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Several authors deny that the senses of agency and of bodily ownership have a distinctive phenomenology. This is in line with a general principle of phenomenal parsimony, according to which one should not posit additional phenomenal properties into one's mental ontology when one can explain them away by appealing to other properties. The crucial question is then to determine what reasons there can be to enrich our phenomenal ontology.

This debate has recently turned to cognitive science to find answers. Those who defend a liberal or rich view of phenomenology have taken pathological disorders and illusions as evidence in favour of the existence of a distinctive phenomenology but even in these borderline cases there is room for interpretation and where the liberals see feelings, the proponents of a more conservative view see cognitive attitudes. The argument then becomes an inference to the best explanation. But whose side offers the best explanation?

Introduction

According to Wu (forthcoming), one should not posit additional phenomenal properties into one's mental ontology when one can explain them away by appealing to other properties. In particular, Wu argues that feelings of mineness can be explained away both in the case of bodily ownership and in the case of agency. Likewise several authors have recently denied that the sense of agency and the sense of bodily ownership have a distinctive phenomenology [START_REF] Alsmith | Mental Activity & the Sense of Ownership[END_REF][START_REF] Bermúdez | Action and awareness of agency: comments on Chris Frith[END_REF][START_REF] Bermúdez | Bodily awareness and self-consciousness[END_REF][START_REF] Bermúdez | Bodily ownership, bodily awareness, and knowledge without observation[END_REF][START_REF] Martin | Sight and touch[END_REF][START_REF] Martin | Bodily awareness: a sense of ownership[END_REF][START_REF] Mylopoulos | Agentive awareness is not sensory awareness[END_REF]. On their view, one knows that one is at the origin of one's actions and that this body is one's own but there is no need to assume the burden of extra phenomenal properties such as agency and bodily ownership: one does not experience those facts, they are not manifested to the subject in a more primitive form than judgements.

At first sight, the principle of phenomenal parsimony seems hardly controversial. There is indeed a risk of an unwarranted multiplication of phenomenal properties. On the other hand, one should not neglect the opposite risk to greatly impoverish our mental ontology by denying phenomenology even when it is the most intuitive. The crucial question is then to determine what reasons there can be to enrich our phenomenal ontology. Interestingly, this debate has recently turned to cognitive science to find answers. Those who defend a liberal or rich view of phenomenology have taken pathological disorders and illusions as evidence in favour of the existence of feelings of agency and of bodily ownership [START_REF] Bayne | The sense of agency[END_REF][START_REF] De Vignemont | Mind the body[END_REF].

In a nutshell, the argument is that if these feelings can go missing under pathological conditions, then they must exist under normal conditions. The appeal of these borderline cases can be easily explained. To some extent, they are simply thought experiments that happen to be actual. Like thought experiments, they involve situations brought to their extreme, such as situations in which one experiences one's movements controlled by an external force (i.e. delusion of control) or situations in which one no longer experiences one's body as one's own (i.e. somatoparaphrenia). Like thought experiments too, they allow evaluating necessary and sufficient conditions, although only in our world and not in all possible worlds. As we shall see, sometimes what is originally conceived of as a mere thought experiment can actually be found in neurology and psychiatry textbook. Conceptual analysis ultimately rests of intuitions but sometimes empirical facts contradict one's intuitions. The difficulty, however, is that even in the case of disorders and illusions there is room for interpretation and where the proponents of the liberal view see feelings, the proponents of a conservative view of phenomenology see cognitive attitudes [START_REF] Alsmith | Mental Activity & the Sense of Ownership[END_REF][START_REF] Bermúdez | Bodily ownership, bodily awareness, and knowledge without observation[END_REF][START_REF] Mylopoulos | Agentive awareness is not sensory awareness[END_REF]Wu, forthcoming).

The debate over our phenomenal toolkit has thus become partly a debate about how to best understand this or that syndrome or illusion.

In this chapter, I shall focus exclusively on the existence of what I call bodily feelings, that is, feelings of high-level features of the body, such as feelings of bodily presence, of bodily ownership, and of bodily capacities. I shall review the main objections that have been put forward against the liberal view, both a priori and empirical, and conclude that none of them is conclusive.

The debate

We are aware of our bodily posture, of its temperature, of its physiological balance, of the pressure exerted on it, and so forth. Insofar as these properties are detected by a range of inner sensory receptors on the skin, joints, muscles, tendons, inner ears, and internal organs, one may conceive of bodily awareness on the model of perceptual awareness. However, there are other features of the body that are of a higher level, which characterize what may be described as the fundamental state of the body, that is, the enduring relation of the body with the world and with the self. We are aware that this body is here in the external world, that it belongs to us, and that it has two arms and two legs that can do some things but not others. The question is then: do we actually feel the body that way, or do we merely know those facts? Such highlevel bodily properties cannot be directly extracted at the sensory level. In short, there is no inner receptor for ownership and its detection must involve more complex computations.

Furthermore, low-level bodily properties fluctuate all the time. You feel cold and then you do not and then you do again; you are thirsty, you drink, you no longer feel thirsty until next time, and so forth. But the fundamental core of bodily awareness is relatively permanent, and it is thus rarely at the forefront of consciousness: it does not attract attention because it normally does not change. Consequently, we cannot simply turn inside by an act of introspection and decide whether there are specific feelings that correspond to these highlevel properties of our body. There is thus an on-going debate over their existence.

On the one hand, advocates of the liberal viewalso sometimes called the inflationary view [START_REF] Bermúdez | Bodily awareness and self-consciousness[END_REF] claim that there are such things as feelings of high-level bodily features that go beyond the awareness of low-level bodily features [START_REF] Bayne | The sense of agency[END_REF]Billon, forthcoming;[START_REF] Peacocke | The Mirror of the World: Subjects, Consciousness, and Self-Consciousness[END_REF][START_REF] De Vignemont | Mind the body[END_REF]. On this view, we have a primitive nonconceptual awareness of bodily presence, ownership and capacities, which is over and above the experience of pressure, temperature, position, balance, movement and so forth.

These feelings do not have to be conceived as purely 'raw feels' without representational properties. Instead, the feeling of bodily presence can consist in experiencing the body as of being here, the feeling of bodily ownership in experiencing the body as of being one's own, and the feeling of bodily capacities as of being able to perform such movements.

On the other hand, advocates of the conservative viewsometimes also called deflationary reject a distinctive experiential signature for the sense of bodily ownership and for the sense of agency [START_REF] Alsmith | Mental Activity & the Sense of Ownership[END_REF][START_REF] Bermúdez | Action and awareness of agency: comments on Chris Frith[END_REF][START_REF] Bermúdez | Bodily awareness and self-consciousness[END_REF][START_REF] Martin | Sight and touch[END_REF][START_REF] Martin | Bodily awareness: a sense of ownership[END_REF][START_REF] Mylopoulos | Agentive awareness is not sensory awareness[END_REF]Wu, forthcoming). Instead, one judges that the high-level bodily features are instantiated thanks to the experience of low-level bodily features. For example, Martin (1992, p. 201-202) claims: "What marks out a felt limb as one's own is not some special quality that it has". Still, he grants that there is a phenomenal contrast between cases in which one is aware of one's hand as one's own and cases in which one is not. He does not explain the difference in terms of ownership feelings but instead in terms of the phenomenology of other bodily features that always accompany ownership, and more specifically in terms of the spatial phenomenology of bodily sensations. He proposes that the distinction between what is one's own body and what is not one's own body consists in the distinction between inside and outside bodily boundaries in which one can experience bodily sensations. Consequently, according to [START_REF] Martin | Bodily awareness: a sense of ownership[END_REF], it is sufficient to feel sensations as being located in a body part to experience this body part as one's own. The phenomenology of ownership is then inherited, so to speak, from the spatial phenomenology of bodily sensations.

The crucial question is how to settle the debate between the liberal and the conservative views. How can we determine whether high-level bodily properties are part of the experiential content? Two kinds of arguments have been proposed. The first type of argument is based on a priori considerations about the nature of feelings, and their role for knowledge. However, as we shall see, it ultimately relies on phenomenological intuitions. By contrast, the second type of argument is based on the analysis of a series of borderline cases, in which the awareness of high-level bodily features is disturbed one way or the other, following pathological disorders or experimental illusions. These empirical facts provide a common ground for discussion between the liberals and the conservatives. The argument then becomes an inference to the best explanation. But whose side offers the best explanation?

A priori arguments: the nature of sensations

Let us start with some general a priori considerations. One might, for instance, reject the liberal view because there is phenomenology only for nonconceptual content and high-level bodily features can only be represented conceptually. One might also reject the liberal view because only lower-level properties (e.g. colours, shapes, sounds, etc.) can be part of the content of experiences, but not high-level properties. These replies, however, beg the question at several levels. It is first controversial whether there cannot be nonconceptual content that represent high-level bodily features. [START_REF] Peacocke | The Mirror of the World: Subjects, Consciousness, and Self-Consciousness[END_REF], for instance, analyses the sense of bodily ownership in terms of nonconceptual de se content, what he describes as the degree 1 of self-representation. [START_REF] Siegel | The Contents of Visual Experience[END_REF] proposes that perceptual experiences also include certain high-level properties (e.g. natural or artefactual kinds, meanings, expressions, values, Gestalt properties, causal or modal properties, etc.). Why not agency and ownership too? Secondly, even if one grants that the content can be only conceptual, it does not follow that there cannot be any phenomenology. Advocates of cognitive phenomenology at least would reject such a conclusion [START_REF] Strawson | Mental Reality[END_REF][START_REF] Siewert | The Significance of Consciousness[END_REF]: even if bodily presence, ownership and capacities could be represented only conceptually, it would not preclude them for being experienced. The complexity of the underlying mechanisms is neither an obstacle. It has been recently suggested that we have a range of noetic feelings, which are not based on simple sensory processing but rather on metacognitive monitoring [START_REF] Dokic | Seeds of self-knowledge: noetic feelings and metacognition[END_REF]. Suppose I have a déjà vu experience although I perfectly know that I have never been here before. In this case, it seems legitimate to assume that it feels something specific when I have this experience.

Arguably, this feeling is not sensory and its grounds are relatively complex, involving metacognitive monitoring of visual processing. Still, it has been argued that there is a distinct phenomenology associated with the feeling of déjà vu and one should not discount it just because its grounds are metacognitive. One can also mention the feeling of familiarity. It cannot be reduced to the sensory recognition of the visual features of the face, but involves autonomic responses, which result in increased arousal in front of familiar faces [START_REF] Ellis | Capgras delusion: a window on face recognition[END_REF]. But again it is characterized by a specific phenomenology, which can be conceived of in affective terms [START_REF] Dokic | Looks the same but feels different': a metacognitive approach to cognitive penetrability[END_REF]. If we accept that there are feelings of familiarity, confidence, déjà-vu, and so forth, then why not feelings of ownership, agency or presence? Bodily feeling might actually be conceived of in the same way as these nonsensory types of feelings.

Another type of a priori arguments finds its origin in Anscombe. [START_REF] Anscombe | On Sensations of Position[END_REF] notes that the use of the term of sensation can be misleading. In a nutshell, it is not because we talk of sensations of a specific feature that we do have them. Instead, what we may really have are only beliefs or judgments about this feature. How do we decide then whether we truly have a sensation or not? [START_REF] Anscombe | Intentions[END_REF] provides an epistemological criterion. She claims that sensations must be able to ground knowledge, and in order to do so, their internal content must be "independently describable": there is a sensation of x if its description has a different content than x and this content is taken as a sign that indicates x. For example, there is a sensation of going down in a lift since one can provide an independent description of its internal content in terms of lightness and of one's stomach lurching upward. By contrast, it is not legitimate to talk of sensation of sitting cross-legged, Anscombe claims, because there is no such independent description that can be given.

… a man usually knows the position of his limbs without observation. It is without observation, because nothing shews him the position of his limbs; it is not as if he were going by a tingle in his knee, which is the sign that it is bent and not straight. Where we can speak of separately describable sensations, having which is in some sense our criterion for saying something, then we can speak of observing that thing. (Anscombe, 1957, p. 13) On her view, the confusion between sensations and judgments of bodily posture arises because in some rare cases it seems to us that our legs are crossed whereas they are not. Such errors do not show that we feel that they are crossed. They only show that we are entitled to talk of knowledge when they are crossed.1 This knowledge, however, is knowledge without observation: it is not epistemically grounded in sensations. We can reconstruct her argument as follows:

(i)

Only independent content can be used as the epistemic basis for judgments.

(ii) A state qualifies as a sensation only if its content can be described independently of what it refers to.

(iii) One cannot provide an independent description in the case of bodily position.

(iv) Thus, there are no sensations of bodily position.

(v) Thus, bodily knowledge is knowledge without observation. [START_REF] Bermúdez | Action and awareness of agency: comments on Chris Frith[END_REF][START_REF] Bermúdez | Bodily awareness and self-consciousness[END_REF][START_REF] Bermúdez | Bodily ownership, bodily awareness, and knowledge without observation[END_REF] has recently given a second life to Anscombe's argument in discussions about the sense of agency and the sense of bodily ownership. On his view, sensations that can be used as epistemic basis of knowledge must meet two criteria. On the one hand, they must be 'focused', that is, their content must provide information that is precise and specific. If they are too vague, they fail to justify the specific judgment that one makes. On the other hand, they must also be independent, that is, they cannot simply duplicate the content of the judgment. As [START_REF] Bermúdez | Bodily ownership, bodily awareness, and knowledge without observation[END_REF] notes, one cannot justify an assertion by simply repeating it. He claims that neither the feeling of agency, nor the feeling of ownership can meet these two criteria.

There is no determinate "quale" associated with agency that can be identified and considered independently of our knowledge without observation that we are acting. And, by the same token, there is no distinctive experience of agency that can ground and underwrite our beliefs about our own agency. (Bermúdez, 2010, p. 588)

And yet a feeling of myness that can only be described in those very terms is not sufficiently independent of the judgment of ownership that it is claimed to justify.

So the postulated non-conceptual intuitive awareness of ownership falls foul of Anscombe's dilemma. (Bermúdez, 2015, p. 39) What is surprising is that Anscombe and Bermúdez reach their metaphysical conclusion on the basis of epistemological considerations. On their view, we can decide whether or not there are bodily feelings by determining the epistemic ground of bodily knowledge. One may thus be tempted to immediately rule out their objection because it assumes the priority of epistemology over metaphysics. For many indeed, whether or not there are bodily feelings is a matter independent of epistemic issues. But even if one accepts Anscombe's epistemologyfirst strategy, one may still challenge her specific epistemological theory: why do contents have to be independent to ground judgments? And how to characterize independent contents?

The distinction between sensations whose content can be and sensations whose content cannot be separately describable is problematic and Anscombe's (1962, p. 57) own examples are not helpful. For instance, she claims that "the visual impression of a blue expanse" has an independent content and can thus ground the judgment that the sky is blue. Since she defends the view that sensations can be captured in intentional terms [START_REF] Anscombe | The intentionality of sensation: A grammatical feature[END_REF], her point is not that there is a qualitative raw feel of blueness independently of the visual property of blue.

But then it is not clear in what sense this qualifies as an independent description and it may sometimes be difficult to see why perceptual awareness does not fall into the same category as bodily awareness. Finally, the whole argument rests on the assumption (iii) according to which one cannot provide an independent description in the case of bodily position: "no question of any appearance of the position to me, of any sensations which give me the position" (Anscombe, 1962, p. 58). Similarly, Bermúdez (2015, p. 39) assumes that one cannot describe the sense of ownership without referring to the fact that this is one's own body (i.e. myness):

It is highly implausible that there is a determinate quale of ownership that can be identified, described and considered independently of the myness that it is supposed to be communicating. (Bermúdez, 2015, p. 39, my underline) But why is it so? Neither Anscombe nor Bermúdez give arguments. They merely state that there cannot be independent descriptions. Bermúdez (2015, p. 44) further adds that ownership is "a phenomenological given" and that it is impossible to ground it in further nonconceptual content. But this seems to be simply begging the question. By offering no principled reasons for their third assumption, the opponents of the liberal conception undermine their own objection. It may then seem that their epistemological argument eventually relies on phenomenological intuitions.

Empirical arguments: an inference to the best explanation

Let us thus go back to our phenomenology. As said earlier, one cannot settle the debate by a direct use of introspection in everyday life because bodily feelings, if they do exist, are recessive in normal situation. What is more interesting is to consider borderline cases, such as those that are found in pathologies and illusions of bodily awareness.

Consider first Mike Martin's thought experiment about the awareness of one's body as one's own.

If the sense of ownership is a positive quality over and above the felt quality of the sensation and the locationthat there is hurt in an ankle for examplethen it should be conceivable that some sensations lack this extra quality while continuing to possess the other features. Just as we conceive of cold as the converse quality of warmth, could we not also conceive of a converse quality of sensation location such that one might feel pain in an ankle not positively felt to belong to one's own body. If O'Shaughnessy is right, we can make no sense of either possibility (Martin, 1995, p. 270) As seen earlier, the reason for which Martin can make no sense of sensations in a limb that is disowned is that he assumes that it is sufficient to feel sensations as being located in a body part to experience this body part as one's own. However, the problem for Martin is that what he claims as being unintelligible can actually happen in some neurological and psychiatric disorders. For instance, after a lesion in the right parietal lobe some patients suffer from what is known as somatoparaphrenia: they deny that their limbs belong to them. Surprisingly, they report feeling their hand as alien although they can still feel touch and pain to be located in their so-called 'alien' hand (e.g., Moro et al., 2002). What these patients seem to experience is exactly what Martin could not make sense of and if we follow him, then we should conclude that the sense of ownership is "a positive quality over and above" bodily sensations [START_REF] De Vignemont | Mind the body[END_REF]. In other words, we cannot explain away the phenomenal property of ownership and we should thus add it to our ontology.

Yet proponents of the conservative view resist this conclusion [START_REF] Bermúdez | Bodily ownership, bodily awareness, and knowledge without observation[END_REF]Wu, forthcoming). Their objection can be more or less strong. The milder form consists in denying the relevance of pathological disorders for the debate. The hypothesis is that these patients experience a feeling of disownership but disownership feelings do not entail that there are normally ownership feelings that are lacking in these patients [START_REF] Bermúdez | Bodily ownership, bodily awareness, and knowledge without observation[END_REF]. 2 It is true that feelings of disownership cannot be reduced to the lack of feelings of ownership and that one can account for them independently of any reference to them. For instance, one might argue that the mechanism responsible for ownership involves some kind of comparator between multisensory signals and in case of mismatch it gives rise to an error signal that is experienced as a feeling of disownership. But if everything goes well, then no signal is sent.

This explanation may be plausible in the case of somatoparaphrenia but it cannot account for other pathological disorders. Consider for instance the better-known phenomenon of phantom limbs:

To anyone looking at me, I have no arm. But I can feel the entirety of my phantom hand and arm. (Mezue and Makin, 2017, p. 34) First described by the French surgeon Ambroise Paré in 1551, there have been since then many reports from amputees that describe that they still experience their missing limbs. It is commonly accepted that amputees can feel kinaesthetic, tactile, thermal and painful sensations as being located in their phantom limb. But do these sensations exhaust the content of what they experience? According to the neurologist [START_REF] Melzack | Phantom limbs[END_REF], they also experience their phantom limb as being present to such an extent that they can forget that it has been amputated. This sense of reality, he claims, can be "reinforced" by phantom sensations but goes beyond them. In addition, the amputees experience their phantom limb as being part of their own body. Again, this feeling of ownership should be distinguished from phantom sensations and from the feeling of presence.

One may still be tempted to discount these reports and argue that they do not show that there are feelings of presence and of ownership. But to do so, one would have to reject the phenomenological interpretation of the patients' subjective reports. According to Wu (forthcoming), the mistake that proponents of the liberal view commit is that they assume what he calls a spotlight model of introspection: they believe that the patient expresses what she feels instead of what she judges because they take introspection to provide a direct read off of phenomenal properties. However, on Wu's hypothesis introspection involves more complex processing than that and we should not take the patients' reports at face value when the somatoparaphrenic patient describes that she no longer experiences her hand as being her own or when the amputee describes that she experiences her amputated limb as present. 3 The patients merely judge that it is not their own hand or that the limb is still here.

At first sight, this cognitive interpretation may have some plausibility as far as somatoparaphrenia is concerned because the patients are delusional: they are convinced that the hand is not their own. However, their delusional belief appears to be strongly anchored in their abnormal feelings: my eyes and my feelings don't agree, and I must believe my feelings. I know they look like mine, but I can feel they are not, and I can't believe my eyes. (Nielsen, 1938, p. 555) According to the current most influential theory of delusion, the two-factor model, one needs to distinguish between the factors that trigger the initial implausible thought (and thus contribute to explaining the thematic content of a particular delusion), and the factors that explain the uncritical adoption of the implausible thought as a delusional belief [START_REF] Langdon | The cognitive neuropsychology of delusions[END_REF]. Abnormal rationality can then account for the feeling of confidence in the delusional beliefs, but not for their content. Instead, on this theory the delusions result from sensory or motor impairment leading to abnormal experiences that the patient tries to account for.

There is a further and more fundamental problem for the cognitive interpretation. Consider again the case of phantom limb. Amputees are not delusional. They are aware that the limb is just a phantom: they know that they have been amputated and they can see that the limb is missing. If asked, they would not claim that the limb is really present. It merely seems to them as if it were present. According to the liberal conception, amputees cannot help but experience the limb as being present despite having the belief that the limb is absent. Conversely, some patients who feel that their body has disappeared or that it is no longer their own are still aware that their body is still here and that it belongs to them. This is the case in the psychiatric condition of depersonalisation, in which patients report that it only seems to them as if it were not their body. A patient, for example, reported: "I can sit looking at my foot or my hand and not feel like they are mine" [START_REF] Sierra | Depersonalization: A New Look at a Neglected Syndrome[END_REF]. She correctly self-ascribes her foot and her hand but still experiences as if they were not hers.

What the patients experience then appears as equivalent to what subjects experience in classic perceptual illusions, such as the Müller-Lyer illusion: one cannot help but experience the two lines as being different despite having the belief that they are actually of the same size. Interestingly, one can actually induce belief-immune illusions of bodily ownership in healthy participants [START_REF] Botvinick | Rubber hands 'feel' touch that eyes see[END_REF]. In the Rubber Hand Illusion (RHI)

participants sit with their arm hidden behind a screen, while fixating on a rubber hand presented in their bodily alignment; the rubber hand can then be touched either in synchrony or in asynchrony with their hand. In the synchronous condition, participants report that it seems as if the rubber hand were their own hand although they are fully aware that this is a mere piece of rubber. Again, an advocate of the conservative view may deny that the subjects feel the rubber hand as being their own. But if the amputee, the depersonalized patient, and the subject in the RHI experiments do not express what they feel, then what kind of state do they express?

There are attitudes other than feelings and sensations that can be encapsulated and immune to the influence of beliefs and judgments [START_REF] Alsmith | Mental Activity & the Sense of Ownership[END_REF][START_REF] Mcdowell | Anscombe on bodily self-knowledge[END_REF][START_REF] Bermúdez | Bodily ownership, bodily awareness, and knowledge without observation[END_REF]Wu, forthcoming;[START_REF] Mylopoulos | Agentive awareness is not sensory awareness[END_REF]. For instance, Wu (forthcoming) proposes that participants in the RHI express "a gradable attitude of agreement towards a proposition", although they do not believe it. To some extent Wu's proposal is hardly controversial: level of agreement is precisely what is asked for in the RHI questionnaires. 4 The question is what grounds the participants' replies. According to Wu, participants draw an inference on the basis of evidence that points to features that they would expect if the rubber hand were their own hand. The problem, however, is that there can be strong defeaters, including differences in skin color, size, and laterality between the rubber hand and the real hand. How can participants even partly agree that this is their own hand when it does not look at all like their hand? To counterbalance the defeaters there must be strong evidence that this is their own hand and what more powerful evidence than the participants' feelings?

Alternatively, proponents of the conservative view may go for something weaker than partial agreement and suggest that participants only suppose that the hand is their own while they know that this is not true. As far as this attitude is not driven by evidence, it does not matter whether there are strong defeaters. However, it does not seem plausible in the pathological cases. I doubt that even the advocates of the conservative view would claim that the amputee supposes her hand to be still here, while believing it not to be here or that the patient suffering from depersonalisation simply supposes her hand to have disappeared, while believing that it has not. One problem indeed is that the depersonalized patient is not simply in a cold cognitive state about the disappearance of her body. Her introspective reports are associated with strong distress. Why are depersonalized patients greatly disturbed? They know that their body is still here, it only seems to them as if it were not. How can mere suppositions have such an emotional impact?

Imagination may then be a better candidate because it can be affectively loaded. One may suggest that the depersonalized patient imagines her body not to be her own and that imagining suffices to make her feel bad. Likewise, [START_REF] Alsmith | Mental Activity & the Sense of Ownership[END_REF] argues that in the RHI one imagines that the rubber hand is one's hand although one believes that it is not. However, imagination is generally under voluntary control, whereas the patients cannot stop feeling the disappearance of their body. Nor can amputees stop feeling the presence of their phantom limb. Even if imagination can escape control, the reason for which it can be affectively loaded is that it can be experiential. On one interpretation indeed, imagination involves mentally recreating selected experiences [START_REF] Goldman | Simulating minds[END_REF]. If one does imagine the phantom hand as being here, it means that one imagines experiencing it as being here. The imaginative proposal is thus not purely cognitive; it also includes a phenomenal component with it, that is, the experience that is re-enacted in imagination.

To recapitulate, the argument from cognitive impenetrability does not suffice to show that there are bodily feelings but this is not to say that the liberal view is false. It only means that there may be alternative interpretations of these illusions and disorders. What needs to be done then is to compare the strength and the weakness of each interpretation. It seems that the liberal conception provides a simple and unified explanation for a wide range of borderline cases, from the Rubber Hand Illusion to phantom limbs, from depersonalisation to somatoparaphrenia. Its only cost is to posit new phenomenal properties. By contrast, opponents of the liberal conception avoid the burden to add extra feelings. But it is unclear how their alternative interpretation can account for these borderline cases. Indeed the alleged cognitive attitude that the conservatives posit must be not only insensitive to the influence of beliefs; it must also be beyond one's control and affectively loaded. So far imaginative states may be the best candidates but only because they consist in experiential states. Finally, the conservatives must find those other properties that can explain away bodily feelings. This is actually a difficult task because of the variety of cases in which the awareness of high-level features of the body and the awareness of low-level features can come apart. We have seen that patients with depersonalization can feel as if their body did not belong to them and as if it had disappeared. What is interesting is that they display no sensory alteration [START_REF] Leroy | Sur l'illusion dite dépersonnalisation[END_REF][START_REF] Janet | De l'angoisse à l'extase[END_REF][START_REF] Billon | Mineness first[END_REF]: "Even if I touch my face I feel or sense something but my face is not there" (Sierra, 2009, p. 29). Hence, one cannot simply appeal to the lack of bodily sensations to explain why they report the lack of presence and of bodily ownership. The reverse dissociations can be found: one can be aware of one's body as being here in the absence of bodily sensations. For instance, it has been shown that the complete absence of somatosensory inputs does not eradicate the feeling of presence [START_REF] Gandevia | Perceptual distortions of the human body image produced by local anaesthesia, pain and cutaneous stimulation[END_REF]. Subjects had their thumb anaesthetized so that they could no longer detect light touch and pain. They were then asked them to evaluate the size of the anaesthetized body part. As noted by the authors, no subject reported that their thumb was missing from their body.

Instead, they found a dramatic increase in perceived size: their thumb felt as being bigger.

Such an illusion is frequent after dental surgery: your cheek often feels huge following anaesthesia but when you look at yourself in the mirror you see that it has actually not inflated. Thus, blocking bodily sensations does not preclude feelings of bodily presence. Each of these cases might be open to interpretation but taken all together they provide strong support for a rich conception of bodily phenomenology, which can offer a unified and relatively simple explanation of all these cases in terms of bodily feelings, which are above and beyond the phenomenology of low-level bodily properties.

Conclusion: Revisiting the theoretical landscape

We have seen that no principled arguments have been provided so far that would make the liberal prospect simply a dead end. There may be alternative interpretations of the evidence provided in support of the liberal conception but it remains to be shown that they have more explanatory power than the liberal one. This may not suffice to show that the amputees do feel their phantom hand as being here. But at least we have shown that there is no reason to discount their subjective reports when they claim that they do. I now want to conclude by showing that the boundaries between the views may be more blurred than expected and that views that claim to reject bodily feelings are actually not incompatible with their existence.

To recapitulate, we started with the dichotomy between the liberal view, which defends a rich phenomenal ontology, and the conservative view, which defends a more parsimonious one. They can both be characterized as follows, with B, a high-level bodily feature such as bodily presence, bodily ownership or bodily capacities.

Liberal conception: There is a phenomenal property of B, on the basis of which one can report that B.

Conservative conception: There are phenomenal properties of low-level bodily features, on the basis of which one can report that B.

The difference between these two conceptions is well illustrated in the case of phantom limb.

According to the liberal conception, amputees still experience their amputated limb as being here. According to the conservative conception, amputees experience tactile, kinaesthetic and painful sensations to be located in the phantom limb and thus report that the limb is here.

Their reports express their cognitive attitude instead of their phenomenology.

However, there may be another way to draw the line between the views. Let us start with the basic question: is there a phenomenology of high-level bodily properties? The liberal view clearly replies positively but it is not the only one to do so. Consider first an intermediary position between the liberal and the conservative views. On this position, amputees do express a cognitive attitude but this attitude is associated with a distinctive phenomenology.

To some extent, this view is liberal because it assumes that there are agentive and bodily feelings but it consists in a cognitive version of the liberal view: these feelings are cognitive, or even metacognitive.

Liberal cognitive conception: there are subpersonal computations that lead to the cognitive attitude that B and there is a phenomenology associated with this cognitive attitude.

Some of the opponents of the liberal conception actually reject only the hypothesis of a sensory phenomenology of ownership and agency and may be willing to accept such a cognitive phenomenology [START_REF] Alsmith | Mental Activity & the Sense of Ownership[END_REF][START_REF] Mylopoulos | Agentive awareness is not sensory awareness[END_REF]. This suggests that one should clearly distinguish the following two questions: (i) is there a phenomenology of high-level bodily properties? And (ii) is the awareness of high-level bodily properties cognitive? A positive reply to the second question does not entail a negative answer to the first one. Reductionist conception: There are phenomenal properties on the basis of which one can report that B because of their constitutive relation to B.

Such an approach is defended by [START_REF] Martin | Bodily awareness: a sense of ownership[END_REF] about the sense of bodily ownership. As seen earlier, he argues that the sense of bodily ownership consists in the spatial phenomenology of bodily sensations. To defend his view, he makes the following metaphysical assumption, which he calls the Sole Object view: there is an identity between one's own body and the body in which one locates bodily experiences. In other words, the fact of ownership (whose body is mine) consists in the body in which I can feel sensations to be located. This identity, he claims, enables the spatial content of bodily experiences to ground bodily self-ascriptions.

Hence, on Martin's view, there is a phenomenology of ownership but it consists in spatial phenomenology. 5 His project is thus reductionist and reducing is not eliminating.

However, there are other versions of the conservative conception that are eliminativist.

Consider the following interpretation. On this view, one can infer B on the basis of the There may then be a range of causes and effects normally associated with ownership and on the basis of which one can report that this is one's own body. One might possibly use the notion of phenomenology of ownership to cover this bundle of various sensations but none of them is conceived of as being necessary to the sense of ownership. There is then literally no feeling of ownership.

Bundle conception: There are phenomenal properties on the basis of which one can report that B because of their causal connection to B.

One might go even further into eliminativism and claim that the properties that are causally associated to B do not need to be consciously available. On this fully eliminativist view, amputees do not report that their missing hand is still here on the basis of their tactile and painful phenomenology. Instead, their report directly results from some neural computations.

The eliminativist does not attempt to reduce the phenomenology of ownership and agency to other phenomenal properties; she simply denies it. For instance, there would be no phenomenal contrast between cases in which one is aware of one's hand as one's own and 5 One might even suggest that the reductionist version provides independent description of the feeling of ownership in Anscombe's terms.

cases in which one is not. Instead, it directly results from complex neural computations, which does not give rise not to a feeling, but directly inform our cognitive attitude about ownership.

Eliminativist conception: There are subpersonal computations that lead to the report that B.

To conclude, when considering bodily awareness, one needs to answer the following questions. First, is there a phenomenology of B? Another way to put it is whether it feels the same when one is aware that B and one is aware that non-B. Most conceptions easily grant that it makes a phenomenological difference, and it is only the most extreme version of the eliminativist conception that denies it. Now if one grants that there is a phenomenology of B, then one must ask about its nature. Is it sensory, affective, cognitive, or even metacognitive?

Can one reduce it to other properties? Or is it simply associated with a bundle of properties that are causally associated with B? There is thus a large range of theoretical options and even the conservatives can even be advocates of bodily feelings if their main objective is to reduce them. Cognitive science may not be able to adjudicate the debate among these different views but at least empirical cases constrain the shape that the theory must take by providing an agenda of what it has to explain.

  awareness of low-level bodily features because they are features that are associated with B, whatAnscombe (1962, p. 56) herself describes as "what produces or always goes with it". For instance, one might claim that if one feels that one controls a limb, then one experiences the body part as one's own. It does not entail that bodily ownership consists in agentive phenomenology but only that bodily control is either what causes it or a side-effect of it.

Following Wittgenstein, Anscombe assumes that there is knowledge only if there is the possibility of being mistaken. For instance, she claims that we cannot know that we are in pain because we can never be wrong.

Likewise, it has been argued that the syndrome of delusion of control in schizophrenia should not be taken as evidence that one normally experience agentive feelings[START_REF] Mylopoulos | Agentive awareness is not sensory awareness[END_REF].

This kind of doubts is actually what motivated the American surgeon Mitchell who first introduced the term of phantom limb in 1866 to do so in an unsigned fictional short story. He feared that the patients' reports would not be believed. For a review of the history of the notion of phantom limb, seeHalligan (2002).

Participants are asked to rate to what extent they agree with ownership statements such as "it seems to me as if the rubber hand were my own hand" on a scale that goes from -3 (strongly disagree) to +3 (strongly agree)(Longo et al., 2008).