INTROSPECTION

1. Introspection: Philosophy and Psychology

Introspection is the subject of investigations in both philosophy and psychology.
 Philosophers are often concerned with the seemingly privileged status of those beliefs formed through introspection and the metaphysical import of the views that try to account for it. By contrast, psychologists seem to be more concerned with the reliability of introspection as well as its scope. There seem to be some connections between these issues, but it is not clear how exactly philosophical research and psychological research on introspection relate to each other. How do philosophical theories of introspection constrain the empirical research carried out by psychologists? How do psychological data inform the conceptual work being done by philosophers? 

In what follows, I will assume a particular picture of the relation between philosophical work and psychological work on introspection. I will sketch this picture in what remains of this section. Next, I will turn my attention to two disorders of introspection. This will occupy our discussion during sections 2 to 7. I will then draw some philosophical implications from this psychological research in section 8. And, finally, I will return to the general picture about the relation between philosophy and psychology. 

Here is an outline of a certain framework wherein we can understand the interaction of philosophical and psychological research on introspection.
 We can view the notion of introspection as the concept of a theoretical entity. As such, it can be seen as a concept whose content is determined by the role that it plays within a particular theory. In the case of introspection, that theory is folk psychology. We can think of folk psychology as the collection of claims that describe the typical causal relations that hold between our perceptual stimuli, our behavioral responses and the different kinds of mental states that we occupy. Folk psychology is common knowledge to us in that we have implicit knowledge of those claims. Thus, in order to spell out the claims that jointly constitute our characterization of introspection, we can simply reflect on our intuitive concept of introspection and analyze it. I propose to view this ‘analysis’ aspect of an investigation of introspection as, mainly, the philosopher’s job. Nonetheless, psychology can contribute to this kind of enquiry in an important way. Let me explain. 

When it comes to investigating introspection, the philosopher will deal with questions such as: Is introspection a faculty that gives us a priori knowledge? Is it inferential? Does introspection give us knowledge about our own minds? Our answers to this kind of questions will tell us what it takes for a certain property, process of mechanism to count as introspective. Basically, they draw the line between what we count as introspection and what we count as something else. Now, how do we go about answering these questions? Typically, the philosopher will proceed by way of thought experiments. The philosopher will entertain situations where a certain knowledge-acquisition process that resembles introspection will occur under circumstances that differ from the actual circumstances. (For instance, we may be asked to imagine a faculty that gives us non-inferential, a priori knowledge of other people’s minds.) We will then be asked whether, intuitively, we would count those processes as introspective. Our answers to such questions are meant to reveal what our notion of introspection is like. 

However, this kind of methodology is not effective unless we are confronted with clear cases, which is why psychological research can make a crucial contribution to it. If we are asked to consider cases of subjects who seem to gain knowledge through processes that resemble introspection and, then, we need to decide whether those processes should indeed count as introspective, our intuitions will not be robust enough unless those cases are clearly described. And psychological research can provide us with clear, precise descriptions of interesting cases for those purposes. There are various disorders of thought, especially in schizophrenia, that constitute very effective tests for our intuitions with regards to some of the questions that the philosopher asks about introspection.      

Furthermore, there is a different contribution that psychology makes to the study of introspection. This is the identification of the property, process or mechanism that, in humans, constitutes introspection. Even if we spell out all the features that a certain mechanism must have in order to qualify as introspection in us, we are still left with the question of which mechanism actually has all of those features. As I see it, this ‘identification’ aspect of an investigation of introspection is an empirical project, and pursuing it is the psychologist’s job. Notice that, in different senses, both the project of analysis and the project of identification attempt to answer the question ‘What is introspection?’ The philosopher will pursue an answer of the kind ‘It is whatever mechanism meets such-and-such conditions.’ By contrast, the psychologist will answer the question by locating the mechanism that actually meets those conditions. 

In order to illustrate this picture, I will be discussing two disorders of introspection, namely, thought insertion and thought broadcast. I will first consider several approaches to these two disorders. The discussion of those different approaches will lead us to briefly consider two other pathologies of introspection, that is, multiple personality disorder and thought control. Then, I will identify some philosophical questions about introspection for which thought insertion and thought broadcast seem particularly relevant. The discussion of those questions will get us back to the issue of how psychology contributes to the project of analysis and, therefore, how psychological data bears on the philosophical research on introspection.    

2. Thought insertion and thought broadcast

Thought insertion is a disorder wherein the subject is under the impression that certain thoughts that she has are not her own thoughts. In fact, subjects who experience thought insertion often report that other people’s thoughts are happening in their own minds. The following is a report from a patient with thought insertion (Mellor 1970, p. 17): 

I look at the window and I think that the garden looks nice and the grass look cool, but the thoughts of Eamonn Andrews come into my mind. There are no other thoughts there, only his … He treats my mind like a screen and flashes thoughts onto it like you flash a picture.

By contrast, thought broadcast is a disorder wherein the subject is under the impression that certain thoughts that she has escape her own mind. In fact, subjects who experience thought broadcast often report that other people can have access to those thoughts. According to Koehler (1979, p. 239), in thought broadcast, the subject ‘is quite certain of “negatively” being aware that he has lost HIS OWN thoughts, feeling and so on because in some way they passively diffuse into or are lost to the outside world against his will.’ The following is a report from a patient with thought broadcast (Mellor 1970):

As I think, my thoughts leave my head on a type of mental ticker-tape. Everyone around has only to pass the tape through their mind and they know my thought.

There are two interesting questions that one might raise about these disorders. We could call them the ‘what-question’ and the ‘why-question.’
 The what-question is: What are these subjects experiencing when they make reports such as the two reports above? What are they trying to express exactly? Subjects who suffer these two disorders seem to be having some odd experiences that they cannot quite put into words. One would want to know what subjects with thought insertion and thought broadcast are trying to get at when they describe the way in which they experience their relation to their own thoughts. By contrast, the why-question is: Why do these subjects have the strange sort of experience that leads them to make reports of that kind? Why does such an odd type of experience arise in these subjects? 

Here is one way of looking at the contrast between the two questions. When one asks the what-questions about thought insertion and thought broadcast, one is enquiring about how subjects with those disorders represent the world and her own mind whereas, when one asks the why-questions, one is enquiring about the causes that made those subject represent things in that way. There is a sense in which the what-questions about thought insertion and thought broadcast are therefore more basic than their corresponding why-questions: Answers to each why-question will presuppose answers to its corresponding what-question. Basically, we cannot begin to discern why a subject with, let us say, thought insertion has the kind of experience that she tries to express by saying things such as ‘I have such-and-such thought but it is not my thought’ until we have a certain grasp of what that experience could be like. Thus, in the following five sections, I will concentrate on some possible answers to the what-questions about thought insertion and thought broadcast, and I will leave the corresponding why-questions aside. 

3. Thought insertion: Displacement and multiple personality disorder

One possible answer to the what-question about thought insertion is the following: The subject is misrepresenting the boundaries of her ego. In fact, she is under the impression that such boundaries are narrower than they really are. Therefore, she takes certain states of her own mind to be states of other entities out there, in the world (Sims 1995, p. 152):

In thought insertion, [the subject] experiences thoughts that do not have the feeling of being his own, but he feels that they have been put in his mind without his volition, from the outside. As in thought withdrawal, there is clearly a disturbance of self-image, and especially in the boundary between what is self and what is not.

Basically, the idea is that the subject with thought insertion attributes some of her thoughts to other people’s minds because she is wrong about where the boundaries that separate her own mind from others stand. Thus, according to this answer to the what-question about thought insertion, subjects who suffer this disorder essentially feel as if they had access to other people’s minds. We may call this model of thought-insertion, the ‘displacement model.’

Notice that, within the displacement model, part of the report that a subject with thought insertion typically makes is taken at face value, but part of it is not. Consider a report of the form ‘I believe that p but that is not my thought.’ When a subject with thought insertion claims ‘that is not my thought’, the displacement theorist takes this part of the report at face value: The theorist assumes that the thought that the subject is being aware of is indeed not experienced by her as being her own thought. However, when the subject claims ‘I believe that p’, the theorist takes the subject to mean something slightly (but importantly) different: The displacement theorist reads the subject as saying that she is aware that the fact that p is being believed. 

This feature of the displacement model has brought it under attack. Thus, Graham and Stephens (2000, p. 126) complain that, in the examples of thought insertion in the clinical literature, ‘patients are well aware of the subjectivity of their thoughts: of where they occur. They regard them as occurring within their ego boundaries.’
 The objection against the displacement model is therefore that the subject with thought insertion does not seem to be confused about where the thought is taking place. It seems to be relatively clear that she takes the thought to be occurring in her own mind.
 One way of motivating the objection further is to consider other disorders that, intuitively, seem to be accurately described by the displacement model, and consider whether thought insertion is sufficiently analogous to those disorders or not.

Subjects who suffer from multiple personality disorder (‘MPD’ hereafter) have two or more personality states, or ‘alters.’ Each of these alters has a specific set of mental states, such as beliefs, desires, emotions and memories, and they take turns controlling the subject’s behavior. For the purposes of studying introspection, the following fact is particularly interesting about MPD: Usually, when a particular alter is controlling the MPD subject’s behavior, that alter only has introspective access to her own mental states. Occasionally, though, an alter may be aware of what other alters think, what they intend to do or how they feel about a certain person or situation. One such case was well-documented at the beginning of the twentieth century. This is the case of Doris Fischer.
 Some of Fischer’s alters claimed to have access to some of her other alters’ mental states. Thus, one of Fischer’s alters, ‘Sleeping Margaret’, narrated the following. Initials stand for her other alters ‘Margaret’, ‘Sick Doris’ and ‘Real Doris’ (Prince 1916, p. 109):

S.D. watched when R.D. was out. There would be three of us watching her, each with thoughts of her own. S.D. watched R.D.’s mind, M. watched S.D.’s thoughts of R.D., and I watched all three. Sometimes we had disagreements. Sometimes a jealous thought would flit through S.D.’s mind –she would think for a moment that if R.D. would not come out any more M. might not like her as well as R.D. 

The displacement model seems to capture what Sleeping Margaret’s experience might have been like when Real Doris was ‘out’ (in control of Fisher’s body). Sleeping Margaret claims to be aware of Sick Doris’s thoughts in that situation. So it seems that, when Real Doris is out, we have a case of a subject (Sleeping Margaret) who is aware of certain mental states that are not presented to her as being her own. Notice that this point is independent of our position with regards to the veridicality of such an experience. With regards to that issue, we have of course two options. Either we take each personality to constitute a person, or we decide that there is only one person here, namely, Fisher. In the former case, Sleeping Margaret is being aware of a mental state that is not her own, since she is not the same person as Sick Doris. Interestingly, this commits us to the view that there are actual cases of telepathy. In the latter case, Sleeping Margaret (or Fisher, since they are one and the same person in this scenario) is under the wrong impression that certain mental states that she has are not her own. Either way, we have a case of a subject who has introspective access to mental states that do not appear to her as being her own. Thus, the displacement model seems to be particularly well suited to capture what goes on in some cases of MPD. 

The question is now whether thought insertion is analogous to MPD. It does not seem to be. What differentiates the two pathologies is, basically, Graham and Stephens’ point. Sleeping Margaret talks about ‘watching’ someone else’s mind and thoughts whereas the patient who is concerned with Eamonn Andrews does not claim to be aware of Andrews’s thoughts. It does not seem that, from this patient’s point of view, the thought that the garden is nice appears to take place in Andrews’s mind. She seems to think that it occurs in her own mind, that is, she seems to think that the property of thinking that the garden looks nice is a property that he has. Thus, it seems that the displacement model is more adequate to approach MPD than thought insertion.

4. Thought insertion: Agency and thought control

A different approach to the what-question about thought insertion treats thinking as a kind of action. Within the ‘action’ model of thought insertion, having a thought is something that we do, just as, let us say, raising an arm is something that we do. Now, notice that there are circumstances in which it makes sense that my arm went up even though I did not raise my arm. (Someone may have kicked my arm, for instance.) In certain circumstances, that movement may have occurred in my body even though I was not the agent of it. It is not something that I did. If we construe thinking as a kind of action, we may similarly distinguish two senses in which a certain thought can be mine. In one sense, the thought is mine if it occurs in my mind, that is, if the property of having the thought is instantiated in me. In a different sense, the thought is mine if I am the person doing the thinking. The crucial point for the purposes of answering the what-question about thought insertion is that the two senses may come apart. Harry Frankfurt makes the point nicely (1988, p. 59):

The verb “to think” can connote an activity – as in “I am thinking carefully about what you said” – and with regard to this aspect of its meaning, we cannot suppose that thoughts are necessarily accompanied by thinking. It is not incoherent, despite the air of paradox, to say that a thought that occurs in my mind may or may not be something that I think.

Now, this point has been used to answer the what-question about thought insertion. Basically, the idea is that the subject with thought insertion experiences that some thought occurring in her own mind is carried out by someone else (Graham and Stephens 2000, p. 154). She acknowledges that she is the subject in whom the thought occurs but she does not have the sense that she is doing the thinking. But this answer to the what-question about thought insertion appears to have a problem. The problem is that the agency model seems to conflate thought insertion with a different disorder, which we may call ‘thought control’. 

Subjects who suffer thought control claim that some of their thoughts have emerged due to the influence of an external agent. In other words, they claim that they have been made to think certain things (Hamilton 1984, pp. 48-49).
 In the clinical literature, it is often pointed out that thought control is different from thought insertion. In the former case, the subject is meant to own the thought whereas, in the latter case, the subject is supposed to disown it. Thus, the standard view is that subjects with thought insertion do not thereby suffer from thought control (Fulford 1989, Taylor and Heiser 1971, Koehler 1979). Conversely, it is often claimed that subjects with thought control do not thereby suffer from thought insertion (Mullins and Spence 2003, p. 295). The problem for the action model of thought insertion is that, if it is correct, then all cases of thought insertion are cases of thought control, and vice versa. This criticism rests on two points. 

The first point concerns the ‘control’ aspect of thought control. The point is that, in the robust sense of ‘action’ used within the agency model, one cannot be made to perform a certain action. Admittedly, some physical movements can be forced on us. Surely somebody could grab my hand, put a pen on it and move it in such a way that my name is written on a piece of paper. But notice that this would not be a case where somebody has made me sign my name. My bodily movement does not seem to amount to an action. Basically, it seems that in order for a certain event to count as an action of mine, it must be up to me whether the event happens or not. If it is not within my control to make it happen, then it is hard to see that event as an action that I perform. Now, if we take thinking to be a kind of action, then this means that, arguably, it is not possible to be forced to think anything. To the extent that the thought is forced on one by some external influence, one is not doing the thinking. The upshot is that, if thinking is an action, then subjects who suffer thought control cannot be experiencing their process of thinking as being controlled from outside. The agency theorist is committed to the view that if the thinking process is controlled from outside, then that thinking process is not up to those subjects and, therefore, it is not their own thinking.

The second point concerns the ‘insertion’ aspect of thought insertion. Subjects with thought insertion do not only claim that somebody else is thinking the thoughts that occur in their minds. They also claim that those thoughts have been inserted in their minds.
 Which suggests that they are under the impression that those thoughts occur in their minds because somebody else is thinking them. Thus, it is not enough for the action theorist to describe the experience of thought insertion as the experience that a certain thought occurs in one self while somebody else is thinking it. The best version of the agency model seem to be that the experience in question is the experience that a certain thought occurs in oneself because somebody else is thinking it. 

We can now see that thought control and thought insertion conflate if we take thinking to be a kind of action. All cases of thought insertion will be cases of thought control, and all cases of thought control will be cases of thought insertion. Since the reasons for both claims are analogous, I will elaborate on the first claim only: Suppose that thinking is a kind of action. Consider a given event E that is a case of thought insertion. Given the second point above, cases of thought insertion should be construed by the action theorist as cases where the subject experiences a thought occurring in her mind because somebody else is thinking it. Thus, E should be construed as a case where the subject has the sense that a thought occurs in her mind because somebody else is thinking it. Does E count as a case of thought control, then? One might think that it does not, since the subject is supposed to own her thought in cases of thought control. However, the first point above is that the action theorist cannot describe the experience of thought control as the experience of being the thinker of a thought due to external influences. If we construe thinking as a kind of action, then one cannot be the agent of a certain thought that has been forced upon one self. This means that no characterization of thought control allowing the subject to own the ‘controlled’ thought is available to the agency theorist. So it is hard to see why E should not count as a case of thought control. There is considerable pressure, then, for the agency theorist to take any case of thought insertion to be a case of thought control. Parallel reasons suggest that all cases of thought control will count as cases of thought insertion as well.

5. Introspective phenomenology: Participation and intrusion

An interesting outcome of this discussion is that thought insertion suggests the possibility of two peculiar introspective experiences. One of them is the experience of having access to a thought that occurs in somebody else’s mind. We could call this the experience of ‘intrusion.’ The other is the experience of having access to a thought that somebody else thinks in one’s own mind. We could call this the experience of ‘participation.’ 

The displacement model of thought-insertion attributes experiences of intrusion to subjects with thought insertion. According to this model, what they experience is, basically, the exercise of telepathy. By contrast, the action model of thought-insertion attributes experiences of participation to subjects with thought insertion. The idea is that those subjects experience being the host of a thought that somebody else is thinking. In that sense, they experience participating in that thought with somebody else.

There is a sense in which both types of experience have a kind of direction. In both cases, we can think of a sort of ‘mirror image’ experience. For instance, if we accept that some subjects do have the experience of having access to a thought that occurs in somebody else’s mind, then we might wonder if it is also possible to experience that somebody else is having access to a thought that occurs in one’s own mind. Likewise, if we accept that some subjects do experience having access to a thought that somebody else is thinking in their own minds, then we could ask if it is possible to experience having access to a thought that one is thinking in somebody else’s mind. The former kind of experience would be the counterpart of the experience of intrusion whereas the latter kind would be the counterpart of the experience of participation. Interestingly, some definitions of thought broadcast seem to rely on attributing, roughly, these ‘counterpart’ experiences to the relevant subjects.

6. Thought broadcast: The audition model   

Thought broadcast has been characterized in different ways by different authors, and some of those characterizations seem to mirror the attributions of experiences of participation and intrusion that take place in models of thought insertion. One popular characterization of thought broadcast links this disorder to a certain auditory hallucination. According to this characterization, subjects with thought broadcast experience that her own thoughts are being spoken aloud. For instance, a contemporary psychiatric textbook claims that these subjects ‘believe that their thoughts can be heard by other people’ (Gelder et al. 1996, p. 14). This idea provides us with a straightforward answer to the what-question about thought broadcast: What subjects with thought broadcast experience is that their thoughts are made public, that is, they experience that other subjects are aware of those thoughts. 

Interestingly, this way of answering the what-question about thought broadcast mirrors the answer to the what-question about thought insertion that the displacement theorist advocates. The displacement theorist claims that, in thought insertion, the subject experiences that she is aware of other people’s thoughts. Analogously, the audition theorist claims that, in thought broadcast, the subject experiences that other people are aware of her own thoughts. An experience of the intrusion type is attributed to the relevant subject in each case. The displacement theorist attributes the experience of intruding into other people’s minds to the subject with thought insertion whereas the audition theorist attributes the experience of being intruded upon to the subject with thought broadcast.

This comparison raises a rather natural question: Is there an answer to the what-question about thought broadcast that relies on an experience of the participation type, just like the action model of thought insertion resorts to experiences of that type to answer the corresponding question? It is quite interesting to notice that there is indeed such a way of understanding thought broadcast.

7. Thought broadcast: The diffusion model

Thought broadcast is often discussed in connection with Schneider’s first-rank symptoms of schizophrenia. Schneider himself addresses thought broadcast, but he calls it ‘thought diffusion’ (Schneider 1959, p. 100):

Equally important are the thoughts which are no longer private but shared by others, the whole town or the whole world. To this symptom, the direct participation of others in the patient’s thoughts, we have given the title “expropriation of thoughts” or “diffusion of thoughts.”

Notice that Schneider does not mention the impression that one’s thoughts are spoken aloud. The idea is rather that the subject is under the impression that other people are able to participate in her thought, or ‘share in their agency’ (Pawar and Spence 2003, p. 288). As Fish puts it, the subject with thought broadcast ‘knows that as he is thinking everyone else is thinking in unison with him’ (Fish 1967, p. 39).

The kind of experience that Fish and Schneider attribute to the subject with thought broadcast is therefore quite similar to the experience that the agency theorists attribute to the subject with thought insertion. In fact, it is easy to see the former experience as the mirror image of the latter one. According to the agency theorists, in thought insertion, the subject experiences that a thought, which others are thinking, occurs in one self.
 By contrast, the experience that the diffusion theorists posit in thought broadcast seems to be the experience that a certain thought, which one is thinking, occurs in other people’s minds as well.

8. What pathology teaches us about introspection

Suppose that the diffusion theorist is right. We might then wonder whether we should view the faculty that a subject with thought broadcast thinks that she is using as introspection. Similarly, it would be interesting to consider whether the faculty that the subject in question thinks that she is using should qualify as introspection if the audition theorist is right. Parallel questions suggest themselves about thought insertion: Suppose that the displacement theorist about thought insertion is right. Will we then be inclined to call the faculty that the subject with thought insertion thinks that she is using ‘introspection’? Would we be so inclined if the agency theorist were right? 

The importance of these questions is the following. In some cases, we may be inclined to agree that the kind of faculty that the subject with one of the two disorders thinks that she is using when she has access to her thoughts is indeed introspection. In other cases, though, our reaction may be that no faculty matching the patient’s characterization could be introspection. These results allow us to sharpen our own concept of introspection. Thus, enquiring about our intuitions with regards to the faculty that the subject with either thought insertion or thought broadcast thinks that she is using helps us to spell out our own intuitive notion of introspection.

Let  ‘S’ stand for a subject and let ‘T’ stand for a thought. Consider the following four conditional claims about introspection:  

(i) If S can introspectively know that T occurs in someone, then T occurs in S.

(ii) If S can introspectively know that someone is the thinker of T, then S is.

(iii) If T occurs in S, then only S can introspectively know that it does.  

(iv) If S is the thinker of T, then only S can introspectively know that she is.  

Should these claims be part of the collection of claims that characterize introspection? Should they belong to the set of claims that determines the place of the concept of introspection within folk psychology? The various theories of thought insertion and thought broadcast may help us make up our minds about this issue.

Consider claim (i). According to the displacement theorist of thought insertion, the subject with thought insertion is committed to (i) being false. After all, she is meant to be under the impression that she has access to other people’s thoughts. We can ask ourselves whether we should, strictly speaking, call the faculty that this subject thinks that she is using ‘introspection.’ If our intuition is that we should, then this counts as evidence in support of the view that (i) is spelling out (part of) our concept of introspection. If our intuition is that we should not, then this counts as evidence in support of the view that (i) should not be part of our characterization of introspection. 

Consider (ii) next. According to the agency theorist of thought insertion, the subject with thought insertion is committed to (ii) being false. After all, such a subject is supposed to be under the impression that she is the host of certain thoughts that she herself is not thinking. We may wonder whether we should call the faculty that this subject thinks that she is using ‘introspection.’ Our intuitions on this issue will inform us of whether we should make (ii) part of our characterization of introspection as well. 

What about claim (iii)? According to the diffusion theorist of thought broadcast, the subject with thought broadcast will view (iii) as false. After all, that subject is meant to be under the impression that other people participate in her thoughts. And she thinks that those people are not the only subjects who are aware of having those thoughts. (She thinks she is aware of the fact that they are having them.) Once again, we can ask ourselves whether the faculty that would be used in the situation that this subject has in mind qualifies as introspection. Our position with regards to that issue will tell us something about our notion of introspection. It will tell us whether (iii) is part of that notion or not.   

One might think that the audition model of thought broadcast should similarly help us with regards to (iv). Unfortunately, things are a bit more complicated in this case. The audition model of thought broadcast is that the subject is under the impression that other people ‘hear’ her thoughts. If we take this literally, then she obviously does not think that other people know her thoughts introspectively. (They know them through their perceptual faculties.) So it is not clear that the audition model of thought broadcast will help us decide whether we should include (iv) in our characterization of introspection after all.
 

Let us take stock. We started with a certain picture of the relation between philosophical and psychological research on introspection. The basic idea was that, first, we need to describe the characteristic features that introspection has. And, then, we need to identify the cognitive mechanism that actually has those features. I proposed that the former task (the task of analysis) is the main role of the philosophy of introspection whereas the latter task (the task of identification) is the main role of the psychology of introspection. However, I argued that psychology provides us with clear cases that test our sense of which faculties we would intuitively count as introspection, thus contributing to the first task. Next, we examined several theories of two disorders of introspection, namely, thought insertion and thought broadcast. We have seen that these theories attribute different experiences to the subjects who have those two disorders. We have also seen that, consequently, these theories implicitly attribute different beliefs about introspection to those subjects as well. This point finally gave us the opportunity to evaluate our intuitions about what kind of faculties we would count as introspection. The idea is that this exercise will help us with the task of analysis in our investigation of introspection. 

Our discussions of thought insertion and thought broadcast are meant to be case studies of this picture about the relation between the philosophy of introspection and the psychology of introspection. Where should we go from here? To broaden this investigation, we should consider other disorders of introspection next. Psychology can provide philosophers with accurate descriptions of disorders where subjects are unaware of actions that they are performing or perceptual experiences that they are having. Phenomena such as blindsight and anosognosia, for instance, should now be factored into our investigation. The hope is that the philosophers of introspection will eventually be able to use this kind of input from psychology to clarify what counts as introspection. And the relevant list of criteria will be precise enough for the psychologists to identify the relevant mechanism and, thus, finally tell us what introspection is.    
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GLOSSARY
· Introspection: 

The faculty that provides us with knowledge of our own minds.

· Thought insertion: 

A disorder wherein the subject claims to have a thought that is not her own.

· Thought broadcast: 

A disorder wherein the subject claims to have thoughts that escape her mind.

· Thought control: 

A disorder wherein the subject claims to have been forced to think something.
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� For an example of a psychological investigation, see (Wilson 2002). See the essays in (Cassam 1996) for examples of philosophical discussions.


� The following is meant to be a very rough description of, basically, David Chalmers’s ‘functional reduction’ framework in (1995). I take it that one of the sources of this framework is David Lewis’s work on theoretical entities in (1972).


� The point that there are different kinds of explanations that one may seek about thought disorders is not new. See (Jaspers 1963) for a similar idea.


� This model has a long history. It can arguably be attributed to Sigmund Freud, for instance, when he claims that pathology ‘has made us acquainted with a great number of states in which the boundary lines between the ego and the external world become uncertain or in which they are actually drawn incorrectly. There are cases in which parts of a person’s own body, even portions of his own mental life –his perceptions, thoughts and feelings- appear alien to him and not belonging to his own ego.’ (Freud 1975, p. 3).


� I am sympathetic to Graham and Stephens’s take on this model of thought insertion. For a more detailed discussion of all the material in this section, including multiple personality disorder, see chapter 6 in their (2000).


� This kind of talk is metaphorical, since thoughts have no spatial location. However, we can think of something like the location of a thought along the following lines. The property of having a certain thought can be instantiated in different subjects, or in the same subject at different times. We could then take the location of a thought (token, that is) to be the location of the subject who instantiates the property of having that thought.


� See (Prince 1916).


� In some cases, the control of the relevant thought is attributed to a machine. In the literature on schizophrenia, it is possible to find reports of ‘air-loom machines’ (Porter 1991) as well as ‘electrical machines’ (Tausk 1988) controlling thought.


� Some are even ready to locate the point of entry into their heads (Cahill and Frith 1996).


� I have argued that agency theorists should add ‘because others are thinking it’ to this description of the experience. In so far as this point is correct, the parallel between the two experiences is not exact. The reason is that diffusion theorists do not claim that the subject with thought broadcast has the experience of making other people think with him.  


� Arguably, the agency model of thought insertion provides us with a better test for our intuitions on that matter. If the agency theorist is right, the subject with thought insertion will take (iv) to be false as well as (ii).





PAGE  
1

