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Anosognosia for hemiplegia (AHP) is characterized as a disorder in which patients are
unaware of their contralateral motor deficit. Many current theories for unawareness in
AHP are based on comparator model accounts of the normal experience of agency.
According to such models, while small mismatches between predicted and actual feedback
allow unconscious fine-tuning of normal actions, mismatches that surpass an inherent
threshold reach conscious awareness and inform judgments of agency (whether a given
movement is produced by the self or another agent). This theory depends on a threshold
for consciousness that is greater than the intrinsic noise in the system to reduce the
occurrence of incorrect rejections of self-generated movements and maintain a fluid
experience of agency. Pathological increases to this threshold could account for reduced
motor awareness following brain injury, including AHP. The current experiment tested
this hypothesis in healthy controls by exposing them to training in which noise was
applied the visual feedback of their normal reaches. Subsequent self/other attribution tasks
without noise revealed a decrease in the ability to detect manipulated (other) feedback
compared to training without noise. This suggests a slackening of awareness thresholds
in the comparator model that may help to explain clinical observations of decreased action
awareness following stroke.
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INTRODUCTION
Under normal circumstances we have no difficulty in recognizing
our own movements and knowing when we have, or have not, per-
formed an action. However, this can be disrupted following brain
injury or stroke. One such disorder that has been well described
is anosognosia for hemiplegia (AHP) and is characterized as a
disorder, normally following right hemisphere stroke, in which
the patient is not aware of their contralateral (left) motor deficit
(Jenkinson et al., 2011). Such patients claim to be able to per-
form actions normally despite their obvious paralysis, even to the
extent that when asked to execute an action some can claim to be
doing so when their limb is motionless (paralyzed) at their side
(Ramachandran, 1996).

Most of the current theories explaining AHP focus on for-
ward models originally described to explain motor control. These
forward models incorporate comparators, which compare motor
commands and intentions with actual and predicted sensory feed-
back. Normally the errors detected are small and do not reach
conscious awareness but allow the motor system to correct and
fine-tune our movements (Miall and Wolpert, 1996; Wolpert,
1997). Another role ascribed to the comparators is for the dis-
crimination between Self and Other generated actions (agency
attribution). When the discrepancies detected at the comparators
are large they reach conscious awareness and influence the expe-
rience of agency (the feeling of causation over an action). There
is a general consensus within theories based on the comparator

model that in AHP, erroneous feelings of agency over actions that
are never executed are based solely on comparisons between intact
intentions and motor predictions. Such that these patients retain
the ability to form motor intentions and produce an efference
copy of the action on which a prediction of the next state of the
motor system is formed. However, due to their paralysis AHP
patients never actually initiate the action. With normal function-
ing of the comparators, the lack of movement from the paralyzed
limb would highlight large discrepancies with that intended or
predicted, thus informing the individual of their paralysis. How-
ever, AHP patients do not appear to detect these discrepancies and
thus remain unaware of their motor deficit.

Exactly why these large discrepancies do not reach conscious
awareness is as yet unclear. Frith et al. (2000) suggested that these
discrepancies are ignored, which may in part be due visual neglect
that is frequently a co-morbid deficit of AHP. This explanation
cannot fully account for this; however, given that double disso-
ciations of neglect and AHP have been identified (Bisiach et al.,
1986; Jehkonen et al., 2006). Other explanations for ignoring these
discrepancies are not fully described and so difficult to test exper-
imentally. Berti and Pia (2006) suggested that, although the rest
of the comparator functions normally, the comparators monitor-
ing sensory feedback are broken. Although this explains why the
inability to produce movement is not detected, if the comparators
are destroyed it does not adequately account for reinstatement
of awareness, which commonly occurs in AHP after a few weeks
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(Jenkinson et al., 2011). Recently, a third hypothesis was put for-
ward suggesting that these comparators, rather than being broken,
have pathological slackening of awareness thresholds (Preston
et al., 2010). As stated above, most discrepancies detected by the
comparator model are used for fine-tuning movements and do
not reach conscious awareness and as such it is logical to assume
that there is a threshold that needs to be reached in order to pene-
trate consciousness. It is also logical to assume that any threshold
should be greater than the inherent noise in the system, a threshold,
which is likely to be seriously increased following brain damage.
It was thus suggested that in AHP the threshold is pathologically
increased to the extent that all movements, and indeed no move-
ment at all, do not reach threshold and so are accepted as successful
Self produced actions.

Preston et al. (2010) found support for this theory from a single
AHP patient, GG. Interestingly it was found that GG, in addition to
a lack of awareness for his left sided paralysis, was also unaware of
actions produced with his intact (right) arm [an observation that
had only previously been reported anecdotally, Ramachandran
(1995)]. This allowed experimental investigation of comparator
functioning of a moving limb in terms of low-level motor control
as well as high-level awareness of action. It was found that, follow-
ing large spatial perturbations being applied to visual feedback of
his right handed reaching movements, GG was able to make crude
motor corrections to his reaches in an attempt to compensate for
the visual perturbation, whilst remaining unaware of large inaccu-
racies in his movements, any corrective movements he was making
(including large secondary movements), or that any such per-
turbations were applied. A control sample of hemiplegic neglect
patients without AHP did perform worse than young healthy con-
trols, but were able to detect some larger perturbations (unlike
GG who never reported being aware). The fact that GG was able
to make some corrections to his movements, albeit poorly, implies
that the comparators are working to an extent and thus arguing
against broken comparators as suggested by Berti and Pia (2006).
However, as these motor corrections never reached consciousness,
such findings are in line with a slackening of comparator thresh-
olds – something that was observable to an extent in the neglect
control group, but was extreme in the AHP patient. However, this
was based on observations of a single AHP patient and a small
control group so further research is clearly needed.

The aim of the current study was to further test the threshold
theory of AHP using neurologically intact controls. If comparator
thresholds of motor awareness are governed by inherent noise
in the system (i.e., the threshold should be at least as great as the
noise) increasing noise to feedback of movements made by healthy
controls should serve to increase thresholds and so leading them to
accept greater discrepancies between their actual movement and
the visual feedback as true representations of their actions.

An important factor found to inform judgments of agency
involves conscious motor intention, such that you are more likely
to attribute an observed action as self-generated if it accurately
attains your intended movement goal (e.g., accurately reaches
the target). Systematic visual distortions applied across a series
of reaches can induce motor learning such that adjustments are
made to the motor commands in order to compensate for the
distortions and maintain accuracy of the reach (e.g., Izawa and

Shadmehr, 2011). Through such paradigms, dissociations between
low-level motor planning and high-level motor awareness have
been demonstrated. Gradually increasing systematic distortions
to visual feedback of reaches produces gradual changes in reach
trajectory without conscious awareness to the extent that when
shown veridical feedback of the actual reach participants deny
that it is a true representation of their action (Synofzik et al., 2006;
Preston and Newport, 2010). Thus visual perturbations applied
to feedback of reaches can modulate conscious error detection
(agency) through changes to reach trajectory via unconscious (sub
threshold) motor correction mechanisms. Distortions applied to
the visual feedback of reaches that, rather than being systematic,
are randomly selected from a distribution leads to learning the
mean of that distribution (Scheidt et al., 2001). Therefore if the
mean of the distribution is veridical feedback (no perturbation),
there should be no effect on reach accuracy as participants retain
highest accuracy for unperturbed reaches. Therefore any changes
to observed conscious error detection as a result should not be
an indirect effect of reach accuracy, but a direct modulation of
conscious awareness thresholds.

Participants received visual feedback of reaching movements
using a vBOT robotic manipulandum. All participants took part in
a self/other detection task similar to that described in Preston et al.
(2010). This was completed after both noise and no-noise training
with each participant. It was predicted that the percentage Self
judgments to visually perturbed trials in the detection task would
increase following noise training compared to following no-noise
training, without any significant effect on reach accuracy.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
PARTICIPANTS
Twenty-two neurologically healthy participants (seven males) took
part in the experiment with a median age of 20 years (range 20–
55 years). All were right hand handed and had normal or corrected
to normal vision. The experiment was conducted in accordance
with the local ethics committee and the declaration of Helsinki.

MATERIALS
Participants’ reaches were represented by the movements of a white
cursor (20 mm in diameter) that was projected, along with the
target location, onto a horizontal semi-transparent screen posi-
tioned 450 mm above the reaching limb. Participants viewed the
cursor via a horizontal mirror that was positioned equidistant
between the limb and projection such that visual feedback of
their movements appeared in the same spatial plane as the actual
reaching limb (see Figure 1). The location of the cursor was calcu-
lated on-line using position data recorded by a vBOT 2D robotic
manipulandum sampling at 1000 Hz (see Howard et al., 2009 for
a comprehensive description of this device).

PROCEDURE
Participants sat looking down into the mirror and held onto the
vBOT handle with their right hand. Before the beginning of each
trial the vBOT moved the limb to a start location just out of view
and directly in front of the body midline then there was a 500 ms
delay before the trail commenced. At the beginning of each trial
a blue circular target with a diameter of 30 mm appeared for
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FIGURE 1 |The experimental set-up was similar to that described in

Preston et al. (2010). Participants viewed the cursor via a horizontal mirror
that was positioned equidistant between the limb and projection screen
such that visual feedback of their movements appeared in the same spatial
plane as the actual reaching limb.

1000 ms at randomly varying locations on the screen averaging
210 mm forward from the start location and directly inline with
the start position. 200 ms following the disappearance of the target
a tone sounded to indicate that the participants should begin their
reach. The participants then had 1250 ms to complete their reach
before the cursor disappeared and the vBOT move the limb back
to the start location (see Figure 2). Visual feedback of the reaching
movements was represented by the movements of the white cursor
and was either an exact representation of their actual movement
(Self) or had an angular perturbation applied (Other), for which
the angle of the cursor trajectory was rotated relative to the actual
reach trajectory by varying degrees. Other actions were defined as
actions under the control of the computer (i.e., not the same as
the movement performed), as opposed to the actions of another
human being. This was made clear to, and understood by, all
participants prior to the experiment.

The experiment contained two conditions, Noise and No-Noise,
the order of which was counterbalanced between participants. For
each condition participants first completed a training block, in
which the experimental variable was modulated (and which dif-
fered between conditions) followed by a judgment block, which
was identical for both conditions. Training blocks consisted of
80 trials in which participants were required to execute reaching
movements whilst instructed only to be as accurate as possible to
the target. For the Noise condition the visual feedback in the train-
ing block was equally divided between –2◦, –4◦, –6◦, –8◦, –10◦, 2◦,
4◦, 6◦, 8◦, and 10◦ perturbations (eight trials per perturbation size,
with negative values indicating leftward perturbations. Degrees of
perturbation refers to the angle between the start and end point
of the cursor trajectory relative to the actual reach trajectory).

In the No-Noise condition, all reaches were veridical to the actual
movements. Judgment blocks consisted of 56 trials equally divided
between –12◦, –8◦, –4◦, 0◦, 4◦, 8◦, and 12◦ perturbations (eight
per perturbation size). Following each reach, participants were
required to make a forced choice verbal judgment as to whether
the visual feedback had been controlled by themselves (Self) or by
the computer (Other). Only trials in which the participant failed
to initiate a reach within the time window were rejected (<2% of
total trials).

Prior to the experimental conditions, participants took part in
three practice blocks in order to familiarized them with the vBOT,
the timing of the reaching movements, and what was meant by
Other visual feedback. The first practice block contained 10 tri-
als of only veridical visual feedback (Self trials). For this block
participants were informed that all visual feedback was an exact
representation of their actual reaches and so were not required
to give self/other judgments. The second practice block also con-
sisted of 10 trials but with perturbation sizes of 0◦, 10◦, –10◦, 20◦
and –20◦ (two trails per perturbation). Participants were required
to make a self/other judgment at the end of each trial as in the
judgment blocks. The third practice block consisted of 56 trials
and was identical to the judgment block described above. The trial
order in all the individual blocks was randomized.

RESULTS
SUBJECTIVE JUDGMENTS
The self/other judgment data were converted into a percentage
Self score for each perturbation size (collapsed across left/right
direction) and entered in a 2 × 4 repeated measures ANOVA with
the factors condition (Noise, No-Noise) and perturbation (0◦, 4◦,
8◦, 12◦).

There was a significant main effect of condition [F(1,21) = 8.69,
p = 0.008] with the Noise condition having a higher percentage of
Self judgments (mean = 68.71%, SD = 14.24%) compared to the
No-Noise condition (mean = 62.86%, SD = 9.9%; see Figure 3A).
There was also a main effect of perturbation [F(3,63) = 145.89,
p < 0.001] with 0◦ having the greatest percentage of Self responses
(mean = 92.77, SD = 9.81), followed by 4◦ (mean = 85.88%,
SD = 12.86%), 8◦ (mean = 54.91%, SD = 16.7%) then 12◦
(mean = 28.49%, SD = 19.71%). There was no significant
interaction [F(3,57) = 1.19, p = 0.321].

REACHING ACCURACY
Mean endpoint and midpoint errors were calculated for reaches in
the judgment blocks for both training and no-training conditions.
Errors were calculated as the angle in degrees between a straight
line from the start point to the target and from the start point to the
cursor position at the end or midpoint of the reach for endpoint
and midpoint errors, respectively. Because of the inclusion of both
left and right sided perturbations, endpoint errors were calculated
as absolute values and then entered in separate 2 × 4 repeated
measures ANOVAs with the factors condition (Noise, No-Noise)
and perturbation (0, 4, 8 and 12◦).

ENDPOINT ERROR
There was a significant main effect of perturbation [F(3,63)=204.8,
p < 0.001] with 0◦ having the smallest errors (mean = 2.56◦,
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FIGURE 2 | Schematic of a single trial. 500 ms after the vBOT moved
the limb to the start location a target appeared for 1000 ms followed by
a tone indicating for participants to begin their reach. A white cursor
represented the movements of the real limb and was either an exact

representation of the actual movement (Self ) or had a spatial perturbation
applied (Other ). At the end of the reach participants were required to
give a verbal forced choice judgment as to whether the observed
movement was that of Self or Other.

FIGURE 3 | (A) Percentage of Self judgments was significantly higher following Noise training compared to No-Noise training across all perturbation sizes.
(B) Absolute degrees of end point reach error did not differ between the different training conditions. Error bars show SE and ** denotes significant
difference < 0.01.

SD = 1.15◦), followed by 4◦ (mean = 3.31◦, SD = 1.13◦), 8◦
(mean = 5.44, SD = 1.73) then 12◦ (mean = 8.4◦, SD = 2.29◦).
Importantly there was no significant effect of training condition
[F(1,21) = 1.7, p = 0.206; see Figure 3B] and there was also no
significant interaction [F(3,57) = 2.03, p = 0.121].

MIDPOINT ERROR
There was a significant main effect of perturbation [F(3,63) = 334,
p < 0.001] with 0◦ having the smallest errors (mean = 3.93◦,
SD = 1.48◦), followed by 4◦ (mean = 4.95◦, SD = 1.02◦),
8◦ (mean = 7.94◦, SD = 0.756◦) then 12◦ (mean = 11.25◦,
SD = 0.698◦). There was no significant effect of training con-
dition [F(1,21) = 0.037, p = 0.849] and there was no significant
interaction [F(3,57) = 0.665, p = 0.577].

DISCUSSION
The current results demonstrate that following a period of train-
ing in which noise was added to visual feedback, participants were
less able to perceive perturbations to their movements on a subse-
quent detection task: that is, a greater number of trials were judged
by participants as being controlled by themselves (Self) across all

perturbations. This suggests that the threshold at which we become
consciously aware of discrepancies between our actions and sen-
sory feedback can be increased by introducing noise to the motor
system. It has long been suggested that comparator based forward
models of motor control have a threshold below which discrepan-
cies detected by the system do not reach consciousness (Frith et al.,
2000). Moreover, the fact that we are largely unaware of small cor-
rections to our actions has been consistently demonstrated using
different paradigms (e.g., Goodale et al., 1986; Fourneret and Jean-
nerod, 1998), but this is the first demonstration that the level of
unawareness can also be increased at will.

The current data lends support to the threshold theory as an
explanation for AHP. Within current explanations of AHP based
on forward model comparator systems there is a general agreement
that awareness of action in these patients is dictated by motor pre-
dictions rather than sensory feedback. Due to limited experimental
evidence there is disagreement as to why such large discrepancies
caused by hemiplegia go undetected by consciousness awareness.
The threshold theory suggests that such unawareness occurs due
to a pathological slackening of the normal comparator thresh-
olds. Here, it has been demonstrated in neurologically intact
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participants, that the threshold at which a visual/motor mismatch
reaches conscious awareness can be broadened by experimentally
increasing noise of visual feedback. This therefore demonstrates
that consciousness thresholds in the motor system can be manip-
ulated and hence it is plausible that this normal adaptability of
thresholds can be pathologically increased following extensive
brain damage.

In terms of implicated brain regions, AHP does not have a
clear-cut pathology. Unawareness for left sided hemiplegia has
been associated with larger lesion sizes (Orfei et al., 2007) as well
as numerous co-morbid deficits (although none have be found to
fully account for AHP symptomology; Jehkonen et al., 2006). Due
to these factors it is unsurprising that various brain areas have been
identified in AHP pathology, including frontal parietal networks
(Pia et al., 2004), premotor areas (Berti et al., 2005) and the insula
cortex (Berti et al., 2005; Karnath et al., 2005; Vocat et al., 2010).
Although evidence from healthy controls places the comparator in
the right parietal lobe (Farrer et al., 2003; Preston and Newport,
2008), all of these brain areas have been independently associated
with motor control and/ or action awareness (e.g., Haggard and
Magno, 1999; Farrer and Frith, 2002; Farrer et al., 2003). If AHP
is caused by a pathological increase in awareness thresholds due
to increased inherent noise, this could be a result of damage to
multiple sites associated with action planning and execution and
not just regions specifically involved with the comparator. There-
fore, extensive lesion sites covering various combinations of motor
related regions, as are associated with AHP, may feasibly result in
a greater increase in noise throughout the entire system, explain-
ing why no single brain area has been uniformly identified in the
etiology of AHP.

Importantly there was no effect of the noise training on reach
accuracy. Previously it has been suggested that goal attainment
and motor intention (accurately reaching the target) are strong
predictors for judgments/feelings of agency (Farrer et al., 2008;
Preston and Newport, 2010). Indeed post hoc analysis of reach
accuracy for perturbed trails judged as Self vs. those judged
to be Other, find the former to be significantly more accurate
for both training [t(21) = 6.19, p < 0.001] and non-training
[t(21) = 6.57, p < 0.001] conditions. However, due to the lack
of difference in accuracy between the conditions, the observed
increase in Self judgments following noise training cannot be
explained by participants being more accurate to the target.
This suggests that following noise training, participants accepted
larger reach errors as accurate representations of their own move-
ments; in other words a general broadening of what is accepted
as Self.

Other implications of these results include the interpretation
of agency and movement recognition experiments. Experimen-
tal paradigms that include numerous different perturbation sizes
over the same or several consecutive blocks, by their very nature
increase noise in the visual feedback and so are likely to result in
poorer detection of discrepancies. Similarly, when fewer different
discrepancies are used, detection may become more sensitive. For
example, Preston and Newport (2008) report fewer than 50% Self
judgments for perturbations of 4◦ when only presenting feedback
of 0◦ and 4◦. In the current experiment, however, which uses
a greater number of perturbation sizes, the mean percentage of

Self judgments to a 4◦ perturbation is over 80%, even before noise
training. Moreover, these values are also different to those observed
by Farrer and colleagues (Farrer et al., 2003, 2008) when using a
broad range of perturbations, but with shorter reach distances
(resulting in relatively smaller end-point errors). Caution must be
applied, therefore, when comparing across different experimental
paradigms.

A possible limitation of the current study concerns implemen-
tation of motor correction during reaching. Because the cursor
was visible throughout the reach, low-level (unconscious) motor
correction mechanisms could have been recruited that main-
tained accuracy to the target despite the visual perturbations –
thereby influencing self/other judgments. While mean midpoint
errors were larger than endpoint errors, this is to be expected
due the curvature observed in normal reaching. It should also
be noted that any online corrections that may have occurred
were incomplete as both mid and endpoint errors increased with
perturbation size. Moreover, any correction that did occur was
equivalent for both conditions as accuracy at mid and endpoint
were not significantly different between training and no-training
conditions. Future studies, however, could further deconstruct
the mechanisms of low and high level processes in motor aware-
ness by modulating the visibility of the cursor at the beginning
and end of the reach. Another consideration for future studies
is to vary the range of noise applied in the training blocks. In
the current study a smaller range of noise was applied in the
training compared to test blocks. This meant that although the
awareness threshold for error detection was expanded it still fol-
lowed the same pattern as under normal reaching conditions,
such that noise inherent in the system (training block) would be
smaller than the range of errors that could occur during every
day reaching (test block). However, with AHP it is suggested
that the thresholds are expanded beyond the inherent noise so
that no perturbations are consciously perceived. Future studies
could investigate the effect of larger noise ranges in the train-
ing blocks relative to test blocks so as to be more comparable to
AHP.

A further point of interest for future research is the role of
oculomotor strategies. Previous studies have shown that eye move-
ments can effect perception of limb movements (Ariff et al., 2002;
Scherberger et al., 2003). However, to date little is known about eye
movements during agency attribution tasks or during action (and
attempted action) in AHP patients. Monitoring eye movements
during tasks such as that described in the current study with both
healthy and brain damaged participants may help shed light on the
role of eye movements for action awareness and how this might
be effected by noise training.

In conclusion, the current study demonstrates that expos-
ing neurologically intact participants to noisy visual feedback
can reduce their ability to consciously detect visual discrepan-
cies applied to the feedback of their actions in a subsequent
self/other action recognition task. This provides support for the
threshold theory of AHP, which suggests that the disorder may be
caused by pathological slackening of comparator thresholds within
the motor system. These data also have implications concern-
ing experimental models of action awareness given that awareness
thresholds can be so easily manipulated by experimental design.

Frontiers in Human Neuroscience www.frontiersin.org June 2014 | Volume 8 | Article 456 | 5

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


Preston and Newport Noisy feedback training impairs agency

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
Both authors contributed equally to the design of the experiment
and the interpretation of the data. Catherine Preston conducted
the data analysis and wrote the initial draft, which was iter-
atively edited by Roger Newport and Catherine Preston. Both
authors approved the final version of the manuscript and are fully
accountable for the work.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
This research was funded by the ESRC (RES-000-22-3455). The
Authors would also like to thank Erica Boylett for data collection.

REFERENCES
Ariff, G., Donchin, O., Nanayakkara, T., and Shadmehr, R. (2002). A real-time

state predictor in motor control: study of saccadic eye movements during unseen
reaching movements. J. Neurosci. 22, 7721–7729.

Berti, A., Bottini, G., Gandola, M., Pia, L., Smania, N., Stracciari, A., et al. (2005).
Shared cortical anatomy for motor awareness and motor control. Science 309,
488–491. doi: 10.1126/science.1110625

Berti, A., and Pia, L. (2006). Understanding motor awareness through normal and
pathological behavior. Curr. Dir. Psychol. Sci. 15, 245–250. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-
8721.2006.00445.x

Bisiach, E., Vallar, G., Perani, D., Papagno, C., and Berti, A. (1986). Unawareness of
disease following lesions of the right hemisphere: anosognosia for hemiplegia and
anosognosia for hemianopia. Neuropsychologia 24, 471–482. doi: 10.1016/0028-
3932(86)90092-8

Farrer, C., Bouchereau, M., Jeanerrod, M., and Franck, N. (2008). Effect of dis-
torted visual feedback on the sense of agency. Behav. Neurol. 19, 53–57. doi:
10.1155/2008/425267

Farrer, C., Franck, N., Georgieff, N., Frith, C. D., Decety, J., and Jean-
nerod, M. (2003). Modulating the experience of agency: a positron emission
tomography study. Neuroimage 18, 324–333. doi: 10.1016/S1053-8119(02)
00041-1

Farrer, C., and Frith, C. D. (2002). Experiencing oneself vs another person as
being the cause of an action: the neural correlates of the experience of agency.
Neuroimage 15, 596–603. doi: 10.1006/nimg.2001.1009

Fourneret, P., and Jeannerod, M. (1998). Limited conscious monitoring of
motor performance in normal subjects. Neuropsychologia 36, 1133–1140. doi:
10.1016/S0028-3932(98)00006-2

Frith, C. D., Blakemore, S. J., and Wolpert, D. M. (2000). Abnormalities in the
awareness and control of action. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. Lond. B Biol. Sci. 355,
1771–1788. doi: 10.1098/rstb.2000.0734

Goodale, M. A., Pélisson, D., and Prablanc, C. (1986). Large adjustments in visually
guided reaching do not depend on vision of the hand or perception of target
displacement. Nature 320, 748–750. doi: 10.1038/320748a0

Haggard, P., and Magno, E. (1999). Localising awareness of action with transcra-
nial magnetic stimulation. Exp. Brain Res. 127, 102–107. doi: 10.1007/s0022100
50778

Howard, I. S., Ingram, J. N., and Wolpert, D. M. (2009). A modular planar robotic
manipulandum with end-point torque control. J. Neurosci. Methods 181, 199–
211. doi: 10.1016/j.jneumeth.2009.05.005

Izawa, J., and Shadmehr, R. (2011). Learning from sensory and reward pre-
diction errors during motor adaptation. PLoS Comput. Biol. 7:e1002012. doi:
10.1371/journal.pcbi.1002012

Jehkonen, M., Laihosalo, M., and Kettunen, J. E. (2006). Anosognosia after
stroke: assessment, occurrence, subtypes and impact on functional outcome
reviewed. Acta Neurol. Scand. 114, 293–306. doi: 10.1111/j.1600-0404.2006.
00723.x

Jenkinson, P. M., Preston, C., and Ellis, S. J. (2011). Unawareness after stroke:
a review and practical guide to understanding, assessing, and managing
anosognosia for hemiplegia. J. Clin. Exp. Neuropsychol. 33, 1079–1093. doi:
10.1080/13803395.2011.596822

Karnath, H. O., Baier, B., and Nägele, T. (2005). Awareness of the functioning of
one’s own limbs mediated by the insular cortex? J. Neurosci. 25, 7134–7138. doi:
10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1590-05.2005

Miall, R. C., and Wolpert, D. M. (1996). Forward models for physiological motor
control. Neural Netw. 9, 1265–1279. doi: 10.1016/S0893-6080(96)00035-4

Orfei, M. D., Robinson, R. G., Prigatano, G. P., Starkstein, S., Rüsch, N., Bria,
P., et al. (2007). Anosognosia for hemiplegia after stroke is a multifaceted phe-
nomenon: a systematic review of the literature. Brain 130, 3075–3090. doi:
10.1093/brain/awm106

Pia, L., Neppi-Modona, M., Ricci, R., and Berti, A. (2004). The anatomy
of anosognosia for hemiplegia: a meta-analysis. Cortex 40, 367–377. doi:
10.1016/S0010-9452(08)70131-X

Preston, C., Jenkinson, P. M., and Newport, R. (2010). Anosognosia for hemiplegia
as a global deficit in motor awareness: Evidence from the non-paralysed limb.
Neuropsychologia 48, 3443–3450. doi: 10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2010.07.027

Preston, C., and Newport, R. (2008). Misattribution of movement agency
following right parietal TMS. Soc. Cogn. Affect. Neurosci. 3, 26–32. doi:
10.1093/scan/nsm036

Preston, C., and Newport, R. (2010). Self-denial and the role of inten-
tions in the attribution of agency. Conscious Cogn. 19, 986–998. doi:
10.1016/j.concog.2010.04.005

Ramachandran, V. S. (1995). Anosognosia in parietal lobe syndrome. Conscious
Cogn. 4, 22–51. doi: 10.1006/ccog.1995.1002

Ramachandran, V. S. (1996). The evolutionary biology of self-deception, laughter,
dreaming and depression: some clues from anosognosia. Med. Hypotheses 47,
347–362. doi: 10.1016/S0306-9877(96)90215-7

Scheidt, R. A., Dingwell, J. B., and Mussa-Ivaldi, F. A. (2001). Learning to move amid
uncertainty. J. Neurophysiol. 86, 971–985.

Scherberger, H., Goodale, M. A., and Andersen, R. A. (2003). Target selection for
reaching and saccades share a similar behavioral reference frame in the macaque.
J. Neurophysiol. 89, 1456–1466. doi: 10.1152/jn.00883.2002

Synofzik, M., Thier, P., and Lindner, A. (2006). Internalizing agency of self-action:
perception of one’s own hand movements depends on an adaptable predic-
tion about the sensory action outcome. J. Neurophysiol. 96, 1592–1601. doi:
10.1152/jn.00104.2006

Vocat, R., Staub, F., Stroppini, T., and Vuilleumier, P. (2010). Anosognosia for
hemiplegia: a clinical–anatomical prospective study. Brain 133, 3578–3597. doi:
10.1093/brain/awq297

Wolpert, D. M. (1997). Computational approaches to motor control. Trends Cogn.
Sci. 1, 209–216. doi: 10.1016/S1364-6613(97)01070-X

Conflict of Interest Statement: The authors declare that the research was conducted
in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed
as a potential conflict of interest.

Received: 01 April 2014; accepted: 04 June 2014; published online: 24 June 2014.
Citation: Preston C and Newport R (2014) Noisy visual feedback training impairs
detection of self-generated movement error: implications for anosognosia for
hemiplegia. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 8:456. doi: 10.3389/fnhum.2014.00456
This article was submitted to the journal Frontiers in Human Neuroscience.
Copyright © 2014 Preston and Newport. This is an open-access article distributed under
the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution
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 June 2014 | Volume 8 | Article 456 | 6

http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2014.00456
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/
http://www.frontiersin.org/Human_Neuroscience/
http://www.frontiersin.org/
http://www.frontiersin.org/Human_Neuroscience/archive

	Noisy visual feedback training impairs detection of self-generated movement error: implications for anosognosia for hemiplegia
	Introduction
	Materials and methods
	Participants
	Materials
	Procedure

	Results
	Subjective judgments
	Reaching accuracy
	Endpoint error
	Midpoint error

	Discussion
	Author contributions
	Acknowledgments
	References



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


