Flexible strategies for sensory
integration during motor planning
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Model general structure
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Model prediction if weights change

Experiment 1:
Target is proprioceptive
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Experiment 1 — proprioceptive target

a b c
Left shift No shift Right shift @ 30
T
5 S
[} -
5 g 0
w °
> ©
g £ -9
-120 0 120 oy
Target direction (deqg) 1_'}
<]
_ B 30 u
g 3
s 5 ;
§ o
g, °
8
'é E_SO . ‘ ) ) ) ) ) ) )
& -120 0 120 -120 -60 0 60 120
Target direction (deqg) Target direction (deq)

V)
(on

@ 30 30¢ O 88

& . - —

g g M aMV visualT

£’ c | </

: “@Q a,, = 0.42
£ 3 R proprzoceptzveT

-120 -60 0 60 120 -120 -60 O 120
Target direction (deg) Target direction (deg)



Experiment 1 — proprioceptive target
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* Visual shift did not effect proprioception of left hand

* Changes in \alpha were similar regardless of gaze constraint
* Changes in \alpha were similar when left hand was moved passively



Experiment 2 — visual feedback type
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Discussion

Main contribution — the weighting of sensory signals is not
dependent on input statistics alone!

In a single experiment, weighting can be different at
different stages of movement generation
— They suggest that it minimizes transformation related noise

Experiment 1 — unclear observations

— Asymmetry between visual and proprioceptive conditions not
clear

— Why \alpha_inv decreased as well?

Experiment 2 — not discussed why the values of \alpha_inv
are generally so low



