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The neuropathologies of the self (NPS;
Figure 1) is a proposed broad grouping of
various syndromes in which the common
factors are that a demonstrable focal brain
lesion(s) or dementia causes an alteration
in the patient’s personal identity or per-
sonal relationships between the self and
the world. The NPS may include many
conditions (some of which are highlighted
in the Figurel) but some of the bet-
ter known are the delusional misidentifica-
tion syndromes (DMS; Capgras and Frégoli
syndromes, DMS for the mirror image);
somatoparaphrenia; and phantom boarder
syndrome (Feinberg, 2001, 2009a,b, 2010,
2011a; Feinberg et al., 1999; Feinberg and
Keenan, 2005).

A HIERARCHICAL MODEL OF THE NPS
The NPS differ from purely cognitive
disorders in that the mistaken beliefs
in NPS are more delusional, personally
idiosyncratic or bizarre, more influenced
by the patient’s motivations and per-
sonal relationships, and less tied to a spe-
cific domain of neurological impairment
(multi-modal). Although the misidenti-
fications, delusions, and confabulations
in the NPS entail many (Jackson, 1884)
negative factors—that is defects cause by
the absence of particular neurological
functions—the NPS also have numerous
positive, productive, defensive, and moti-
vational features based upon what the
brain can and does do. In order to take
into account both the negative and pos-
itive aspects of the NPS, I proposed a
model (Figure 1) based upon a network of
negative and positive factors and bottom—
up and top—down interactions within a
hierarchy of cognitive deficits and other
psychological functions (Feinberg, 2010,
2011a).

On the hierarchically lowest rung (level
1) are the cognitive deficits—depending
upon the particular syndrome—that play
a role in the creation of various disorders.
For example, in patients with somatopara-
phrenia, who most commonly display
delusions and confabulations about a par-
alyzed side of the body or arm “believed
or experienced as absent” (Gerstmann,
1942; Vallar and Ronchi, 2009), frequent
negative contributing factors to the syn-
drome include sensory loss and hemis-
patial neglect (Vallar and Ronchi, 2009;
Feinberg et al., 2010) that could con-
tribute to a loss of feeling of related-
ness to the limb. In a similar fashion, in
other DMS, executive dysfunction, mem-
ory disorders, and visuoperceptual and
visuospatial deficits have been implicated
as important, lower level, precursor, or
contributing factors (for references, see
Figure 1).

At the next hierarchical (level 2) are
some of the specifically self-related deficits
that are important in the etiology of
the NPS. Like level 1 factors, these are
negative factors, but at this level they
are specifically linked to self-related func-
tions. For example, in the development
of somatoparaphrenia, deficits in self-
awareness of limb actions (Baier and
Karnath, 2008) and spatial representa-
tion of the body (Vallar and Ronchi,
2009) have been hypothesized to play a
role. More generally, other level 2 neg-
ative factors that could contribute are
a failure of self-monitoring as part of
the frontal dysexecutive syndrome (Stuss
and Benson, 1985; Stuss, 1991; Stuss
et al, 2001, 2005), a “reality moni-
toring defect” (Johnson, 1991; Johnson
et al., 2000) an “anomaly detector” defect
(Ramachandran, 1995) or a deficit in

a hypothetical “belief evaluation system”
(Coltheart, 2005, 2007; Davies et al., 2005;
McKay et al., 2005).

We have suggested (Feinberg and
Keenan, 2005; Feinberg et al, 2005;
Feinberg, 2009a,b, 2010, 2011la) that a
critical negative feature at this level is an
alteration in the permeability or regula-
tion of the self-boundaries. This can be an
under-relatedness to personally significant
aspects of the self as occurs in Capgras
syndrome and somatoparaphrenia, or an
over-relatedness to selected aspects of the
world where the patient inappropriately
over-incorporates neutral aspects of the
environment into the self as occurs in the
Frégoli syndrome.

While levels 1 and 2 are comprised
of negative factors that are based upon
cognitive and functional impairments—
functions that the brain is not doing or
cannot do—on level 3 we find produc-
tive, motivational, and defensive positive
factors—that is processes that the brain
is doing and can do, often in response
to levels 1 and 2 deficits that often serve
as precursors. On this level psychological
defenses—processes that are based upon
psychodynamic and psychoanalytic theo-
ries (Vaillant, 1977, 1992, 1993)—are par-
ticularly important.

Psychological defenses can be organized
according their degree of psychological
maturity and their typical age of appear-
ance (Figure 1). In the hierarchical model
of the psychological defenses proposed by
Vaillant (1977); Vaillant (1992); Vaillant
(1993), denial, delusional projection, para-
noia, and distortion are the hierarchically
lowest, most primitive and most patho-
logical defenses. These are followed by
projection and fantasy that are considered
“immature defenses” because they make
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Level 4: Syndromes

Delusional companion syndrome
Phantom boarder/child/others
Nurturing syndrome

Delusional anosognosia
Somatoparaphrenia

Delusional misidentification
Delusional forms of confabulation

Level 3: Defense/Adaptation/Motivation

Bottom up
factors

Wish fulfillment
Dissociation'"

Denial
Projection
Paranoia

Splitting
Fantasy
Restitution of identity

Level 2: Self-related Deficits

" =
Loss of bodily relatedness*
Loss of personal identity
Self awareness defect®
Disturbed ego boundaries®

memory loss
“Reality monitoring” deficit”
“Anomaly detector” deficit®
“Belief evaluation” deficit?
Limbic disconnection'

I Level 1: Cognitive Deficits I

Spatial disorientation Temporal context confusion

Visuoperceptual disturbances
Hemispatial neglect

Sensory loss

Retro and anterograde amnesia

Executive dysfunction
Generalized confusion’
Feedforward dysfunction?
Verbal disconnection®

Maturation

Mature
(common in "healthy" adults):
sublimation, altruism, suppression,
anticipation, humor

Neurotic
(see in "everyone"): intellectualiza-
tion, repression, reaction formation,
displacement, dissociation

Top down
factors

Immature
(seen in depression, personality
disorders, adolescence): fantasy,
projection, hypochondriasis, acting
out, passive-aggressiveness

Identification

Projection

Psychotic

(seen in psychosis, dreams, &

delusional projection, distortion

childhood): denial of external reality,

Denial

N

~ Adult

11
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FIGURE 1 | Based upon Feinberg (2010, 2011a); Vaillant (1977, 1992, 1993)
and Cramer (1991, 2006). On the left is a hierarchical fourtiered model of
representative factors contributing to some of the neuropathologies of the
self. Some cognitive (level 1) deficits are specifically linked to certain
syndromes, while self-related deficits and positive features may be applied to
many syndromes. A temporal dimension emerges as syndromes evolve from
the interaction of multiple lower level negative and higher level positive
factors. This model is compared with the hierarchical model of the defenses
proposed by Vaillant (1977, 1992, 1993) and the developmental model of
Cramer (1991, 2006). Areas in yellow represent the corresponding immature

Vaillant

Vallar and Ronchi (2009);
Karnath (2008), Feinberg

(2007); "OWith reference

Cramer  Age

psychological functions across models. 'Levine (1990), Levine et al. (1991);
2Heilman (1991), Heilman et al. (1998). 3With reference to anosognosia and
asomatognosia see Geschwind (1965), Gazzaniga (2000); #For the neural
representation of body ownership see Feinberg et al. (1990), Tsakiris (2009),

5Stuss (1991); © Feinberg et al. (2005), Baier and
(2009a,b), Feinberg et al. (2010); 7Johnson (1991);

8Ramachandran (1995); ®Davies et al. (2005), McKay et al. (2005), Coltheart

to Capgras syndrome see Alexander et al. (1979),

Ellis and Young (1990), Ellis et al. (1997), Ellis (1998); ""With reference to DMS
see Christodoulou (1977); Christodoulou (1986).

their appearance later in child develop-
ment (Figure 1, column 2).

Along similar lines, Cramer (1991,
2006) proposes a hierarchy of defenses
along a developmental time line. In
her view, psychological defenses occur
as a necessary and adaptive part of
child development (Figure 1, column 3).
Cramer finds that beginning roughly
around age 3 the earliest defense to
develop is psychological denial and this
remains the major defense until about
age 7, at which point psychological projec-
tion (where the individual deals with unac-
ceptable emotions or thoughts by attribut-
ing them to others) becomes the dominant
defense. By about age 7 denial and projec-
tion are approximately equal and after that
point identification takes on an increas-
ingly important role (Cramer, 1991, 2006).

Also during the developmentally earlier
periods, fantasy—another  productive
feature—serves defensive and motiva-
tional functions. Just as Vaillant considers
fantasy an “immature defense,” Cramer
(1991, 2006) points out that denial through
fantasy enables the child to cope with

unpleasant realities and Taylor (1999)
argues that the fantasy of imaginary com-
panions in children, a fantasy that has
many features in common with some of
the delusions in the DMS, serves a vari-
ety of adaptive functions for the child
such as coping with emotional trauma and
anxiety.

The immature defenses and functions
are the ones most relevant to the cop-
ing strategies and defenses of adults with
neurological injury and NPS (Feinberg,
2009a, 2010). In order to test this hypoth-
esis, I collected a representative series of
published reports and personal cases of
neurological patients with imaginary oth-
ers (N =21) and determined the pres-
ence or absence of psychological defense(s)
and other potential adaptive mechanisms
in each case (Feinberg, 2010; for details
and narratives of these cases, see Feinberg,
2009a). In this series there was clear
predominance of immature mechanisms:
paranoia and wish-fulfilling fantasy were
the most common, each appearing in 9
(43%) of cases, denial was detected in 5
cases (30%), and projection appeared in 2.

Splitting, another primitive defense that
has relevance to the creation of imaginary
companions in children and is also associ-
ated with the adult neuropathology cases
(Berson, 1983) appeared in 2 cases and in
only 2 cases were none of these mecha-
nisms apparent or reported.

THE NPS, THE RIGHT HEMISPHERE,
AND THE EARLY DEVELOPMENT OF
PSYCHOLOGICAL DEFENSE

Why would brain injury or dysfunc-
tion activate primitive defenses? Several
authors have hypothesized that increasing
cognitive skills based on brain matura-
tion leads to the progression from imma-
ture to mature defenses (Laughlin, 1970;
Lichtenberg and Slap, 1972; Elkind, 1976;
Chandler et al., 1978; Wallerstein, 1985;
Cramer, 1991, 2006). I have argued that
the disturbance in self-boundaries in the
NPS creates a de-differentiation between
inner and outer reality and the margins of
the self and that the immature defenses are
most likely to reflect this disturbance.

The neuropathological findings asso-
ciated with the NPS suggest a possible
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mechanism for how this might occur.
It has been frequently reported that
many of the NPS are associated with
frontal pathology especially involving the
right hemisphere (Alexander et al., 1979;
Feinberg and Shapiro, 1989; Forstl et al.,
1991; Malloy et al., 1992; Fleminger
and Burns, 1993; Burgess et al., 1996;
Spangenberg et al., 1998). For instance,
in one fairly large series, Burgess et al.
(1996) reviewed 41 reported cases of DMS,
confabulation, and reduplicative phenom-
ena and found the highest percentage
of cases had right frontal hemisphere
(44%) or bilateral frontal (39%) lesions
compared with only 9.7% who had left
frontal lesions. Feinberg et al. (2005; see
also Feinberg and Keenan, 2005) analyzed
cases of DMS or delusional reduplication
and found all twenty-nine observations
(100%) suffered right hemisphere damage,
while only 15 (51.72%) suffered from left
hemisphere damage, and in 28 out of 29
of the observations (96.6%), right frontal
damage was present.

In another investigation (Feinberg
et al., 2010) we compared cases (all with
right hemisphere lesions) with simple aso-
matognosia that showed unelaborated
errors regarding the ownership of the
limb, to cases with somatoparaphrenia
that showed more extensive delusions,
misidentifications, and confabulations
regarding the limb (the latter features
closely associated with the other NPS) and
controls with neither of these syndromes.
All patients with simple asomatognosia
or somatoparaphrenia, as well as con-
trols, had significant right temporoparietal
involvement; however, patients with
somatoparaphrenia had the overall largest
lesions and significantly more right frontal
involvement when compared to patients
with simple asomatognosia. Further,
while patients with simple asomatog-
nosia and somatoparaphrenia had more
medial frontal damage when compared
to control groups, somatoparaphrenia
patients also demonstrated significant
right orbitofrontal damage that indicated a
further role for right orbitofrontal damage
in this group.

The frontal (Stuss, 1991; Stuss et al.,
2001, 2005) and medial frontal (Northoff
and Bermpohl, 2004; Northoff et al,
2006; Feinberg, 2009a; Feinberg et al,
2010) regions have been shown to have

a significant role in several self-related
functions. Along with orbitofrontal cor-
tex, these regions are heteromodal associ-
ation cortices and part of the integrative
self-system that helps integrate the intero-
self system with the external environment
(see Feinberg, 2009a, 2011a,b). This region
is intimately concerned with the sense of
an integrated self and the differentiation
between the self and world.

In this context it is of interest that the
insula, a component of the interoself sys-
tem, has also been implicated in the etiol-
ogy of somatoparaphrenia (Cereda et al.,
2002; Baier and Karnath, 2008).

These findings further suggest that the
right frontal regions in particular play a
special role in these self-related functions.
The intactness of the self-boundaries and
the “ego”—defined by Vaillant (1993, p. 3)
as “the adaptive and executive aspects of
the human brain: the ability of the mind to
integrate, master, and make sense of inner
and outer reality”—play an important role
in the promotion of the mature defenses
(Vaillant, 1977, 1992, 1993). The promi-
nent emergence of the immature defenses
and fantasies after right frontal damage
suggest a particular role for these regions
in these “ego” (Freud, 1930) functions.

It is also logical that given that the
primitive defenses are largely based upon
verbal (productive) mechanisms and what
people say about themselves and others,
and that the delusions and defenses in
the NPS that emerge after right frontal
damage are also largely verbally expressed,
it is possible that the immature defenses
could be lateralized to the dominant hemi-
sphere. Further, one could speculate that
the neural structures that the mature
defenses depend upon may be lateral-
ized to the non-dominant hemisphere
resulting in a parallel lateralization of
the mature defenses to the non-dominant
hemisphere. Alternatively, the right hemi-
sphere may play some additional criti-
cal role in regulating or suppressing the
immature defenses. Along these lines, Salas
and Turnbull (2010) suggested that the
emergence of immature defenses in these
conditions could be caused by a failure in
the regulation of arousal and negative
emotional states (an “arousal regulation
capacity”) which is a component of the
mature defenses. If the capacity were lat-
eralized to the right hemisphere, damage

to the right hemisphere would impair this
regulation.

Finally, an additional question is how
in the course of neural development this
occurs. Based in part upon Cramer’s
developmental timeline (Figure1) I have
hypothesized that in the normal course of
brain maturation there may be a devel-
opmental shift from immature defensive
functions and fantasies toward mature
defenses and the inhibition of fantasy that
critically depends upon maturational pro-
cess within the right hemisphere. Once this
“left brain to right brain defensive shift”
occurs, the immature defenses and the use
of fantasy are inhibited and the mature
adult defenses are more likely to dominate.

REFERENCES

Alexander, M. P, Stuss, D. T., and Benson, D. FE
(1979). Capgras syndrome: a reduplicative phe-
nomenon. Neurology 29, 334—339.

Baier, B., and Karnath, H. O. (2008). Tight link
between our sense of limb ownership and self-
awareness of actions. Stroke 39, 486—488.

Berson, R. J. (1983). Capgras’ syndrome. Am. J.
Psychiatry 140, 969-978.

Burgess, P. W., Baxter, D., Martyn, R., and Alderman,
N. (1996). “Delusional paramnesic misidentifi-
cation,” in Method in Madness: Case Studies in
Cognitive Neuropsychiatry, eds P. W. Halligan and J.
C. Marshall (East Sussex: Psychology Press), 51-78.
doi: 10.1006/cc0g.1995.1002

Cereda, C., Ghika, J., Maeder, P., and Bogousslavsky,
J. (2002). Strokes restricted to the insular cortex.
Neurology 24, 1950-1955.

Chandler, M. J., Paget, K. E, and Koch, D. A.
(1978). The child’s demystification of psycholog-
ical defense mechanisms: a structural and devel-
opmental analysis. Dev. Psychol. 9, 326-332. doi:
10.1080/13554799808410616

Christodoulou, G. N. (1977). The syndrome of
Capgras. Br. . Psychiatry 130, 556-564.

Christodoulou, G. N. (1986). Role of
depersonalization-derealization phenomena
in the delusional misidentification syndromes.
Bibl. Psychiatr. 164, 99—-104.

Coltheart, M. (2005). Delusional belief. Aust. J.
Psychol. 57, 72-76.

Coltheart, M. (2007). The 33rd Bartlett Lecture: cog-
nitive neuropsychiatry and delusional belief. Q. J.
Exp. Psychol. 60, 1041-1062.

Cramer, P. (1991). The Development of Defense
Mechanisms: Theory, Research, and Assessment.
New York, NY: Springer-Verlag.

Cramer, P. (2006). Protecting the Self: Defense

New York, NY: The
Guilford Press. doi: 10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.
2009.09.034

Davies, M., Aimola Davies, A., and Coltheart, M.
(2005). Anosognosia and the two-factor theory of
delusion. Mind Lang. 20, 209-236.

Elkind, D. (1976). “Cognitive development and
psychopathology: observations on egocentrism
and ego defense,” in Psychopathology and Child

Mechanisms in  Action.

Frontiers in Human Neuroscience

www.frontiersin.org

August 2013 | Volume 7 | Article 472 | 3


http://www.frontiersin.org/Human_Neuroscience
http://www.frontiersin.org
http://www.frontiersin.org/Human_Neuroscience/archive

Feinberg

Neuropathologies of the self and the right hemisphere

Development. Research and Treatment, eds E.
Schopler and R. J. Reichler (New York, NY: Plenum
Press), 167—183.

Ellis, H. D. (1998). Cognitive neuropsychiatry and
delusional misidentification syndromes: an exem-
plary vindication of the new discipline Cogn.
Neuropsychiatry 3, 81-90.

Ellis, H. D., and Young, A. W. (1990). Accounting
for delusional misidentifications. Brit. J. Psychiatry
157, 239-248. doi: 10.1007/s00221-008-1562-y

Ellis, H. D., Young, A. W.,, Quayle, A. H., and de
Pauw, K. W. (1997). Reduced autonomic responses
to faces in Capgras delusion. Proc. Biol. Sci. 264,
1085-1092.

Feinberg, T. E. (2001). Altered Egos: How the Brain
Creates the Self. New York, NY: Oxford University
Press.

Feinberg, T. E. (2009a). From Axons to Identity:
Neurological Explorations of the Nature of the Self.
New York, NY: W. W. Norton.

Feinberg, T. E. (2009b). “Confabulation, the self,
and ego functions: the ego dysequilibrium the-
ory, in Confabulation: Views from Neuroscience,
Psychiatry, Psychology and Philosophy, ed W.
Hirstein (New York, NY: Oxford), 91-107.

Feinberg, T. E. (2010). Neuropathologies of the self: a
general theory. Neuropsychoanalysis 12, 133—158.

Feinberg, T. E. (2011a). Neuropathologies of the self:
clinical and anatomical features. Conscious. Cogn.
20, 75-81.

Feinberg, T. E. (2011b). The nested neural hierarchy
and the self. Conscious. Cogn. 20, 4-15.

Feinberg, T. E., DeLuca, J., Giacino, J. T., Roane, D. M.,
and Solms, M. (2005). Right hemisphere pathol-
ogy and the self: delusional misidentification and
reduplication,” in The Lost Self: Pathologies of the
Brain and Identity, eds T. E. Feinberg and J. P.
Keenan (New York, NY: Oxford), 100-130.

Feinberg, T. E., Eaton, L. A., Roane, D. M., and
Giacino, J. T. (1999). Multiple fregoli delusions
after traumatic brain injury. Cortex 35, 373-387.

Feinberg, T. E., Haber, L. D., and Leeds, N. E. (1990).
Verbal asomatognosia. Neurology 40, 1391-1394.

Feinberg, T. E., and Keenan, J. P. (2005). Where in the
brain is the self? Conscious. Cogn. 14, 661-678.

Feinberg, T. E., and Shapiro, R. M. (1989).
Misidentification-reduplication and the right
hemisphere. Neuropsychiatr. Neuropsychol. Behav.
Neurol. 2, 39-48.

Feinberg, T. E., Venneri, A., Simone, A. M., Fan, Y.,
and Northoff, G. (2010). The neuroanatomy of
asomatognosia and somatoparaphrenia. J. Neurol.
Neurosurg. Psychiatry 81, 276-281.

Fleminger, S., and Burns, A. (1993). The delusional
misidentification syndromes in patients with and
without evidence of organic cerebral disorder: a
structured review of case reports. Biol. Psychiatry
33,22-32.

Forstl, H., Burns, A., Jacoby, R., and Levy, R. (1991).
Neuroanatomical correlates of clinical misiden-
tification and misperception in senile dementia
of the Alzheimer’s type. J. Clin. Psychiatry 52,
268-271.

Freud, S. (1930). Civilization and Its Discontents.
London: Hogarth Press.

Gazzaniga, M. S. (2000). Cerebral specialization and
interhemispheric communication: does the corpus
callosum enable the human condition? Brain 123,
1293-1326.

Gerstmann, J. (1942). Problem of imperception of dis-
ease and of impaired body territories with organic
lesions. Arch Neurol. Psychiatry 48, 890-913.

Geschwind, N. (1965). Disconnexion syndromes in
animals and man. Brain 88, 585—-644.

Heilman, K. M. (1991). “Anosognosia: possible neu-
ropsychological mechanisms,” in Awareness of
Deficit after Brain Injury: Clinical and Theoretical
Issues, eds G. P. Prigatano and G. L. Schacter (New
York, NY: Oxford University Press), 53-62.

Heilman, K. M., Barrett, A. M., and Adair, J. C. (1998).
Possible mechanisms of anosognosia: a defect in
self-awareness. Philos. Trans R. Soc. Lond. B Biol.
Sci. 353, 1903-1909.

Jackson, J. H. (1884). Evolution and dissolution of the
nervous system. croonian lectures delivered at the
royal college of physicians,” in Selected Writings of
John Hughlings Jackson, Vol. 2, 1958, ed J. Taylor
(New York, NY: Basic Books), 45-75.

Johnson, M. K. (1991). “Reality monitoring: Evidence
from confabulation in organic brain disease
patients,” in Awareness of Deficit after Brain Injury:
Clinical and Theoretical Issues, eds G. P. Prigatano
and G. L. Schacter (New York, NY: Oxford
University Press), 176-197.

Johnson, M. K., Hayes, S. M., D’Esposito, M., and
Raye, C. L. (2000). “Confabulation,” in Handbook
of Neuropsychology, 2nd Edn., eds J. Grafman and
F. Boller (Amsterdam: Elsevier Science), 383—407.

Laughlin, H. P. (1970). The Ego and Its Defenses. New
York, NY: Appleton-Century-Crofts.

Levine, D. N. (1990). Unawareness of visual and sen-
sorimotor defects: a hypothesis. Brain Cogn. 13,
233-281.

Levine, D. N., Calvanio, R., and Rinn, W. E. (1991).
The pathogenesis of anosognosia for hemiplegia.
Neurology 41, 1770-1781.

Lichtenberg, J. D., and Slap, J. W. (1972). On the
defense mechanism: a survey and synthesis. J. Am.
Psychoanal. Assoc. 20, 776-792.

Malloy, P, Cimino, C., and Westlake, R. (1992).
Differential diagnosis of primary and secondary
delusions. Neuropsychiatr. Neuropsychol. Behav.
Neurol. 5, 83-96.

McKay, R., Langdon, R., and Coltheart, M. (2005).
“Sleights of mind”: delusions, defences and self-
deception. Cogn. Neuropsychiatry 10, 305-326.

Northoff, G., and Bermpohl, F. (2004). Cortical mid-
line structures and the self. Trends Cogn. Sci. 8,
102-107.

Northoff, G., Heinzel, A., de Greck, M., Bermpohl,
E, Dobrowolny, H., and Panksepp, J. (2006). Self-
referential processing in our brain - a meta-
analysis of imaging studies on the self. Neuroimage
31, 440-457.

Ramachandran, V. S. (1995). Anosognosia in parietal
lobe syndrome. Conscious. Cogn. 4, 22-51.

Salas, C. E., and Turnbull, O. H. (2010). In
self-defense: ~ disruptions in the sense of
self, lateralization and primitive defenses.

Neuropsychoanalysis 12, 172-182.

Spangenberg, K. B., Wagner, M. T, and
Bachman, D. L. (1998). Neuropsychological
analysis of a case of abrupt onset mir-

ror sign following a hypotensive crisis in a
patient with vascular dementia. Neurocase 4,
149-154.

Stuss, D. T. (1991). “Disturbances of self-awareness
after frontal system damage,” in Awareness of
Deficit after Brain Injury: Clinical and Theoretical
Issues, eds G. P. Prigatano and G. L. Schacter
(New York, NY: Oxford University Press),
63-83.

Stuss, D., and Benson, D. F. (1985).The Frontal Lobes.
New York, NY: Raven Press.

Stuss, D. T., Picton, T. W., and Alexander, M. P. (2001).
“Consciousness, self-awareness, and the frontal
lobes,” in The Frontal Lobes and Neuropsychiatric
Illness, eds S. P. Salloway, P. F. Malloy, and J.
D. Duffy (Washington, DC: American Psychiatric
Publishing), 101-109.

Stuss, D. T., Rosenbaum, R. S., Malcolm, S.
Christianna, W., and Keenan, J. P. (2005).
“The frontal lobes and self-awareness,” in The Lost
Self: Pathologies of the Brain and Identity, eds T. E.
Feinberg and J. P. Keenan (New York, NY: Oxford),
50-64.

Taylor, M. (1999). Imaginary Companions and the
Children Who Create Them. New York, NY: Oxford
University Press.

Tsakiris, M. (2009). My body in the brain: a neurocog-
nitive model of body-ownership. Neuropsychologia
48, 703-712. doi: 10.1016/j.neuropsychlogia.2009/
09/034

Vaillant, G. E. (1977). Adaptation to Life. Boston, MA:
Little, Brown.

Vaillant, G. E. (1992). Ego Mechanisms of Defense: A
Guide for Clinicians and Researchers. Washington,
DC: American Psychiatric Press.

Vaillant, G. E. (1993). The Wisdom of the Ego.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Vallar, G., and Ronchi, R. (2009). Somatoparaphrenia:
a body delusion. a review of the neuropsycholog-
ical literature. Exp. Brain Res. 192, 533-551. doi:
10.1007/500221-008-1562-y

Wallerstein, R. S. (1985). Defenses, defense mech-
anisms, and the structure of the mind. J. Am.
Psychoanal. Assoc. 318, 201-225.

Received: 27 June 2013; accepted: 28 July 2013;
published online: 20 August 2013.

Citation: Feinberg TE (2013) Neuropathologies of the
self and the right hemisphere: a window into productive
personal pathologies. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 7:472. doi:
10.3389/fnhum.2013.00472

This article was submitted to the journal Frontiers in
Human Neuroscience.

Copyright © 2013 Feinberg. This is an open-access
article distributed under the terms of the Creative
Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, dis-
tribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted,
provided the original author(s) or licensor are credited
and that the original publication in this journal is cited,
in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use,
distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not
comply with these terms.

Frontiers in Human Neuroscience

www.frontiersin.org

August 2013 | Volume 7 | Article 472 | 4


http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2013.00472
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2013.00472
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2013.00472
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/
http://www.frontiersin.org/Human_Neuroscience
http://www.frontiersin.org
http://www.frontiersin.org/Human_Neuroscience/archive

	Neuropathologies of the self and the right hemisphere: a window into productive personal pathologies
	A Hierarchical Model of the NPS
	The NPS, the Right Hemisphere, and the Early Development of Psychological Defense
	References


