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Summary
Skilled manipulation requires the ability to predict the
weights of viewed objects based on learned associations
linking object weight to object visual appearance [1–5]. However, the neural mechanisms involved in extracting weight
information from viewed object properties are unknown.
Given that ventral visual pathway areas represent a wide
variety of object features [6–11], one intriguing but as yet untested possibility is that these areas also represent object
weight, a nonvisual motor-relevant object property. Here, using event-related fMRI and pattern classification techniques,
we tested the novel hypothesis that object-sensitive regions
in occipitotemporal cortex (OTC), in addition to traditional
motor-related brain areas, represent object weight when preparing to lift that object. In two studies, the same participants
prepared and then executed lifting actions with objects of
varying weight. In the first study, we show that when lifting
visually identical objects, where predicted weight is based
solely on sensorimotor memory, weight is represented in object-sensitive OTC. In the second study, we show that when
object weight is associated with a particular surface texture,
that texture-sensitive OTC areas also come to represent object weight. Notably, these texture-sensitive areas failed to
carry information about weight in the first study, when object
surface properties did not specify weight. Our results indicate that the integration of visual and motor-relevant object
information occurs at the level of single OTC areas and
provide evidence that the ventral visual pathway is actively
and flexibly engaged in processing object weight, an object
property critical for action planning and control.
Results
A single group of participants (n = 13) performed two realaction event-related fMRI studies in which, on each trial, they
grasped and lifted a centrally located object that could be
one of two weights: heavy (7.7 N) or light (1.9 N). Participants
were first visually presented with the object, and then,
following a delay period, they executed the action. The
delayed timing of this task enabled us to isolate the
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premovement responses (plan epoch) from the movement
execution responses (execute epoch; see Figure 1 and Figure S1 available online) and then examine, using fMRI decoding methods, whether we could predict, on a given trial, the
upcoming weight of the object to be lifted from the premovement voxel activity patterns.
Study 1
In study 1, the heavy and light objects were visually identical,
and thus knowledge of object weight could only be acquired
through previous lifts of that object (termed sensorimotor
memory [12]). To acquire this knowledge, in each experimental
run, participants first learned the weight of an object by lifting
and replacing it six times directly in succession (interaction
phase) before performing a series of six individual plan-andlift trials with that same object (see Figure S1B for protocol).
Behavioral control experiments showed that participants
reliably learned object weight during the interaction phase
and then used this knowledge to predict object weight on
each single event-related trial (see Figure S2).
As a first test of whether it is even possible to decode, using
brain activity, object weight information prior to movement, we
analyzed the plan epoch activity patterns in three key somatomotor regions of interest (ROIs) in which object weight information is expected to be represented: contralateral primary
motor cortex (M1), dorsal premotor cortex (PMd), and somatosensory cortex (SSc) [5, 13–16]. A voxel-wise contrast of
execute > planning [collapsed across object weight; execute
(heavy object + light object) > planning(heavy object + light object)] was used to localize these ROIs in individual participants,
and the spatial activity patterns during the plan and execute
epochs from these ROIs provided inputs to the pattern classifiers (see gray-shaded bars in Figure 2A for the time windows
used for decoding; see Figure S3A for brain areas). Despite
highly overlapping signal amplitude responses during planning, we found that the spatial activity patterns in these regions reliably discriminated the weight of the object to be
lifted. In M1 and PMd, we found reliable decoding during the
plan epoch (M1: t12 = 4.711, p = 0.001; PMd: t12 = 2.633, p =
0.022), whereas in SSc, consistent with the hand’s mechanoreceptors being stimulated only at movement onset/object contact, reliable decoding only emerged during the execute epoch
(t12 = 4.338, p = 0.001; see Figure 2A). The expected results
demonstrate the validity of our experimental approach and
provide assurances of data quality.
Encouraged by these results, we next tested our main hypotheses by extracting the plan epoch activity from the object-sensitive lateral occipital complex (LOC) in the ventral
visual pathway, a general functional region that can be putatively subdivided into the lateral occipital (LO) area and posterior fusiform sulcus (pFs) [6, 17, 18]. Areas LO and pFs were
localized in each participant in a separate fMRI testing session
based on their responses to intact versus scrambled objects
(see the Supplemental Experimental Procedures). Despite the
fact that visual cues about the object alone could not be used
as a reliable indicator of its weight (because the objects were
visually identical), we found that premovement activity patterns
from both regions reliably predicted the weight of the object to
be lifted (left LO, t12 = 3.086, p = 0.009; right LO, t12 = 3.355,
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Figure 1. Methods
(A) Timing of each event-related trial. Trials began
with the 3D object being illuminated concurrently with the auditory instruction ‘‘ready’’ being
played through headphones. These events initiated the plan epoch of the trial. Following a jittered delay interval (6–12 s), subjects were then
cued (via an auditory ‘‘beep’’) to perform the
grasp-and-lift action (initiating the execute
epoch). At 2 s after this cue, vision of the workspace was extinguished, and participants waited
for the following trial to begin (16 s; intertrial
interval [ITI]).
(B) Experimental setup, shown from the subject’s
point of view, time locked to events in (A). Plan
epoch is shown in the left view, and execute
epoch is shown in the right. Note that the centrally located target object never changed position from trial to trial. The red star represents
the fixation light-emitting diode (which was
foveated during data collection). Multivoxel
pattern analysis (MVPA) was performed on single
trials (using a leave-one-run-out cross-validation)
and based on the windowed average of the
percent signal change response corresponding
to the plan and execute epochs (see Figure 2).
To examine whether object weight information
was represented in voxel activity patterns prior
to movement onset, fMRI decoding from the premovement time points (bordered in dashed red
line in A) was of critical interest.
(C) Objects used in study 1 (S1) and study 2 (S2).
Each object could be one of two weights: heavy
(7.7 N) or light (1.9 N).
See also Figure S1.

p = 0.006; left pFs, t12 = 2.270, p = 0.042; right pFs, t12 = 2.788,
p = 0.016; Figure 2B).
To rule out the possibility that decoding of object weight information in areas LO and pFs arises from general visual attention differences associated with preparing to lift heavy versus
light objects or from subtle differences in the visual appearance of the two objects, we next examined whether we could
decode weight information from early visual areas V1 (primary
visual area) and V2 (secondary visual area)—the activity of
which is highly sensitive to spatial attention and visual differences between stimuli [6, 19, 20]. To localize the retinotopic
location in V1/V2 that directly corresponds to the position of
the target object, at the end of the study 1 testing session,
we placed hollow semiopaque illuminable objects at (1) a location at which the target object appeared (lower visual field, bottom position) and (2) a location outside of reach that was never
acted upon throughout the experiment (upper visual field, top
position; see the Supplemental Experimental Procedures for
further details). According to a block-design protocol, these
two illuminable objects alternated flickering in an on-off
fashion (at 5 Hz), resulting in a highly robust and reliable localization of the two object positions in V1/V2 within each subject
(see Figure S4; note that the boundaries of V1 and V2 were
defined in a separate localizer testing session using standard
retinotopic mapping procedures; see the Supplemental Experimental Procedures). Importantly, when we extracted from
these independently defined areas the plan epoch signals

corresponding to the lifting task, we
found no decoding for object weight
(Figure S4). Thus, it appears that the
representation of object weight emerges only in higher-order
brain regions located further along the continuum of visual
processing in occipitotemporal cortex (OTC) [6]. Additional
behavioral control experiments indicated that participants
maintained stable fixation throughout the task and could not
visually discriminate the heavy and light objects, as evidenced
by both their lifting behavior and perceptual reports (see
Figures S1D and S1E). Taken together, these control fMRI
and behavioral findings suggest that simple attention-related
effects or object visual cues cannot account for the weightsensitive activity observed in LOC.
Study 2
When lifting objects, people can exploit well-learned memory
associations between object texture and weight to scale their
lifting forces. For instance, people apply greater load force
when lifting an object that appears to be made of brass than
when lifting a similarly sized object that appears to be made
of wood [3, 4, 21]. In addition, people can also learn new associations between texture and weight and use this knowledge
to scale lifting forces accordingly [3, 4]. However, it is not
known—once the association has been learned—how an
object’s texture and its weight become bound together at
the level of neural mechanisms. Study 2 tested the hypothesis
that OTC areas involved in texture processing [9], located posteriorly in lateral occipital cortex and anteriorly in a region of
the collateral sulcus (CoS), also come to represent object
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Figure 2. Study 1: Decoding of Object Weight Information from Premovement Signals in Somatomotor and Object-Sensitive OTC
Somatomotor cortex (A) and object-sensitive OTC (B). Each ROI is associated with two plots of data. The left data plots show percent signal change time
course activity. The activity in each plot is averaged across all voxels within each ROI and across participants. Note that due to jittering of the delay period
in the event-related design, to allow alignment, only time courses for five imaging-volume (10 s) delay periods are shown. Vertical dashed line corresponds to
the onset of the execute epoch of the trial. Shaded gray bars indicate the two imaging-volume (4 s) windows that were averaged and extracted for MVPA. In the
(legend continued on next page)
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weight when weight information can be reliably derived from
(and thus linked to) object texture.
To test this prediction, study 2 was divided into interrelated
experiments. In the first experiment, participants prepared,
grasped, and then lifted two objects with a normal weighttexture mapping: a heavy metal and a light wood object (Figure 1C; objects were of the same weight as in study 1).
Because weight and texture are directly linked in this first
experiment, if we were able to decode differences between
the two objects, it would be unclear whether knowledge of object weight or texture was responsible for driving such effects.
Thus, to decouple these two object properties, in a second
experiment, participants prepared, grasped, and then lifted
two objects with the inverted weight-texture mapping: a heavy
wood and a light metal object. By combining the data across
the two experiments, we could partially disentangle activity
patterns linked to a representation of object weight (i.e., test
for a main effect of heavy versus light, independent of the object texture that cued weight on a particular trial) from those
linked to a representation of object texture (i.e., test for a
main effect of metal versus wood, independent of the weight
cued by the object’s texture on a particular trial). Both of these
experiments were performed in the same testing session, and
participants performed the normal weight-texture mapping
experiment first so that we could examine effects that generalized across mappings (i.e., from the familiar to the arbitrary
mappings). Importantly, prior to beginning the second experiment of study 2, participants lifted each object 15 times in
the scanner (‘‘learning phase’’) in an alternating fashion such
that they fully learned the new texture-weight associations
and scaled their lift forces accordingly (see Figure S1C).
Thus, in both experiments in study 2, participants could reliably predict object weight based on texture visual cues (note
that this was not the case in study 1).
We fixed the order in which participants experienced the
two experiments in study 2 for two important reasons. First,
although we are interested in distinguishing between welland newly learned texture-weight associations in future work
(which would require extensive training such that newly learned
associations become well learned), at this point, our aim was to
test the neural representation of weight-texture associations
independent of the precise nature of these associations. Second, had we counterbalanced the order of experiments across
participants, we would introduce a serious potential confound.
Specifically, we were concerned that if participants experienced the inverted (and arbitrary) texture-weight objects first,
then they may have subsequently treated the normal textureweight objects as similarly arbitrary texture-weight objects
(unlike the group of participants who experienced the normal
objects first). By using a fixed order, we ensured that all participants experienced both normal and arbitrary texture-weight
mappings. Of course, a limitation of this fixed-order design
is that we cannot identify texture-sensitive areas that only
represent well-learned or newly learned associations between
texture and weight (though, as noted above, this same limitation might also extend to a design in which the order of experiments was counterbalanced). Critically, however, this design
does enable us to identify texture-sensitive areas that

represent weight independent of whether the association between texture and weight is well or newly learned.
To disentangle activity patterns related to object weight and
texture in study 2, we performed two separate and independent
decoding analyses. In the first analysis, all trials were analyzed
only according to object weight. That is, regardless of the object texture linked to weight on a particular trial, the trials
were classified solely on the basis of whether the object presented was heavy or light. In the second analysis, all trials
were analyzed only according to object texture. That is, regardless of the object weight linked to texture on a particular trial,
the trials were classified solely on the basis of whether the object presented was metal or wood. Accordingly, statistically
significant classification in the first analysis will be based only
on differences in the neural representation of weight information (and independent of the texture that cued weight), and in
the second analysis, it will be based only on differences in the
neural representation of texture information (and independent
of the weight linked with the texture). We expected that a brain
area involved in integrating signals related to object texture and
weight during planning might show sensitivity to each of these
separate object properties during the plan epoch.
We first considered the premovement activity patterns in the
same somatomotor areas localized and examined in study 1.
In PMd, we found main effects of both weight and texture during the plan epoch (weight: t12 = 3.349, p = 0.006; texture: t12 =
3.640, p = 0.003; see Figure 3A). This finding suggests that
PMd is involved in integrating information about texture and
weight, and expands upon previous evidence demonstrating
its involvement in several aspects of visual-motor integration
[15, 22–24]. As expected, we further found that, during both
planning and execution, M1 represented object weight but
not object texture (plan, weight: t12 = 3.884, p = 0.002; execute,
weight: t12 = 2.831, p = 0.015; see Figure 3A). Notably, we
further found that during planning, SSc represented object
texture (texture: t12 = 3.312, p = 0.006; see Figure 3A),
but not weight (the latter fully consistent with the results of
study 1). Emerging evidence suggests that the primary sensory cortices (e.g., SSc) may represent information relevant
for their modality (e.g., touch) despite that information arising
through different sensory systems (e.g., vision) [25–28]. One
intriguing though speculative interpretation suggested by our
findings here is that SSc perhaps anticipates, based on visual
cues about object texture (metal versus wood), differences in
the tactile input to be experienced once the fingertips contact
the object.
We next investigated our main hypotheses by extracting the
study 2 plan epoch activity from LOC and from texture-sensitive brain regions in OTC. The latter areas, situated lateral to
the CoS (lateral region) and anteriorly along the CoS (ventral region), were independently identified in each participant using a
recently developed localizer task [7], performed in a separate
testing session, based on the contrast of object textures and
ensembles versus their scrambled counterparts. As predicted,
we found that, as in study 1, weight information could be decoded from both areas LO and pFs during planning, showing
that LOC also represents weight when it can be derived
from texture (left LO, weight: t12 = 3.657, p = 0.003; right LO,

right data plots, corresponding decoding accuracies are shown for each time epoch (plan and execute). Note that accurate classification is primarily attributable to the voxel activity patterns associated with different object weights and not to differences in the overall signal amplitude responses within each ROI (i.e.,
the time courses are highly overlapping during the plan epoch). Error bars represent SEM across participants. Solid black horizontal lines are chance accuracy
level (50%). Black asterisks assess statistical significance with two-tailed t tests across participants with respect to 50% chance. Red asterisks assess
statistical significance based on a false discovery rate (FDR) correction of q % 0.05. L, light; H, heavy. See also Figure S2 and Table S1.
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Figure 3. Study 2: Decoding of Object Weight
and Texture Information from Premovement Signals in Somatomotor and Object-Sensitive OTC
Somatomotor cortex (A) and object-sensitive
OTC (B). Percent signal change time courses
and decoding accuracies are plotted and
computed the same as in Figure 2. L, light; H,
heavy; W, wood; M, metal. See also Figure S3.

weight: t12 = 6.294, p < 0.001; left pFs, weight: t12 = 3.337, p =
0.006; right pFs, weight: t12 = 5.600, p < 0.001; see Figure 3B).
However, we found that information about object texture could
not be reliably decoded from LOC, consistent with accounts
suggesting that the area is not involved in representing object
texture [9]. By contrast, when we examined planning-related
activity from the texture-sensitive brain regions, we found
that these areas carried information about both weight and
texture (left-lateral region, weight: t12 = 4.991, p < 0.001;
texture: t12 = 4.016, p = 0.002; right- lateral region, weight:
t12 = 5.558, p < 0.001; texture: t12 = 3.051, p = 0.010; left-ventral
region, weight: t12 = 4.039, p = 0.002; texture: t12 = 3.653,
p = 0.003; right-ventral region, weight: t12 = 5.611, p < 0.001;
texture: t12 = 4.575, p = 0.001; see Figure 4).
One intriguing possibility stemming from this result is that
the texture-sensitive regions may only represent object
weight when weight information can be reliably derived from

the object’s visual surface features
(e.g., texture). To provide a key test of
this idea, we examined whether object
weight could be decoded from the
texture-sensitive regions using the
data from study 1. Recall that in study
1, the heavy and light objects were visually identical, and thus, weight could
not be derived from object visual surface cues. Critically, when we extracted
the study 1 data from the texture-sensitive regions, we found no evidence of
weight decoding (see Figure 4). This
suggests that object texture-sensitive
areas may only be recruited to represent weight information when it is predictably linked to object visual appearance through learned sensorimotor
associations.
To provide a further control, we next
tested for the representation of object
weight information in early visual areas
V1/V2, localized using the same retinotopic mapping methods employed in
study 1. Consistent with the results of
study 1, we found that weight information could not be decoded from the early
visual areas (see Figure S4). This finding
reaffirms the notion that weight information emerges only in higher-order areas
of the ventral visual pathway. Notably,
however, we did find that object texture
information could be reliably decoded
from the V1/V2 ROI defined by the target
object’s actual location throughout the
study 2 experiments (bottom object
position; texture: t12 = 10.142, p < 0.001; see Figure S4). This
result is fully consistent with retinotopic early visual cortex
showing sensitivity to the visual features of objects (in this
case, texture [6]).
Discussion
Here, we show that object-sensitive OTC regions, in addition
to traditional motor-related brain areas, represent object
weight information when preparing to lift an object. This
finding contributes to advancing our understanding of visual
object processing in two key ways. First, our results demonstrate that the mechanical properties of an object, which are
not directly available through vision, are represented in the
ventral visual pathway, which is thought to be primarily
involved in processing visual object properties. Second, our
results indicate that ventral pathway areas, traditionally
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Figure 4. Studies 1 and 2: Decoding of Object Weight and Texture Information from Premovement Signals in Texture-Sensitive OTC
Percent signal change time courses and decoding accuracies are plotted and computed the same as in Figure 2. L, light; H, heavy; W, wood; M, metal. See
also Figure S4 and Table S2.

associated with their role in visual perception and object
recognition, are involved in processing object features critical
for motor control, processing that traditionally has been
thought to be the purview of the dorsal pathway.
The idea that distinct neural pathways support object processing for the purposes of action and perception [29, 30]
arose primarily from studies examining reaching and grasping
movements directed toward objects, where the relevant object
properties (e.g., location and shape) can be directly appreciated through vision. Skilled object manipulation, however,
requires knowledge of an object’s properties relevant to

dynamics (e.g., weight), which cannot be reliably derived
from vision alone and must instead be estimated based on
stored knowledge linking visual information about the object
(e.g., texture and identity) to weight [1–5]. It is clear that OTC
structures represent visual object properties, such as size
and texture [6, 8, 9], that are often correlated to weight [3].
Moreover, recent work has shown that OTC also represents
the real-world (i.e., nonretinal) size of objects [31], information
that would be important for computing object weight. Finally,
there is accumulating behavioral evidence that visual information from the ventral visual pathway can influence estimations
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of weight for lifting [32, 33]. Thus, one possibility, consistent
with the proposed division of neural processing for the purposes of action and perception [29, 30], is that the ventral
stream merely supplies the dorsal stream with visual object information (e.g., size, texture) used for computing weight. If this
were the case, then the representation of weight information
should only emerge at the level of frontoparietal cortex.
Instead, here, we show that object weight, once learned, is
actually represented at the level of object-processing regions
in the ventral visual pathway. Moreover, we show that brain
areas involved in processing the surface properties of an object (i.e., texture) come to represent the mechanical properties
of that object (i.e., weight), but only when those two features
become reliably linked through learning. Thus, the ventral visual pathway itself appears to be directly involved in processing both the surface and mechanical properties of an object
and flexibly representing learned associations between those
different object features.
A number of studies have provided evidence for sensitivity
to both surface and material properties in medial regions of
the ventral visual pathway. Cavina-Pratesi and colleagues
[34, 35] reported a texture-specific region along a posterior
aspect of the CoS, and Cant and colleagues have demonstrated sensitivity to both surface (i.e., color and texture
[7, 8, 36]) and material properties (i.e., compliance [7]) in
more anterior aspects of the CoS (which notably overlaps
with some of object-sensitive pFs). Recently, responses in
medial regions of both the human and monkey visual systems
have been implicated in high-level perception of the visuotactile properties of materials (e.g., roughness, compliance),
in contrast to the responses found in early visual areas, which
are correlated more with low-level image properties of materials (e.g., spatial frequency [10, 11]). The representation of
weight information in the anterior surface-sensitive areas of
Cant and colleagues [7], as reported here, is in line with the
suggestion that these regions are involved in the integration
of multiple object features so as to form more high-level
conceptual representations of objects. In this view, posterior
regions selective for one particular surface property (e.g.,
texture), like that of Cavina-Pratesi and colleagues [34, 35],
may be involved more in visual representations of objects,
whereas these more anterior, higher-level representations
may instead be flexibility used to support computations of
both the motor and visual systems. However, because these
medial regions encompass a large extent of the CoS and the
current study did not directly localize the texture-specific posterior CoS (as in [34, 35]), it is unclear the extent to which these
regions described above may perform distinct roles, and
future studies will be needed to provide direct comparisons.
Are there other factors that may account for the present results? One possibility is that the activity patterns in OTC, rather
than representing weight information, may be due to general
differences in visual attention between the heavy and light objects. We tested for this possibility by examining activity in the
retinotopic location of early visual cortex corresponding to the
position of the target objects in studies 1 and 2. Given that
early visual cortex is highly sensitive to differences in the allocation of attention (e.g., [20]), we would have expected—if
attention had a strong modulating effect on the findings in
OTC—to observe similar findings in early visual areas as in
OTC. Although we did not find decoding of heavy versus light
objects from early visual cortex signals, the abstract nature of
representations in higher-level visual cortex makes it difficult
to completely rule out any attention-related effects. Another

possible explanation of the results is that OTC may instead
be representing material density (this may especially be the
case in the texture-sensitive regions). Given that all the objects
used in the current studies were of the same size, we are unable to distinguish between neural representations of weight
versus density. Another potential limitation of the current
studies is that only two object weights were used. Although
this manipulation was done for practical reasons (i.e., to limit
the number of possible trial types and, thus, increase their statistical power), it is unclear the extent to which the decoding
observed in OTC reflects a categorical representation of
weight information (e.g., an object is either heavy or light)
versus a continuous representation of weight (e.g., changes
in activity patterns that directly correspond to changes in
object weight). Future studies testing for systematic shifts in
activity patterns across a wider range of object weights will
be required to disentangle these possibilities. Lastly, we also
cannot exclude that what is being represented in several brain
areas during planning are features often correlated to weight,
rather than weight itself. Weight information in the context of
sensorimotor control is used to modulate the fingertip forces
applied to objects and to anticipate the tactile responses
to be experienced by the fingertips at object liftoff (for review,
see [5]). Certainly, claims about the representation of such
sensorimotor information in brain areas like M1 and S1,
respectively, are unlikely to be controversial. What remains
unclear, however, is the extent to which this same kind
of sensorimotor information is represented in OTC. Future
studies, involving lesions or transcranial magnetic stimulation
methods, will be required to probe the causal role of the weight
information represented in ventral visual structures.
Why should an object feature like weight be represented in
the ventral visual pathway? Whereas the dorsal visual pathway
is thought to be involved in computing real-time motor commands based on directly viewed object metrics, as when
reaching toward objects, the ventral pathway is thought to
extract lasting and detailed information about objects via memory associations and recognition [29, 30]. Moreover, visual
areas appear to also represent arbitrary associations between
paired viewed objects [37] and between viewed objects and
arbitrary actions performed with those objects [38]. Thus, the
ventral visual stream appears to be well suited for representing
learned, and often quite labile, associations between object
visual features and weight, which can then be used to extract
weight information for the purposes of object lifting and manipulation. Expanding upon the simpler notion that OTC areas may
only be involved in general purpose object-related processing
for a role in pure perception, our findings suggest that these
areas may perform an even more universal role: integrating
object knowledge acquired through vision and sensorimotor
experience for the purpose of guiding action and behavior.
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Supplemental Information includes Supplemental Experimental Procedures, four figures, and two tables and can be found with this article online
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Acknowledgments
This work was supported by an operating grant from the Canadian Institutes
of Health Research awarded to J.R.F. and J.P.G. (MOP126158). J.P.G. was
supported by a Banting Postdoctoral Fellowship and an Ontario Ministry of
Research and Innovation postdoctoral fellowship. The authors thank Adam
McLean and Gavin Buckingham for discussions on project design, Yaoda

Representation of Object Weight in Visual Cortex
1873

Xu and Michael Arcaro for sharing the localizer images and related protocols, and Kevin Trewartha, Martin York, Sean Hickman, and Don O’Brien
for technical assistance.
Received: March 15, 2014
Revised: May 21, 2014
Accepted: June 17, 2014
Published: July 24, 2014
References
1. Flanagan, J.R., Bittner, J.P., and Johansson, R.S. (2008). Experience
can change distinct size-weight priors engaged in lifting objects and
judging their weights. Curr. Biol. 18, 1742–1747.
2. Flanagan, J.R., and Beltzner, M.A. (2000). Independence of perceptual
and sensorimotor predictions in the size-weight illusion. Nat. Neurosci.
3, 737–741.
3. Buckingham, G., Cant, J.S., and Goodale, M.A. (2009). Living in a
material world: how visual cues to material properties affect the way
that we lift objects and perceive their weight. J. Neurophysiol. 102,
3111–3118.
4. Baugh, L.A., Kao, M., Johansson, R.S., and Flanagan, J.R. (2012).
Material evidence: interaction of well-learned priors and sensorimotor
memory when lifting objects. J. Neurophysiol. 108, 1262–1269.
5. Johansson, R.S., and Flanagan, J.R. (2009). Coding and use of tactile
signals from the fingertips in object manipulation tasks. Nat. Rev.
Neurosci. 10, 345–359.
6. Grill-Spector, K., and Malach, R. (2004). The human visual cortex. Annu.
Rev. Neurosci. 27, 649–677.
7. Cant, J.S., and Xu, Y. (2012). Object ensemble processing in human
anterior-medial ventral visual cortex. J. Neurosci. 32, 7685–7700.
8. Cant, J.S., and Goodale, M.A. (2007). Attention to form or surface properties modulates different regions of human occipitotemporal cortex.
Cereb. Cortex 17, 713–731.
9. Cant, J.S., and Goodale, M.A. (2011). Scratching beneath the surface:
new insights into the functional properties of the lateral occipital area
and parahippocampal place area. J. Neurosci. 31, 8248–8258.
10. Hiramatsu, C., Goda, N., and Komatsu, H. (2011). Transformation from
image-based to perceptual representation of materials along the human
ventral visual pathway. Neuroimage 57, 482–494.
11. Goda, N., Tachibana, A., Okazawa, G., and Komatsu, H. (2014).
Representation of the material properties of objects in the visual cortex
of nonhuman primates. J. Neurosci. 34, 2660–2673.
12. Johansson, R.S., and Westling, G. (1988). Coordinated isometric muscle
commands adequately and erroneously programmed for the weight
during lifting task with precision grip. Exp. Brain Res. 71, 59–71.
13. Evarts, E.V., and Thach, W.T. (1969). Motor mechanisms of the CNS:
cerebrocerebellar interrelations. Annu. Rev. Physiol. 31, 451–498.
14. Loh, M.N., Kirsch, L., Rothwell, J.C., Lemon, R.N., and Davare, M. (2010).
Information about the weight of grasped objects from vision and internal
models interacts within the primary motor cortex. J. Neurosci. 30, 6984–
6990.
15. Chouinard, P.A., Leonard, G., and Paus, T. (2005). Role of the primary
motor and dorsal premotor cortices in the anticipation of forces during
object lifting. J. Neurosci. 25, 2277–2284.
16. van Nuenen, B.F., Kuhtz-Buschbeck, J., Schulz, C., Bloem, B.R., and
Siebner, H.R. (2012). Weight-specific anticipatory coding of grip force
in human dorsal premotor cortex. J. Neurosci. 32, 5272–5283.
17. Grill-Spector, K., Kushnir, T., Edelman, S., Itzchak, Y., and Malach, R.
(1998). Cue-invariant activation in object-related areas of the human
occipital lobe. Neuron 21, 191–202.
18. Malach, R., Reppas, J.B., Benson, R.R., Kwong, K.K., Jiang, H.,
Kennedy, W.A., Ledden, P.J., Brady, T.J., Rosen, B.R., and Tootell,
R.B. (1995). Object-related activity revealed by functional magnetic
resonance imaging in human occipital cortex. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci.
USA 92, 8135–8139.
19. Kastner, S., and Ungerleider, L.G. (2000). Mechanisms of visual attention in the human cortex. Annu. Rev. Neurosci. 23, 315–341.
20. Kamitani, Y., and Tong, F. (2005). Decoding the visual and subjective
contents of the human brain. Nat. Neurosci. 8, 679–685.
21. Gordon, A.M., Westling, G., Cole, K.J., and Johansson, R.S. (1993).
Memory representations underlying motor commands used during
manipulation of common and novel objects. J. Neurophysiol. 69,
1789–1796.

22. Pesaran, B., Nelson, M.J., and Andersen, R.A. (2006). Dorsal premotor
neurons encode the relative position of the hand, eye, and goal during
reach planning. Neuron 51, 125–134.
23. Hoshi, E., and Tanji, J. (2006). Differential involvement of neurons in the
dorsal and ventral premotor cortex during processing of visual signals
for action planning. J. Neurophysiol. 95, 3596–3616.
24. Wise, S.P., Boussaoud, D., Johnson, P.B., and Caminiti, R. (1997).
Premotor and parietal cortex: corticocortical connectivity and combinatorial computations. Annu. Rev. Neurosci. 20, 25–42.
25. Meyer, K., Kaplan, J.T., Essex, R., Damasio, H., and Damasio, A. (2011).
Seeing touch is correlated with content-specific activity in primary
somatosensory cortex. Cereb. Cortex 21, 2113–2121.
26. Meyer, K., Kaplan, J.T., Essex, R., Webber, C., Damasio, H., and
Damasio, A. (2010). Predicting visual stimuli on the basis of activity in
auditory cortices. Nat. Neurosci. 13, 667–668.
27. Vasconcelos, N., Pantoja, J., Belchior, H., Caixeta, F.V., Faber, J., Freire,
M.A., Cota, V.R., Anibal de Macedo, E., Laplagne, D.A., Gomes, H.M.,
and Ribeiro, S. (2011). Cross-modal responses in the primary visual cortex encode complex objects and correlate with tactile discrimination.
Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 108, 15408–15413.
28. Smith, F.W., and Goodale, M.A. (2014). Decoding visual object categories in early somatosensory cortex. Cereb. Cortex. Published online
February 24, 2014. http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bht292.
29. Goodale, M.A., Milner, A.D., Jakobson, L.S., and Carey, D.P. (1991).
A neurological dissociation between perceiving objects and grasping
them. Nature 349, 154–156.
30. Goodale, M.A., and Milner, A.D. (1992). Separate visual pathways for
perception and action. Trends Neurosci. 15, 20–25.
31. Konkle, T., and Oliva, A. (2012). A real-world size organization of object
responses in occipitotemporal cortex. Neuron 74, 1114–1124.
32. Brenner, E., and Smeets, J.B. (1996). Size illusion influences how we lift
but not how we grasp an object. Exp. Brain Res. 111, 473–476.
33. Jackson, S.R., and Shaw, A. (2000). The Ponzo illusion affects grip-force
but not grip-aperture scaling during prehension movements. J. Exp.
Psychol. Hum. Percept. Perform. 26, 418–423.
34. Cavina-Pratesi, C., Kentridge, R.W., Heywood, C.A., and Milner, A.D.
(2010). Separate channels for processing form, texture, and color: evidence from FMRI adaptation and visual object agnosia. Cereb. Cortex
20, 2319–2332.
35. Cavina-Pratesi, C., Kentridge, R.W., Heywood, C.A., and Milner, A.D.
(2010). Separate processing of texture and form in the ventral stream:
evidence from FMRI and visual agnosia. Cereb. Cortex 20, 433–446.
36. Cant, J.S., Arnott, S.R., and Goodale, M.A. (2009). fMR-adaptation
reveals separate processing regions for the perception of form and
texture in the human ventral stream. Exp. Brain Res. 192, 391–405.
37. Schlack, A., and Albright, T.D. (2007). Remembering visual motion: neural correlates of associative plasticity and motion recall in cortical area
MT. Neuron 53, 881–890.
38. Weisberg, J., van Turennout, M., and Martin, A. (2007). A neural system
for learning about object function. Cereb. Cortex 17, 513–521.

