-me-ness.”
Gennaro (2012, 299-300) advocates a weaker version, holding that it .is
only necessary for there to be an unconscious higher-order thought with

a self-referential component.? But all advocates of an SP theory take self-
reference to be a sine qua non.
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The SP theory that concerns Gennaro is Rosenthal’s (2005) higher-order
thought theory of consciousness (HOT).? Indeed, Mylopoulos (this volume)
is also principally concerned with HOT. According to HOT theory, first-
order mental states are conscious only if they are targeted by HOTs with the
content, “I am in a certain state.” The reference to “I,” understood as the
owner of the state, is “unavoidable” (Rosenthal 2005, 342, 347). This neces-
sity claim implies that “being conscious of a state as belonging to someone
other than oneself would plainly not make it a conscious state” (Rosenthal
2005, 342). It is in this context that I invoked the case of FB, because it
appears that she is only conscious of certain tactile states when those states
are experienced as belonging to someone other than herself, namely, her niece.!

Gennaro argues that somatoparaphrenia does not constitute a challenge
to HOT; Billon and Kriegel argue that it poses no challenge for SP theo-
ries in general. In crafting their arguments, they do refer to one fact that I
agree to be noncontentious: thus far, published studies of somatoparaphre-
nia include no patient denials that reportable sensations belong to self.
Emphasis is invariably placed on denial of limb ownership (e.g., Romano et
al. 2014, 1216, table 2). But the point that is relevant to HOT or SP theories
in general does not concern somatoparaphrenia per se; instead, it is specific
to the experimental data reported by Bottini et al. (2002). In the next para-

graph, I direct attention to what I take to be the critical issue, the issue that
constitutes a challenge to SP theories of any stripe.®
Recall that, in FB’s case, somatoparaphrenia was accompanied by tactile
extinction, but she recovered the ability “to perceive tactile stimuli, provided
that these were referred to someone else’s body” (Bottini et al. 2002, 25 1).¢ Dur-
ing the experiment that demonstrated FB’s ability to recover from tactile
extinction, she was blindfolded. While blindfolded, she was advised that the
examiner would touch her left hand. Whenever this was done, FB reported
that she felt no tactile sensations. When advised that the examiner was
about to touch her niece’s hand, however, upon being touched, FB reported
feeling tactile sensations. In order to ensure experiment reliability, along
with. the blindfold and other controls, catch trials were included, trials for
which FB was led to expect touches that were not forthcoming. These trials
were evenly distributed across three verbal warnings—I am going to touch
your right hand, your left hand, and your niece’s hand—and were adminis-
tered in four sessions, two on one day, two on the next. In not even one of
the thirty-six catch trials, nine each per session, did FB respond incorrectly;
namely, if no touch was applied, FB reported that she felt nothing. Accord-
ingly, we encounter an explanatory problem—why did FB report feeling



106 Timothy Lane

the touch when primed to expect that her niece would be touched, but not
when primed to expect that her left hand would be touched?

Because the causal histories of reporting and not reporting tactile sen-
sation are nearly the same-—differing only in whom FB expected to be
touched—sensible contrastive questions that enable elicitation of causal
differences can be asked (cf. Lipton 1993). In view of the controls that were
in place, it seems the crucial causal difference concerned who was to be
touched. And only when FB expected that her niece would be touched did
she report tactile sensation. In other words, it seems that FB was only con-
scious of those sensations when she expected the touches to be applied to
someone else’s hand. It is this apparent expectation that the touch causes
conscious states only when the touch is expected to be applied to someone
other than self that seems to constitute a challenge for HOT and SP theories
in general.

One among Gennaro’s (this vol.) explicit concerns is that FB might be
reporting a belief or a judgment rather than an experience. Since HOT the-
ory allows for the possibility that HOTs can misrepresent first-order sensory
states that they are about,” a HOT theorist could argue that FB is reporting
a belief or judgment that misrepresents what FB experiences. In this con-
text, since somatoparaphrenia is classified as a delusion, Gennaro raises
two concerns about how to interpret delusional repozts: one pertains to
the endorsement/explanationist distinction. On the endorsement account
of delusion, patients are endorsing as veridical the content of unusual
expetriences; on the explanationist, they are attempting to explain unusual
experiences. Gennaro’s second concern relates to the distinction between
“spontaneous” and “provoked” confabulations, the latter only occurring
when patients are questioned directly. Regarding provoked confabulations,
Gennaro then proceeds to emphasize FB’s initial elusiveness when asked
how she could report touches on someone else’s hand. Gennaro argues that
the endorsement interpretation of FB’s reports is more likely appropriate
only after the delusional belief has taken firm hold. Before the delusion has
taken firm hold, a “provoked explanationist” account should be favored.
The implication of Gennaro’s interpretation seems to be that at least at
first, when FB is responding to touches, it is more likely the case that she is
explaining something odd, rather than endorsing as veridical the content
of her experiences. If this is the case, then it would weaken the force of my
criticism of HOT.

Gennaro’s explication of FB’'s case, however, appears not to address the
explanatory problem posed by the experimental results. Among other things,
“provoked” is ambiguous: it is the case that in the experimental context, FB
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was asked to report touches. So, one could say that she was provoked. But
Gennaro’s emphasis is not here; instead, he is concerned with the provoking
that occurred later, when FB was queried as to how she was able to report
touches on someone else’s hand. Her simple responses were not problematic;
one might even say they were spontaneous. It was only when she was asked
to explain those spontaneous responses that FB seemed elusive.

Consider as well that Gennaro—along with Rosenthal, Mylopoulos,
Billon, and Kriegel—all emphasize the importance of spontaneous, unme-
diated awareness. Gennaro accurately reports that this is essential to Rosen-
thal’s construal of HOT theory.® Indeed, FB’s reports of tactile sensation
when her niece’s hand was actually touched appear to be instances of spon-
taneous, unmediated awareness.

In short, it seems that Gennaro’s argument turns on an ambiguity and a
red herring: a simple response concerning whether a hand was touched is
not the type of provoking that Gennaro needs, and emphasizing FB’s elu-
siveness when she was asked to explain how such touches could be reported
distracts us from the explanatory contrast problem I've articulated. FB
appears to have done nothing more than affirm the occurrence of tactile
sensations in some instances while denying their occurrence in others. The
only difference between the two cases was in how she was primed: your left
hand or your niece’s hand. In view of the controls that were in place, as well
as the apparent absence of mediation, FB seems to merely be endorsing that
a tactile experience was instantiated. That such an instantiation might be
unusual and in need of explanation results from the prompting to explain
how such a thing could occur. In other words, FB is reporting a sensation,
not a belief. If FB was reporting a belief, she should also have done that
during the “your niece” catch trials, because she would have been unable
to distinguish touch from its absence. But recovery from tactile extinction
only occurred (i) when she was primed in the right way and (ii) when she
was actually touched.

There is, however, a glaring gap in the data, one that Gennaro, as well
as Billon and Kriegel, correctly point out. Bottini et al. did not explicitly
inquire as to whether the tactile sensations belonged to FB or to her niece
(cf. Feinberg and Venneri 2014). My interpretation of the data is an infer-
ence to the best explanation: I am making the case for a conditional claim—
if FB feels those sensations belong to her niece, that experience would best
explain her ability to recover from tactile extinction only when primed in
the right way and only when actually touched. But reasoning in this way
obviously does not establish that FB has alienation experiences of the type
described by Billon, Kriegel, and Gennaro.
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Although I believe this issue might be resolvable on conceptual grounds,
it should be emphasized that Rosenthal regards the HOT theory as an
empirical theory that is testable (e.g., Lau and Rosenthal 2011). Likewise,
Gennaro (2012, 269-302) argues that his “wide intrinsicality view” (WIV)
of HOT can inform a neurophysiological research program; Kriegel (2009,
233-265) argues that his self-representational theory can answer some
of the principal scientific questions of consciousness. Indeed, when first
responding to Rosenthal (Lane and Liang 2010, 500), I acknowledged the
desirability of beginning to monitor somatoparaphrenia patients and con-
ducting a refined set of probes in order to more adequately address worries
of the type expressed by Gennaro, Billon, and Kriegel. Here I propose a
more formal attempt to operationalize HOT and treat somatoparaphrenia
as a test case for SP Theories. ’

The relevant issue concerns what to make of FB's differential responses to
passive touch.’ Because I endorse Billon and Kriegel’s view that depersonali-
zation is also a potential counterexample to SP theories, a natural place to
look for refined probes of FB-like patients is The Cambridge Depersonalization
Scale (Sierra 2009, 161-168). Question 22 on that scale typifies the type of
item that could easily be adapted to serve as a suitable probe: “When a part
of my body hurts, I feel so detached from the pain that it feels as if it was
‘somebody else’s pain.’” But I believe we can do much more than systematize
probes of subjective report. A pincers maneuver, whereby data on subjective
report and data from objective measures converge, is called for. As for the
latter, the means for differentiating self from nonself are already available.

For two decades, evidence for the existence of a mirror neuron system
in the motor domain has been accumulating (Kilner and Lemon 2013).
Whereas some neurons modulate their activity only when a person observes
the actions of others, but not when self performs those same actions, a spe-
cial class of neurons modulate their activity both when executing an action
and when observing that action performed by someone else. In effect,
what we see mirrors what we feel. Of more direct relevance to the case of
FB, mirroring has recently been identified for the experience of, and the
observation of, touch: observation of someone else being touched induces
activation of neural circuitry in both the primary (SI) and secondary (SII)
somatosensory cortices (Schaefer et al. 2009).

The sensory overlap between what is seen happening to others and what
is experienced in self presents an experimental opportunity. It is not the
overlap per se that matters, it is the opportunity afforded by mirroring
experiments to distinguish between self and nonself. Consider, for example,
the findings of Keysers et al. (2004): in an fMRI study of the relationship
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between the observation of touch in others and the experience of touch in
self, they discovered that the SII was activated both when participants were
touched and when they observed someone else being touched. S, on the
other hand, was just weakly activated when observing touch. The authors
interpret their findings thus (2004, 342): “It might be that SII activation
in the context of weak SI activation only evokes a concept of touch that is
relatively detached from our own immediate bodily experience.”

If we were to apply findings of this type to an investigation of subse-
quent FB-like recoveries of tactile sensation in alien limbs, in order to seek
confirmation of my hypothesis that patients only became conscious of cer-
tain tactile states when those states are experienced as belonging to some-
one other than themselves, we would need to proceed in two stages: first,
we would attempt to replicate the Bottini et al. experiment, including the
blindfold, the catch trials, and other controls. If we were to succeed at that,
including successful recovery of tactile sensation on being primed to expect
that someone other than oneself was to be touched, we should proceed to
stage two. Here we could dispense with the blindfold and the catch trials.
Instead, having in stage one already confirmed that actual contact and the
right prime are necessary for recovery of sensation, we would use fMRI to
compare patient (a) reactions when primed to expect that oneself would
be touched with (b) reactions when primed to expect that someone other
than oneself would be touched.'® Since we would now allow the patient to
observe what was being done, based upon the mirroring effects described
above, we would expect overlap between experiencing touch in self and
seeing touch applied to someone else. If my working hypothesis is correct,
I would expect that when priming to expect someone else will be touched
enables recovery of tactile sensation, we will observe SII activation in the
context of weak SI activation. In other words, the patient’s experience is
that of observing someone else being touched, not of experiencing touch
for him- or herself.

My claim is not that this would settle the issue. Rather, my intent—
both here and in the remainder of this chapter—is to reorient the debate
concerning HOT and all other SP theories, situating them squarely in an
experimental context, since I believe we have already entered an era when
significant aspects of SP theories are empirically tractable. We have amassed
sufficient evidence concerning many types of alien experience, have devel-
oped novel experimental methods that enable teasing apart self and nonself
experiences, and have developed technologies that enable application of
those methods to both healthy and patient populations. Progress toward
settling disagreements regarding how best to explain what I have elsewhere
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referred to as problems of belonging (Lane 2014, 54-56) can be made in the
laboratory.

As regards FB-like cases, the hypothesis and approach indicated here are
not sufficient, but vicarious somatosensory activation has been explored
using other technologies as well, such as EEG (Bufalari et al. 2007), mag-
netoencephalography (Avikainen et al. 2002), and transcranial magnetic
stimulation (Bolognini et al. 2011). Moreover, subregions within SI and
SII that differentially contribute to distinguishing self from nonself experi-
ences (Keysers et al. 2010) and trait differences that affect responsiveness to
observed touch (Schaefer et al. 2012) have already been identified. In sum,
an experimental platform from which sophisticated probes of FB-like cases
can be launched already exists.

3 A “Something Extra” Self-Representational Hypothesis of Alienation

In their survey of a select set of alienation experiences—schizophrenia,
somatoparaphrenia, and depersonalization—when reflecting on the chal-
lenge that these pose for SP theories, Billon and Kriegel (this vol.) consider
the possibility that the phenomenal difference between alien and nonalien
states could either involve the addition or the subtraction of a phenomenal
feature. In building a defense of SP, they aspire to show that alienation
experiences are compatible with their preferred theory of phenomenal con-
sciousness, a theory that is distinctive in at least two ways: first, unlike the
HOT theory, here conscious states are taken to be conscious because these
mental states target themselves. In a word, this is a self-representational
position. Second, they emphasize that subjects experience these states as
belonging to self: that is, awareness of a state as belonging to self “does
show up in the subject’s overall phenomenology.”

They observe that the most widely favored subtraction, or “something
missing,” position, is that patients possess thoughts (in the case of thought-
insertion) that they did not author. On this view then, belonging and agency
dissociate: subjects may have thoughts despite lacking a sense of agency for
them (Gallagher 2000). But Billon and Kriegel proceed to object that, even
for healthy subjects, many thoughts running through our minds come
unbidden or feel intrusive, without causing us to experience those thoughts
as distinctively alien (cf. Bayne 2010, 156-162, Billon 2013, 296-302, Lane
2012, 279-280). Therefore, it seems that the “something missing” view is
explanatorily inadequate.

Motivated by this worry about the “something missing” view, they
propose a “something extra” hypothesis of alienation experiences. For
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example, in the case of schizophrenic thought insertions, an inserted
thought instantiates many properties of a normal thought'! plus it instanti-
ates an extra phenomenal property—it feels inserted. They begin defense
of their position by distinguishing phenomenal consciousness—the object
of their concern—from “reflective” consciousness, a distinction that they
acknowledge to be similar to Block’s distinction between phenomenal and
“access” consciousness (Block 2007, 166-178, cf. Billon 2013, 305-306). In
effect, what Billon and Kriegel suggest is that their version of SP theory con-
cerns phenomenal consciousness, and alienation worries can be explained
as relevant only to reflective, or access, consciousness. Billon (2013, 307)
has written of such patients that they have reflective awareness of “their
inserted thoughts, but ... lack phenomenality and subjectivity altogether.”

On the assumption that Billon and Kriegel’s distinction is in most
important respects similar to Block’s, it is worthwhile to consider the latter’s
original example of access dissociated from phenomenal consciousness,
blindsight (Block 2007, 172-173). Blindsight patients, despite suffering
from cortical blindness, are able to make accurate forced choices about
things presented to those visual fields for which they claim to have no visual
experiences. Although blindsight patients apparently have the relevant
unconscious “perceptual or quasi-perceptual states,” they seem to lack both
phenomenal and access consciousness. Block claims, however, that perhaps
there could be “super-blindsighters” who learn to prompt themselves, such
that they would guess without being told to do so. Super-blindsighters then
would have access (or reflective) consciousness without having phenom-
enal consciousness. In other words, they would “just know,” despite not
having visual experiences, rather in the way that people can just know time
or direction without having any relevant conscious experiences.

Let us return to consideration of Billon and Kriegel: they argue that
alienation experiences occur when a first-order, nonphenomenal, alien
mental state occurs in simultaneity with a second-order, nonalien, phe-
nomenal state that represents the first-order state. The second-order state is
claimed to represent the first-order state as belonging to self, albeit without
rendering the latter phenomenally conscious.'” In this way, SP might be
saved because the mental state that exhibits phenomenal consciousness
also exhibits belonging, while the state that does not exhibit belonging is
assigned to a distinct category of consciousness, one that is accessed but
nonphenomenal.”

In order to cast this in less abstract terms, they propose a thought experi-
ment: imagine that, on awakening one morning, you experience tinnitus.
Over time, what was once a meaningless ringing in the ears begins to sound
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like a voice, a voice that expresses repressed, unconscious states. Within
the plotline of this thought experiment, it develops that you eventually
realize a neuroscientist has implanted a device in your brain that monitors
repressed states and translates them into phenomenally conscious states;
the auditory hallucinations symptomatic of schizophrenia are taken to be
one example of translated results. Accordingly, if you are in the presence
of someone you have reason to dislike, albeit without being consciously
aware of the dislike, the monitor might detect a first-order repressed state
that it expresses with the rich auditory phenomenology of an inner voice,
such as “Oh, I hate him.” Billon and Kriegel further claim that although the
reflected-on states belong to you, you experience them as alien.**

The first concern about this explanatory framework is that it is ad hoc
for advocates of a self-representative view to invoke second-order thoughts
that somehow translate first-order thoughts into phenomenally conscious
states, without making those first-order states phenomenally conscious.
Second, one of Billon and Kriegel’s goals is to explain the phenomena while
taking patient reports more or less at face value, but it is not clear that the
reflective-consciousness argument achieves this goal. If the nonphenome-
nal first-order state is represented by the second-order phenomenal state as
belonging to self, then wherefrom comes the experience that the voices one
hears are alien?’® Perhaps the idea is that the alien experience is explain-
able as owing to the repressed nature of the unconscious state. But if that
is the idea, the conjectured relationship between repression and alienation
must be explicated, and that would not be easy, because although repressed
thoughts or the processes of repression can become conscious, there is no
evidence to suggest that such thoughts or processes are thereby experienced
as alien (cf. Boag 2010).

Since on this view the first-order state is nonphenomenal (intrinsically),
and since it is represented as belonging to the person who experiences the
auditory hallucinations, the alien dimension seems to be lost from the
subjective experience. SP’s metaphysical commitment to “for-me-ness” as
appearing in a subject’s overall phenomenology can perhaps be defended
in this way, but then it is not clear that patient reports of their phenom-
enology are being taken at face value. In other words, the reflective-con-
sciousness view might help explain how the auditory hallucination “Oh, I
hate him” can be experienced as being for-me; it is not clear, however, in
what respect this framework helps to explain how a nonphenomenal state
represented by the auditory hallucination can be explained, if we are com-
mitted to taking seriously patient reports that these voices seem alien.'
One way of expressing this worry is that it seems a something extra has
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been added to the explanans; meanwhile, something has been subtracted
from the explanandum.

Nevertheless, since Billon and Kriegel acknowledge that their reflective/
phenomenal distinction is similar to Block’s access/phenomenal distinc-
tion, and since efforts have been made to identify the neural correlates
of these two types of consciousness (Block 2005), it should be possible to
adduce empirical evidence to assess the neural plausibility of their hypoth-
esis. In particular, some progress has been made with respect to the neural
correlates of visual consciousness (Block 2005, 47-48); evidence suggests
that the neural basis of access involves activation of the superior parietal
and the dorsolateral prefrontal cortices. For example, binocular rivalry
occurs when two distinct patterns are shown, one to each eye of a partici-
pant, in these bi-stable perception experiments. Because the two patterns
are so different, the brain does not fuse them; instead, a rivalry ensues.
Subjects see one pattern for a few seconds; then the other, for a few seconds;
after that, the visual experience shifts back again. Subject reports of con-
scious contents correlate with activation in these frontal and parietal areas.

The details of bi-stable perception need not detain us here, and it must be
admitted that much work remains to be done before one can assert with con-
fidence that the neural correlates of any given instantiation of access con-
sciousness have been identified. But experimental work carried out to date
suggests a critical role for the frontoparietal network. A starting point then
in the search to seek empirical confirmation of the Billon-Kriegel framework
would be evidence of fronto-parietal activity in the absence of phenomenal
consciousness. This seems to be a reasonable expectation, at least on the
assumption that not all first-order mental states instantiated within schizo-
phrenics are represented by second-order states. And, because the Billon and
Kriegel thought experiment concerns first-order states that are repressed, if
we take repression as paradigmatic, it is necessarily the case that most first-
order states are never expressed on a phenomenal level (cf. Boag 2010, 174),
irrespective of whether the relevant phenomenology is extrinsic or intrinsic.

The problem is that not only is there no evidence of fronto-parietal
activity in the absence of phenomenal consciousness, but most neurosci-
entific studies show conscious awareness of an event requires recruitment
of widespread brain activation. Frontal and parietal areas, in particular, are
implicated (e.g., Baars 2007). In other words, even though it may be con-
ceptually possible for access to occur without phenomenal consciousness,
there is nothing to suggest that it is empirically possible.”” On the contrary,
it seems unlikely, at least, that is, if the nonexistence of super-blindsight
can be regarded as instructive. If, on the other hand, the suggestion is that
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the relevant second-order states are intrinsically wedded to the first-order
states represented, then we would need some account of why and how
these second-order states sometimes occur.

Taking the repression thought experiment as a literal expression of the
main idea, the crux of the issue is that reflective- or access- consciousness
seems to implicate fronto-parietal activity, but this pattern of activity seems
to play no distinctive role in repression. What evidence there is concerning
repressed impulses, thoughts, or desires does not implicate fronto-parietal
activity (Berlin 2011). We can, however, infer that the amygdala plays an
important role in repression (Berlin 2011, 15), and separate evidence sug-
gests that hyperactivation of receptive language areas in the left temporal
lobe mediates auditory verbal hallucinations (Hugdahl et al. 2012)."® If we
consider the Billon-Kriegel hypothesis against this backdrop, it would seem
that the repressed first-order state must somehow involve the amygdala,
and the translation of that state must somehow involve the left temporal
lobe. But if these regions are the ones that we can, with some measure
of confidence, claim to mediate repression and hallucination, it remains
unclear how the seemingly essential fronto-parietal activity could be assim-
ilated to explanation of alien experience.

In sum, three principal worries append to the reflective-consciousness
hypothesis as it applies to first-rank schizophrenic symptoms. First, it is
ad hoc. In Ptolemaic fashion it adds an ingredient—one that carzies a not
inconsiderable amount of conceptual baggage—to the self-representational
theory of consciousness solely in order to account for a phenomenon
that self-representational theory itself is unable to explain. Unfortunately,
unlike Ptolemy’s epicycles, the something extra here seems not to increase
our explanatory leverage. Second, by failing to specify how repression is
related to alienation, it seems to have omitted the phenomenon that is
in need of explanation. Although the conceptual footwork might save the
theory, the cost seems to have been a sacrifice of the phenomenon that
stands in need of explanation. And, third, the hypothesis seems to lack
neural plausibility. Just as there is no empirical evidence to suggest that
Block’s super-blindsight is ever instantiated, so too there is no empirical
evidence to suggest that the neural substrates of reflective and phenomenal
consciousness ever dissociate or interact in the requisite way.

So this strategy seems not to ease the explanatory burden of accounting
for schizophrenia’s first-rank symptoms. But might it help with other types
of alienation? Billon and Kriegel suggest that the reflective-consciousness
hypothesis can be extended to depersonalization. Indeed, they argue that
it might work even better here, because “some depersonalized patients
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explicitly affirm that their alien states are unconscious even though they
are conscious of them.” And it is in fact the case that some patients describe
their experiences in such terms.

But as Billon and Kriegel observe, the feeling that one’s “emotional phe-
nomenology is blunted or absent” is a far more common symptom of deper-
sonalization. It seems these symptoms of depersonalization are mediated
by “fronto-limbic suppression” (Sierra 2009, 146): that is, the amygdala, the
anterior insula, and perhaps other limbic areas are suppressed due to abnor-
mal prefrontal regulatory activity. Not only is this suppression hypothesis
supported by abundant experimental evidence, it would also help explain
most of depersonalization’s symptoms.

Nevertheless, the symptom that is of most concern to Billon and Krie-
gel, however, does seem to be consistent with their reflective-conscious-
ness hypothesis, so it warrants close examination. Recall that, according to
their hypothesis, it can be the case that “alien states are uniconscious even
though (patients) are conscious of them” (this vol.). Bearing this in mind,
take note of the patient’s descriptions—*“I suddenly wonder: is it really me
here? Is it really me walking?” This is followed by what they regard as a
highly significant passage: “Then I make enormous efforts in order to apply
my consciousness to this unconsciousness ... in order to realize that I am
making the walking movements.” Is this truly a case wherein the patient
has access to a nonconscious state, somewhat like a super-blindsighter, per-
haps the equivalent of forcing oneself to guess?

First, take note that the patient’s description concerns the act of walking.
Second, further note that currently the most influential theory of deper-
sonalization is the “two-neural-network” model (Sierra 2009, 146). The first
network is the fronto-limbic suppression network described above. The sec-
ond network involves parietal regions that seem to mediate the experience
of embodiment and agency. For example, elevated activation in the angular
gyrus and decreased activity in the posterior insula have been observed
in patients who report the absence of agentive feelings. Those patients
who exhibit decreased activity in the posterior insula report so striking an
absence of agentive feeling that when they move it seems “they are watch-
ing the movements of another person.”

Now once again consider (i) the hypothesis that “alien states are uncon-
scious even though (patients) are conscious of them” along with (ii) the
patient who, while walking, wonders whether it is really self who is walk-
ing, and who must exert strenuous effort in order to be certain that it is
in fact self. It appears to be the case that what troubles this patient is the
loss of agency. My suggestion here is that this case is adequately explained



116 Timothy Lane

by the second component of the two-neural-network model. Naturally,
were we to encounter a patient who described symptoms in these terms,
in order to confirm my hypothesis, we would want to check angular gyrus
and posterior insula activity. But if the absence of agency is the critical fac-
tor here, then the Billon and Kriegel attempt at developing a “something
extra” explanation fails.

It might appear to be the case that now I am omitting something impor-
tant from the explanandum, to wit—the patient’s effort “to apply my con-
sciousness to this unconsciousness.” But this omission is only apparent.
For quotidian instances of action, I see no reason to presuppose that a con-
scious agentive state is instantiated (Lane 2014, 64-69).” On this character-
ization then, one could still say that the patient is conscious of something
unconscious, at least in the sense that the patient is aware that something
is amiss, an awareness that precipitates inferring the absence of a typically
unconscious ingredient. Therefore, we can still take the patient’s descrip-
tion at face value, but the hypothesis is markedly different than that of
Billon and Kriegel. Here I am not positing a reflective- or access- state that
is somehow independent of a phenomenal state. Instead, I am suggesting
that there are agentive mental states (whether conscious or not), and that
these can go missing when the angular gyrus exhibits elevated activity and
the posterior insula, decreased activity. This interpretation might even be
a bit closer to Block’s example of access- without phenomenal- conscious-
ness: there do seem to be times when we “just know” that something is
missing or that something has changed.”

Regarding the explanandum, one final point remains to be made. Bil-
Jon and Kriegel have also assembled a selection of depersonalization self-
descriptions that suggest the patients are “totally unconscious” in a way
that is “particularly amenable” to their hypothesis. It is the case that one
patient records “I'm like a zombie”; another, “I am in emptiness.” Indeed
these descriptions might be amenable to the “totally unconscious” char-
acterization. But it is obvious that these are tropes, attempts at applying
natural language to experiences for which it was not designed. My claim is
that not all tropes are alike: some characterize the phenomenon in question
with greater accuracy than do others. Of the examples cited by Billon and
Kriegel, I submit that a more accurate trope is “it is not me who feels.” This
seems not to be a denial that conscious feelings are instantiated; rather, it
seems to be an assertion that there are conscious feelings of which I am
directly aware that do not belong to self.”*

I believe this is not just a matter of cherry-picking. The principal reason
is that converging lines of evidence suggest that being uniquely situated to
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report instantiation of a conscious experience dissociates from belonging
or personal ownership (Lane 2012, Klein 2014). Unlike the tropes cited by
Billon and Kriegel, these descriptions appear to have identified a distinctive
conscious experience that has previously gone underreported. Neither “I'm
like a zombie” nor “I am in emptiness” can be said to enjoy such a felicitous
fit with an emerging body of scientific description.

Regarding the explanans, likewise, one final point remains to be made.
Sierra (2009, 143) opines, regarding the first component of the two-neural-
network model of depersonalization, that “an ‘emotion coloring’ mecha-
nism is likely to be a major contributor to feelings usually described in
terms of ‘immediacy.”” Billon and Kriegel, along with most others who
weigh in on consciousness, take “seemingly immediate access” be part of
the explanans of “consciousness,” part of what makes a state conscious. I
believe this view to be mistaken. Sierra here suggests one component of
felt immediacy; I believe there are others (e.g., Lane 2012, 258-259). Felt
immediacy, I submit, does not so much inform as regards what makes an
experience conscious, as it does regarding to whom that conscious experi-
ence belongs.

4 A “Something Missing” HOT Hypothesis of Alienation

Mylopoulos’s concern (this volume) is to explain alien action, in particu-
lar schizophrenic passivity experiences, anarchic hand syndrome (AHS),
and utilization behavior.”? As her point of departure, she presupposes
that in nonpathological or nonaberrant cases there is a “subjective sense
of performing the action at the time”—what is variously referred to as
“phenomenology of agency,” “agentive awareness,” or “action conscious-
ness”—something that she takes to be missing when alien actions occur.?®
Action here is taken to be a bodily event that is “suitably caused by an
appropriate goal state or set of goal states (e.g., intentions, desires, reasons,
motor commands).” Action consciousness, then, is determined by some
property—an “agentive quality”—that “belongs to” the bodily movement
or the goal state associated with the action. She considers various candi-
dates for the missing “agentive quality”—for example, proprioception or
sensory attenuation—but dismisses both. Instead, she derives a proposal for
understanding agentive quality from a version of the HOT theory accord-
ing to which action consciousness results from “thinking that one is A-ing
on the basis of an intention in action to A.” One supposed virtue of HOT
theory in this context is that it can explain the phenomenal character that
she presupposes to be “central to action consciousness,” because all that
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matters is whether the relevant HOT “represents oneself as acting.” In sum,
if a HOT of this kind is missing, then action consciousness is missing, and
the attribution of agency can go awry.”

In developing her hypothesis, Mylopoulos draws a distinction between
two types of action control, intentional and sensorimotor. For the latter,
action is guided primarily by motor commands that specify fine-grained fea-
tures of movement—for example, angle of trajectory and grip aperture. For
intentional, movements are “guided by way of intentions that relate to any
agent’s practical beliefs and desires.” She also emphasizes that the relevant
sense of “intentional” here is “intention in action,” a concept borrowed
from Searle that underscores present-directedness; in other words, inten-
tions so understood are “the direct mental antecedents of bodily movements
involved in action.” As this distinction applies to the pathologies considered
here, the claim is that alien movements are guided by motor commands, but
not by “intentions in action at the level of intentional control.”

Although acknowledging that in most cases the sensorimotor and the
intentional interact, Mylopoulos argues the two can dissociate and that
AHS and utilization behavior are examples of such dissociation. AHS and
utilization behaviors, on this view, seem not to be preceded by intentions
in action. In a word, something is missing. It is for this reason—the absence
of intentions in action—that these behaviors are felt to be alien. And,
the absence of intention in action is due to the absence of a higher order
thought “that one is A-ing on the basis of an intention in action to A%

One among the reasons that Mylopoulos recruits HOT theory for her
attempt to explain these aberrant behaviors is that—like Gennaro, Billon,
and Kriegel—she accurately notes that, on Rosenthal’s theory, thoughts of
the right sort must be direct or noninferential (e.g., Rosenthal 2002, 408-
411). Applying this hypothesis then to AHS, she says that subjects feel the
behaviors to be alien because they lack the feeling of immediacy, the sense
that awareness of these behaviors is “subjectively unmediated.” And this
absence of immediacy is due to the absence of a HOT “that one is A-ing on
the basis of an intention in action to A.” For patients with AHS, the anar-
chic behaviors are just what they observe, from the outside; hence, aware-
ness of these behaviors is indirect or mediated.

Why should this matter? Mylopoulos emphasizes that speed counts. If
formulation of a belief about action were dependent upon observing self
in action, such mediation, or the inferences that need to be made, would
cause us to “lose valuable time.” But here is where the difficulties begin.

First, Mylopoulos emphasizes “the subjectively unmediated, intention-
based higher-order thoughts.”*® But the subjective sense that something is
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unmediated does not imply that it is unmediated. More importantly, since
on Rosenthal’s theory HOTs can radically misrepresent (Lane and Liang
2008), there is no necessary connection between how things seem and
the objective passage of time. What Mylopoulos needs—something HOT
theory does not provide—is objective rather than subjective speed and effi-
ciency. Note too that Rosenthal (e.g., Lau and Rosenthal 2011, 366) takes
pains to emphasize that HOT theory is neutral as regards whether conscious
awareness “adds significant utility or immediate impact on behavior and
task performance.” He proceeds to emphasize that for most cognitive and
perceptual tasks, performance does not depend upon higher-order repre-
sentations; in fact, “because conscious awareness can differ even if all first-
order representations remain completely unchanged, such awareness itself
might serve little function.” If speed is a critical issue, and if HOT theory
cannot help with explaining speedy action responses in ecological con-
texts, then one wonders why insist upon a “subjective sense of performing
the action at the time,” especially given that consciousness is notoriously
slow (Dehaene 2014, 115-160).

Second, to support her view that AHS results from sensorimotor rather
than intentional action control, which the agent can know of only on the
basis of “conscious cbservation,” she cites the case of JC, who appears only
to be aware of anarchic movements when he sees them. Of course this con-
cerns a straightforward empirical issue, but at the current stage of knowl-
edge there is no consensus regarding the facts of the matter. Indeed, Marcel
(2003, 81-82) describes a patient who “was aware of the anarchic actions
performed by his left hand even when out of his sight.” So even though
conscious observation was not involved, the patient reported feeling “as if
someone else was doing the actions.”

Third, the degree of efficiency that can be achieved when depending on
observation of one’s own body, while acting, has yet to be fully explored.
But the case of IW’s neuropathy is instructive in this regard (McNeill et
al. 2010). When he was nineteen years old, as the apparent result of an
auto-immune reaction triggered by a severe fever, IW suffered a deaffer-
entation of his body from the neck down: that is, he underwent a nearly
complete loss of peripheral sensory feedback, including tactile and proprio-
ceptive sensations. Although neither was he paralyzed nor was his motor
system affected, unless he could look to see what his body was doing, he
had no control over what his body did. In a word, visual observation of his
body became essential to the exercise of control over his body—everything
from simple sitting up or walking, to the complex actions required for his
vocation.



120 Timothy Lane

Although the initial prognosis was that IW would be confined perma-
nently to a wheelchair, he designed a program aimed at relearning how
to move. Using vision to guide him, while carefully thinking about each
motion, he practiced moving his body, repetitively and in various combi-
nations—different trajectories, distances, and velocities. Despite this con-
stant need to maintain visual contact with his body and the environment,
especially with objects that he must manipulate, IW has learned how to
perform at levels all but indistinguishable from healthy persons.

The point of citing IW’s case is not to deny the distinction that Mylo-
poulos draws between intentional and sensorimotor control. Indeed, Mylo-
poulos agrees that in many cases “these two types of control interact in rich
ways.” But I believe she overstates the role that dissociation between these
two, or the idea of “losing contact” with self, might play in explaining phe-
nomena like AHS. No doubt TW's effective training incurs a cognitive and
perceptual cost in the distribution of mental resources—he must devote
resources to motor activity that most of us can reserve for other purposes.
Nevertheless, he is capable of maintaining contact with and control over
his body, visually. The degree to which IW recovered suggests that inten-
tional and sensorimotor control might be so seamlessly connected to one
another that Mylopoulos’s explanatory strategy is blocked.

Fourth, Wegner’s (2002) Ouija-like experiments that suggest we can
quite easily be fooled into thinking that we are acting when that could not
possibly be the case are also relevant here. What most concerns with regard
to Mylopoulos’s “intention in action” hypothesis is Wegner’s (2002, 179)
suggestion that much of human behavior “seems to occur without much
influence by intentions, especially when the behavior is not particularly
discrepant from prior beliefs.” Wegner’s (2002, 180) experiments seem to
show that many of our reported intentions are “post hoc inventions” or
“fabrications” that depend more upon an idealized image of self as agents
than upon actual choice of actions “with foreknowledge and in accord with
our conscious intentions.” As for the case of IW, it seems that vision plays
more of a role than Mylopoulos’s hypothesis implies; Wegner’s experiments,
on the other hand, seem to show that intention in action plays less of a role
than Mylopoulos’s hypothesis suggests.

Finally, perhaps we are at a moment in time when the hypothesis can
be operationalized and tested. First, although strictly speaking, HOT theory
does not specify neuroanatomical detail (Lau and Rosenthal 2011, 366), the
relevant higher-order representations might be mediated in virtue of dor-
solateral prefrontal (DLPFC) activity (Lau and Rosenthal 2011, 367-3 70).%7
Second, since fMRI studies have shown that intentions in action can be
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analyzed to a sufficiently fine-grained level of detail such that brain activity
can distinguish among distinct grasping actions prior to the initiation of
those actions (Gallivan et al. 2011), it should be possible to devise a suit-
able action-involving paradigm. Third, neurodisruption techniques (e.g.,
transcranial magnetic stimulation [TMS]) could be applied in order to deter-
mine whether or not targeting a specific area (e.g., the DLPEC) interferes
with the hypothesized HOT in such a way as to induce an experience of
alien action. And, fourth, TMS has already been successfully applied to the
DLPFC, effectively creating patterns of neurodisruption (Bilek et al. 2013).

Briefly, TMS makes it possible to assess the role of brain regions in cogni-
tive activity, by creating virtual lesions: that is, it can be targeted to specific
brain areas, causing temporary disruptions of activity, thereby providing
information about the functional relevance of a brain region (e.g., the
DLPFC).? Sidestepping many technical details for the nonce, what I am
suggesting is that repetitive TMS be applied within an action paradigm,
to the DLPFC, and at different parameters, in order to both enhance and
inhibit cognitive processes. The hypothesis to be tested is Mylopoulos’s
application of HOT theory to action: if that hypothesis is correct, param-
eters that enhance relevant cognitive processes should enhance the feeling
of control, and those that inhibit should diminish the feeling of control or
engender a sense of alien action.

In fact, recently, Dienes and Hutton (2013) have taken the first steps in
this direction. Their concern was not with action per se; instead, they were
testing a HOT interpretation of the cold control theory (CCT) of hypnotic
suggestion. The specific hypnotic suggestion in this instance was magnetic
hands; experimenters suggest to subjects that their hands are like magnets,
and are thereby able to attract or repel one another. According to the HOT
interpretation of CCT, hypnotic responses are constituted by (i) intentions
to perform actions, even though (ii) hypnotized subjects think they do not
intend those actions. The phenomenology of hypnosis, the feeling that
the arms move by themselves, results then from intentions of which one is
not aware. To express this idea in terms of HOT theory: “hypnotic response
is all due to the formation of inaccurate ... HOTs” (Dienes and Hutton
2013, 387). On the assumption that the left DLPFC mediates the forma-
tion of accurate HOTS, Dienes and Hutton applied low-frequency repetitive
TMS to the left DLPFC, predicting that the resulting disruption of activ-
ity would enhance the hypnotic effect, because by hypothesis disruption
would increase the likelihood of inaccurate HOTs being formed (cf. Rounis
et al. 2010). Indeed, the authors did find some evidence to indicate that
TMS-induced neural disruption of left DLPFC activity enhanced hypnotic
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response, thereby suggesting inaccurate HOTs might be playing a role in
the alien experiences associated with hypnotic experiences.”

The intent in citing this experiment is not to imply that Mylopoulos’s
hypothesis has already been tested. The intent is only to add substance to
the claim that the hypothesis is already empirically tractable. Doubtless
though, a suitable test would need to consider the relationship between
the formation of inaccurate HOTs along with the formation of actual inten-
tions,*® and both of these in the context of a paradigm devoted not to sug-
gestion as such, but to action.

It goes without saying that many additional details would need to be
taken into consideration. What is more, as is true for all empirical hypoth-
eses, the results of one set of experiments could be used to adduce support
for or against a hypothesis, but such results could not be claimed to settle
the matter once and for all. Nonetheless, I think the time has arrived that we
should begin adding a set of constraints to the many conjectures on offer in
this vicinity. The constraints I have in mind are those that are commonplace
when one seeks to operationalize and test in experimental settings.

5 Concluding Remarks and the Subpersonal Self

My first major concern is that each of the theories discussed above pre-
supposes that consciousness includes an element of self-reference. I have
argued that this presupposition is erroneous whether that self-referential
element is conscious or not, but my focus here is on the gratuitous explana-
tory burden created by theories that attempt to explain both (i) the experi-
ence of alienation and (ii) the experience of belonging. If it were the case
that strong evidence existed for the simultaneous occurrence of (i) and (ii),
this would then be a necessary explanatory challenge. We should not sub-
tract from the explanandum for the sake of convenience. But although it
is clear that (i) occurs in certain pathological, illusory or otherwise atypical
conditions, it is not obvious that (ii) is a necessary component of all con-
scious experiences. In fact, there are reasons to be wary of presupposing the
latter (e.g., Prinz 2012, 213-240).

Kriegel (2009, 121, n. 32) acknowledges that he is aware of no experi-
mental evidence showing that “phenomenal consciousness involves for-
me-ness.” But he (2009, 175) “cannot envisage what it would be like to have
a phenomenology lacking the kind of inner awareness that constitutes for-
me-ness.” Although I do not share his intuitions, I do share his concern that
when considering the phenomenology of consciousness theorists should
avoid glib rejection of one another’s phenomenological pronouncements,
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if these are based solely upon dissonance between what different persons
envisage. After all, as Kriegel rightly avers, “there are certainly facts of the
matter pertaining to phenomenology,” and these are critical to getting clear
about the explanandum.™

Where we disagree is on how to regard these issues from the perspective
of scientific explanation. Although there is much that distinguishes early
views of explanation from more recent views, the two converge on a will-
ingness to allow for the addition of entities or processes whose existence is
uncertain, just so long as they enhance explanatory adequacy; such liberal-
ity though is usually not extended to the phenomena under scrutiny (e.g.,
Hempel 1965, Craver 2007). As this relates to alien experiences, I submit
that many of the difficulties we encounter when trying to achieve adequate
explanation derive from having inflated the explanandum.*

Concerning the explanandum, Kriegel pitches his view as a conditional
(2009, 67): “if the phenomenology has the features I say it does, then self-
representationalism is true.” As to whether the antecedent of this condi-
tional is true, two empirical points can be made. First, there appear to be
an ever-increasing number of counterexamples to the for-me-ness feature
of the phenomenology. The seeming counterexamples I have in mind are
not restricted to somatoparaphrenia, passivity experiences, or deperson-
alization: they include visual experiences (Zahn 2008), nonpathological
“switching” away from self and back in a way that corresponds to changes
in hemispheric dominance (Gott et al. 1984), episodic memory (Klein 2014,
103-109), fibromyalgia pain (Valenzuela-Moguillansky 2013), pain asym-
bolia (Klein forthcoming) and so forth (cf. Lane 2012). But we can do more
than cherry pick examples from the scientific literature; we can design
experiments. Recall that Kriegel “cannot envisage what it would be like to
have a phenomenology lacking the kind of inner awareness that constitutes
for-me-ness.”* Now consider the possibility that (i) the neural substrate of
“inner awareness” supervenes on our primary interoceptive system (Craig
2003), and (ii) it is in virtue of a representation of the primary system real-
ized in that anterior insula that we have “the feeling that ‘I am’” (Craig
2009, 65). If Kriegel’s “inner awareness” approximates the neural substrate
that Craig identifies as mediating interoception, and if “the feeling that ‘I
am'” approximates “for-me-ness,” then it should be possible to begin test-
ing whether, for example, anterior insula activation that is hypothesized to
be essential for (2) ever fails to occur when we have conscious experiences.
Once again, the claim is not that this would settle the issue, but it would
enable us to begin moving beyond comparison of what one another envis-
age as possible.**
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My second major concern is that each theory of consciousness consid-
ered in this chapter—HOT, wide intrinsicality, self-representational, or HOT
as applied to agency—emphatically takes seeming directness, immediacy,
or noninferential access to be an integral component of conscious experi-
ence.”> Moreover, they link experienced immediacy to the position that
phenomenally conscious states all “contain a crucial self-referential ele-
ment” (Gennaro 2006, 221). Although it may be the case that, somehow
understood, experienced immediacy plays a role along the lines suggested
by these theories, experienced immediacy does not entail self-reference or
belonging.

For those whose intuitions incline them to endorse the presupposed link
between immediacy and self-reference, consider the example of craniopagus
twins who are connected at the thalamus (cf. Lane 2014, 55). Although these
sisters have not been tested under controlled conditions, they seem to share
interoceptive or introspéctive access to conscious experiences such as thirst.
But shared access does not imply inability to distinguish between sensations
“that belong to self and those that belong to her sister” (Bor 2012, 29).%
Whereas typically when reflecting on whether two persons could share con-
scious experiences philosophers have had to resort to thought experiments
(e.g., O’Brien 2007, 206), craniopagus twins appear to show that not only
what Hirstein (2012) refers to as “mindmelding” can occur, but also that it
can dissociate from belonging. It seems to be the case that one sister can be
aware of thirst without referring that sensation to self.”

Felt immediacy, however, does not only dissociate from belonging dur-
ing interoception or introspection; it can be experienced even when we are
observing the external world and exhibit no confusion as regards belonging
attributions. We are extremely sensitive to certain signals in the external
world, such as changes in the scleral field size (eye white area) of conspecif-
ics: that is, we quickly and efficiently detect fear and certain other emotions
in others (Tsuchiya et al. 2009, Hardee et al. 2008, Yang et al. 2007). But
we do not misattribute the conscious experience of fear to self. Naturally,
the neural substrates of personal and observed fear overlap in important
respects, but in quotidian circumstances we can easily distinguish between
the two. The essential point is that it is not obviously the case that self-
reference is intrinsically bound to seeming immediacy, directness, or non-
inferential access.

I suspect that the ill-advised emphasis placed on felt immediacy arises
because SP theories, albeit in distinct ways, link consciousness to self-ref-
erence, somehow understood, which in turn suggests a link to self-knowl-
edge. And knowledge of self’s mental states is commonly claimed to be
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epistemically direct, immediate, or noninferential (e.g., Macdonald 2009,
741). But some cases suggest that conscious states can occur when felt
immediacy is absent (e.g., Zahn et al. 2008, Sass and Parnas 2003, 438). In
sum, my concern is not only that felt immediacy does not entail belong-
ing; I also suspect that the presupposition of a link between self-reference
and consciousness misleads us in our efforts to characterize that which we
hope to explain.

My third major concern is that amid the debate over whether it is pref-
erable to add or subtract ingredients from the explanans, perhaps we are
overlooking an alternative, ecumenical option. Elsewhere I have argued
that distinct “molecular” or “isomeric” arrangements play a role in causing
alienation experiences (Lane 2012, 2014). What happens in quotidian cases
is that mental states cluster in specific ways—for example, pain’s sensory-
discriminative component seems intrinsically bound to its affective-moti-
vational component. In a word, when we feel pains we don’t like them. But
sometimes the affective-motivational component is subtracted from the over-
all experience (e.g., pain asymbolia) such that we no longer care. The pains
don't bother us; they might even feel alien. Alternatively, in the quotidian
case, actions exhibit intentional binding and sensory attenuation. In a word,
when we act, sensory experiences are either altogether absent or vanishingly
thin. But sometimes something is added to actions: that is, sensory experi-
ences are accentuated. When these sensory experiences are added, actions
can be felt to be alien (e.g., passivity experiences). In short, the addition and
subtraction hypotheses do not conflict with one another; instead, they can
be combined in a comprehensive model of alienation experiences.

What I am suggesting is that when standard expectations concerning
how mental states should cluster are confounded, the likelihood of alien-
ation experiences is high. I say the likelihood is high, because alienation
is not guaranteed by the mere awareness that mental states are clustering
in unexpected ways. For example, we can be aware that mental states are
clustering in atypical ways when we observe people with whom we are inti-
mately familiar, as in Capgras syndrome. Capgras syndrome appears to be
importantly analogous to pain asymbolia, in that sensory-discriminative
components are intact, but the affective-motivational components are miss-
ing. Unlike pain asymbolia, however, here the problem seems to be that a
person with whom we are deeply familiar seems alien. It is not an instance
wherein conscious experiences that we host seem not to belong to self.
Therefore, 1 previously recommended that when seeking to explain alien-
ation experiences, not only do we require awareness that mental states are
clustering in unexpected ways, we also need to distinguish among stimuli
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(either extero- or interoceptive) that are related to self, to persons with whom
we are familiar, and to persons or things that are related neither to self nor to
an intimate. Only when an awareness of confounded expectations is accom-
panied by self-referencing stimuli do alienation experiences occur.

It may appear that I am now preparing to recant on my rejection of the
role that self-reference is proclaimed to play in SP theoties, but that is not
the case. First, I am only claiming that self-reference, paradoxically, plays an
important role in alienation experiences. Second, Kriegel's (2009) self-refer-
ence is part of the conscious experience and, though Gennaro’s (2012) is not
part of the conscious experience, it is characterized as an unconscious psycho-
logical phenomenon. But the type of self-reference that matters to explaining
alienation experiences is neither conscious nor psychological; instead, it is a
neuronal or subpersonal process. Baldly, this is a subpersonal self.

Northoff and Bermpohl (2004) and Northoff et al. (2006) have previ-
ously argued that stimuli, irrespective of sensory modality, if related to
self, are processed in virtue of neural activity in the brain's cortical mid-
line structures (CMS). Many additional findings have followed in the wake
of this discovery: First, Northoff et al. (2010) have adduced evidence to
suggest that high resting state activity (RSA)—activity that occurs in the
absence of external stimuli—is prevalent throughout the brain and that it
can both shape and be shaped by stimulus-induced activity. Second, Qin
and Northoff (2011) have shown that the perigenual anterior cingulate
cortex (PACC) is specifically involved in the processing of self-referential
stimuli, in a way that clearly distinguishes self from that which is familiar
or that which concerns stimuli of other types. Third, Schneider et al. (2008)
discovered “overlap” between RSA and self-referential activity in anterior
CMS, such as the PACC; in these regions, high self-referential activity cor-
relates with less deviation from RSA, relative to low self-referential activity.

Building upon these and related findings, Huang et al. (2014) have
investigated vegetative state (VS) patients. Although VS patients exhibit no
indication of purposeful behavior, language comprehension, awareness of
sensations, or of self, an active paradigm was used. The questionnaire com-
prised both self-referential (e.g., “Have you been to Taiwan?") and nonself-
referential (e.g., “Are there sixty minutes in one hour?”). The “task” itself
consisted of four fMRI scanning runs, and each run comprised twenty self-
referential and twenty nonself-referential questions. Findings were striking:
first, the greater the PACC signal change during self-referential, compared
to nonself-referential questions, the higher the degree of consciousness.*®
Second, RSA was lower for the patients than for the control subjects. And,
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third, two of the patients who exhibited the highest signal changes in the
PACC recovered two months after the fMRI scanning.

Obviously, much more would need to be said about this experiment and
its findings, and experimental probes of this kind are in need of refine-
ment. But the principal implications of relevance here are these: because
of the RSA’s unique relationship with the self, if self-referential questions
are to elicit distinctive neural activity, RSA must have achieved a minimum
threshold. If that threshold has been achieved, even for patients with seri-
ous disorders of consciousness, PACC signal changes evoked in response to
self-referential questions can be used to predict the degree of consciousness.
And, strikingly, these PACC signal changes—these distinctive reactions to
self-referencing stimuli—might serve as predictive markers of future capaci-
ties for consciousness.

Above I argued that theories of consciousness that presuppose conscious
or psychological self-reference all fail to adequately explain alienation expe-
riences. But studies of VS patients suggest that self might be related to con-
sciousness in a manner previously unrecognized. It seems that self is prior fo
our experience of the world: recall, self overlaps with the resting state, the
state in which subjects are not being exposed to external stimuli.** What
is more, self, understood in this neuronal sense, seems to be essential to
conscious experience: the subpersonal self exhibited in VS patients—PACC
activation in response to self-referential questions when subjects appear to
be wholly unconscious—is, potentially, an indicator of whether the capac-
ity for consciousness is recoverable. Simplifying, self is intrinsically related
to RSA; RSA is a precondition for self-reference; self-referencing precedes
recovery of consciousness. In this respect, the subpersonal self is essential to
conscious efiperience. If a slogan is called for, self is prior to consciousness.

I opened this essay with an epigraph from Rilke: “nothing alien happens
to us, but only what has long been our own.” There is, I believe, a sense
in which this is true. Alienation experiences are robust conscious experi-
ences. But if the model I propose is true, they only occur when stimuli
interact with the brain in a way that implicates self. On a neuronal level
this self-referencing occurs when stimuli interact with the brain in such
a way as to evoke just minimal deviation from RSA; it is in virtue of this
close matching of external stimuli to the RSA (the brain’s infrinsic activ-
ity) that stimuli are perceived as and judged to be self-referencing. Because
neuronal self-referencing is essential to the having of alien experiences, it
can truly be said that what seems alien has long been our own. Indeed this
is why alienation experiences are robust: expectations concerning what to



128 Timothy Lane

expect from self-referential stimuli are confounded, and the confounding
of expectations occasions a thickening of conscious experience.
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Notes

1. Previously, I discussed this case in Lane and Liang 2010, 2011 and Liang and
Lane 2009. Rosenthal (2010) responded to those interpretations, concerning their
possible implications for his higher-order thought theory of consciousrness, and
developed a response that is partially endorsed by Gennaro (this volume). I later
argued that this case can be understood within a comprehensive explanatory frame-
work for belonging or mental ownership, a relationship between selves and conscious
experiences, whether those experiences pertain to mental states, actions, or bodies
(Lane 2012, 2014).

2. For more detail concerning Gennaro's views on the kind of self-reference essen-
tial to conscious experience, see 2012, 103-134, 220-221. I return to this issue in the
manuscript’s concluding section.

3. It should be noted that Gennaro’s version of HOT theory differs from Rosenthal’s
in certain important respects; for a summary of the former's “wide intrinsically
view” (WIV) see Gennaro 2012, 55-59. What matters for our purposes here is that
Gennaro is committed to a self-referential condition: for example, “what makes
mental states conscious is intrinsic to conscious states ... a kind of inner self-referen-
tial and relational element is ... present within the structure of such states” (2012,
55).

4, See Liang and Lane 2009 and Lane and Liang 2010.

5. Billon and Kriegel also suggest that degree of methodological rigor might be a
concern here. With this too, I am in agreement, and that is why I take the Bottini et
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al. (2002) case to be just a starting point or motivation for further inquiry (Lane and
Liang 2010, 500). I expand on this point below.

6. Italics added.

7. HOT theory even allows for the possibility of what I have elsewhere dubbed
“radical confabulation” (Lane and Liang 2008)—representation of first-order states
that do not even exist. See Gennaro 2012, 59-70, for some of his views on misrepre-
sentation and “targetless” HOTs.

8. As for the passage from Lane and Liang (2010, 498) that concerns Gennaro, the
point I intended there was not to deny that this is an essential component of Rosen-
thal’s theory. Instead, my point was that even if spontaneity and the absence of
mediation are critical to understanding consciousness, this alone does not imply
that FB’s HOT represents recovered tactile sensations as belonging to her.

9. For the distinction, as revealed by functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI),
between active and passive touch, see Gardner and Johnson 2013, 522.

10. Applying touches to a patient’s hand such that the patient can see what is being
done, while undergoing fMRI, does pose many technical difficulties. But that these
can be overcome is suggested by the methodology adopted by Ehrsson et al. (2004)
in their fMRI study of the rubber hand illusion.

11. Billon (2013, 307) describes inserted thoughts thus: They differ “from the
patient’s ordinary thoughts by being phenomenally unconscious for him ... [they
are] akin to sentences, images, unconscious computational processes, and other
people’s conscious thoughts.” He adds, however, that they differ from sentences,
images, and so forth, in that they are “apparently in the patient.”

12. According to Billon (2013, 307), “this does not mean that there is no phenome-
nology associated with thought insertion, only that it is, so to speak, an extrinsic, or
a ‘second-order phenomenology.’”

13. When arguing that there can be more than one type of consciousness, one phe-
nomenal and the other not, Billon and Kriegel emphasize that what the two share is
immediacy, or “immediate access.” Elsewhere I have argued that although “immedi-
ate access” is relevant to these discussions, the lack of immediacy is one factor that
can contribute to the experience of alien mental states (Lane 2012, 257-267; cf.
Klein 2014, 101-103). Below I expand on this concern about the presumed signifi-
cance of immediacy.

14. Billon (2013, 304) cites an actual instance of thought insertion that might be
adduced to support the distinction they adopt here: according to one frequently
cited description of thought insertion, it is like having “a screen” in the middle of
one’s skull on which pictures can be flashed, conveying thoughts that seem not to
belong to self.
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15. Elsewhere Billon (2013) emphasizes that, in order to develop an adequate expla-
nation, we must allow for the possibility that two sets of features—the “phenome-
nal” and the “spatial”—are dissociable. There are many problems with this approach,
not the least of which is the requirement that we accept the explanatory utility of
distinguishing between intrinsic and extrinsic phenomenology. But setting these
thorny conceptual issues aside, consider only the weight assigned by Billon to the
spatial dimension and how this relates to the first-rank symptoms of schizophrenia.
He says that “in me” is plausibly understood as “always where I am, that follows me
around” (Billon 2013, 303-304). Arguably, giving emphasis to spatial phenomenol-
ogy helps, in a rather straightforward way, to make sense of thought insertion. But
ego-boundaries are permeable in two directions: some thoughts are inserted, while
others “fly” to others, who can “catch” them (Mullins and Spence 2003, 294). In the
latter case it is less clear how we should understand the spatial phenomenology,
especially given Billon's (2013, 296) expressed intent “to save the meaningfulness
and the intelligibility of the patients.”

16. I should add that although I am in sympathy with interpretations of patient
reports as reflecting actual patient phenomenology, there is need for caution when
interpreting schizophrenic speech. Language disturbance—in particular incoherent
or desultory content—is one of the primary behaviors by which diagnosis is made
(Hyman and Cohen 2013, 1391). An example of this “loosening of associations”
characteristic of much schizophrenic speech is: “I don't think they care for me
because two million camels ... 10 million taxis ... Father Christmas on the rebound.”

17. Here Billon (see 2013, 306, fn. 4) might insist that what is accessible or “report-
able” bears no necessary connection to phenomenal consciousness.

18. Note that this role identified for receptive language areas in the left temporal
lobe fits well with subjective reports, since the “near-universal experience” is of
these voices “as being like an auditory percept” (Garrett and Silva 2003, 454). But it
should also be noted that my claim in the text concerns empirical evidence about
receptive areas, and that Billon (2013, 311) claims (a) the same does not hold for pro-
ductive areas and (b) auditory cortex activation has only been observed “in a sub-
group of patients.” Of course, getting straight about the facts of the matter in this
vicinity will require much more work but, as regards (a), the subjective reality of
auditory hallucinations correlates with activity in Broca’s area (Raij et al. 2009) and,
even when subjective reality is not controlled for, activity in the right hemisphere
homolog of Broca’s area correlates with auditory hallucinations (Sommer et al.
2008). As regards (b), one reason why auditory cortex activation might have been
observed only in a subgroup of patients is a failure to adequately distinguish between
the relative significance of resting state vis-d-vis stimulus-related activity (cf. Nor-
thoff 2013, 351; Kompus et al. 2011).

19. I expand on this point below.
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20. As an analogy, consider commonplace awareness of change in a person or place,
but change in features that typically go unnoticed. Such aspects of a person or place
can be noticed when absent, even if we are unable to articulate or identify what is
missing. Applying this idea to action, note that subliminally-processed stimuli can
induce motor cortex activations enabling accurate responses to a target (Dehaene
2014, 129). Now consider the patient who wonders, “Is it really me walking?” My
suggestion is that a degree of incompatibility between anticipation mechanisms and
motor responses might be sufficient to cause patients to become aware of a distur-
bance to agency. What Poincaré dubbed the “subliminal self” can fail, thereby draw-
ing attention to its absence, and causing mobilization of “enormous efforts in order
to apply ... consciousness” toward rectifying motor responses that ordinarily do not
require intervention by a conscious, agentive self (cf. Dehaene 2014, 86).

21. 1 expand upon this point in the concluding section.

22. All three are alien in the sense of seeming not to be controlled by self, but only
for the passivity experiences of schizophrenics is it commonplace to attribute agency
to some external source. For AHS this is less common. Utilization behavior refers to
the compulsive grabbing and use of objects without regard to need or social situa-
tion, for example, reaching for and eating food even when not hungry or when the
food belongs to someone else (Rizzolatti and Kalaska 2013, 883).

23. Mylopoulos is here endorsing a distinction between the phenomenology of
bodily motion and of agency. As Horgan (2011, 64) characterizes the difference, the
former involves a visual, kinesthetic, and so forth what-it’s-like; agency, however,
places emphasis upon the “what-it’s-like of self as source.”

24. T do not agree with Mylopoulos that action consciousness occurs in ordinary
cases; at best we just know that self performs a given action (Lane 2014, 64-65), and
this seems to be what Block intends by suggesting the conceptual possibility of
access- without phenomenal- consciousness. If this distinction does apply here,
there is no agentive quality or phenomenal character that need concern us. In other
words, what Mylopoulos suggests has gone missing, was not there in the first place.
Neither do I endorse her dismissal of sensory attenuation as relevant to these discus-
sions; there seems to be abundant experimental data to show that, pace Mylopou-
lous, sensory attenuation does occur in persons who have passivity experiences (e.g.,
Shergill et al. 2005 and Teufel et al. 2010), who have just been awakened from REM
sleep (Blagrove et al. 2006), and so forth.

25. I here devote most of my attention to AHS because Mylopoulos takes that to be
the example that most clearly supports her hypothesis. Concerning utilization
behaviors, however, it is worth noting that recent experimental results show, at least
for some of its manifestations, movements are more “rationally integrated into the
agent’s psychology at the time” than Mylopoulos suggests. For example, Besnard et
al. (2010) have adduced evidence to suggest that the frequency of utilization behav-
iors depends upon their relationship with the content of a task (involving a verbal-



132 Timothy Lane

ized script). If the task counts as an important part of the agent’s psychology at the
time, then many utilization behaviors are “rationally integrated.”

26. Italics added.

27. Note that the conjectured association between HOTs and PFC activity is not
universally endorsed (Gennaro 2012, 279-280).

28. For a succinct review of some relevant technical matters, see Rossi et al. 2009.

29. Because my concern here is only to argue that the Mylopoulos hypothesis is
empirically tractable, I will not discuss methodological worries or the degree to
which the data can plausibly be claimed to support the hypothesis that HOTs are
misrepresenting actual intentions.

30. A possible neural substrate for intention-to-act has been suggested by Andersen
and Cui 2009.

31. That the issues here are difficult is undeniable, and it may surprise some to
know that it is not only philosophers who worry about for-me-ness. The cognitive
neuroscientist, Revonsuo (2006, 32), for example, observes that “The study of con-
sciousness is, first and foremost, the study of the world-for-me. ... That is the princi-
pal explanandum for the science of consciousness. Accordingly, the most
fundamental concept in the study of consciousness should capture the essence of
the world-for-me.” By way of contrast, some philosophers whose main concern is
the “phenomenal self” allow that “there are occasions—when we drift into reverie,
or similar conditions—when we are not particularly aware of ourselves as selves at
all” (Dainton 2008, 147).

32. Among my reasons for being disinclined to endorse Kriegel's view of subjective
character is that he consigns it to “fringe” or “peripheral” consciousness (2009,
47-52). The result seems to be a compounding of our explanatory burden, adding
not one but two contentjous posits to the explanandum.

33. Italics added.

34. I am aware of the pitfalls of trying to operationalize before we have achieved
sufficiently mature levels of conceptual sophistication (on the philosophical side)
and methodological as well as technological sophistication (on the scientific side).
And it is unlikely that anyone will soon pass a Turing test of consciousness science
(cf., Revonsuo 2006, 300-303). But every intellectual choice involves a degree of
risk: I am betting that we have already achieved levels of sophistication—on both
sides—such that we are poised to eclipse “sketches of, or promises for, arguments”
(Kriegel 2009, 312).

35. Kriegel’s (2006, 156) view is distinctive in that he holds “the awareness we have
of our conscious states is immediate simply because it really is unmediated.”
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36. I1egard this as an instance wherein a person can “host” a conscious experience
without that experience belonging to the person who is introspectively aware of it
(cf. Lane 2012, 260). This is a somewhat different sense of “host” than that employed
by Kriegel (2009, 8) when he asserts that “conscious experiences are not states that
we may host...”

37. For a detailed analysis of this case and its possible relevance to “immunity to
error through misidentification,” see Langland-Hassan (forthcoming).

38. To distinguish among various degrees of consciousness, minimally conscious
patients were included in the sample. Assessment included use of the Coma Recov-
ery Scale (Revised).

39. If “self” so used still seems to intimate the mental, then substitute, “this organ-
ism, here, now.”
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