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Abstract

When grasping an object, the opening between the fingertips (grip aperture) scales with the

size of the object. If an object changes in size, the grip aperture has to be corrected. In this

study, it was investigated whether such corrections would influence the perceived size of

objects. The grasping plan was manipulated with a preview of the object, after which partici-

pants initiated their reaching movement without vision. In a minority of the grasps, the object

changed in size after the preview and participants had to adjust their grasping movement.

Visual feedback was manipulated in two experiments. In experiment 1, vision was restored

during reach and both visual and haptic information was available to correct the grasp and

lift the object. In experiment 2, no visual information was provided during the movement and

grasps could only be corrected using haptic information. Participants made reach-to-grasp

movements towards two objects and compared these in size. Results showed that partici-

pants adjusted their grasp to a change in object size from preview to grasped object in both

experiments. However, a change in object size did not bias the perception of object size or

alter discrimination performance. In experiment 2, a small perceptual bias was found when

objects changed from large to small. However, this bias was much smaller than the differ-

ence that could be discriminated and could not be considered meaningful. Therefore, it can

be concluded that the planning and execution of reach-to-grasp movements do not reliably

affect the perception of object size.

1 Introduction

Sensory information can be used to guide our movements and to perceive the world around

us. For example, when grasping an object, visual information about object size can be used to

scale the opening between the fingertips (grip aperture) to the size of the object [1]. Grasping

an object will also give haptic information about object size which can be optimally integrated

with vision to obtain an accurate percept of object size [2]. In an influential theory, the dual-

stream theory, it has been suggested that processing of visual information for guiding actions

and perception are separated in two streams in the brain [3].

PLOS ONE

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0248084 September 14, 2021 1 / 21

a1111111111

a1111111111

a1111111111

a1111111111

a1111111111

OPEN ACCESS

Citation: van Polanen V (2021) Grasp aperture

corrections in reach-to-grasp movements do not

reliably alter size perception. PLoS ONE 16(9):

e0248084. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.

pone.0248084

Editor: Victor Frak, Universite du Quebec a

Montreal, CANADA

Received: February 23, 2021

Accepted: August 17, 2021

Published: September 14, 2021

Copyright: © 2021 Vonne van Polanen. This is an

open access article distributed under the terms of

the Creative Commons Attribution License, which

permits unrestricted use, distribution, and

reproduction in any medium, provided the original

author and source are credited.

Data Availability Statement: All data used for

analysis and figures are available at https://osf.io/

ptukn/.

Funding: This research was supported by a Fonds

Wetenschappelijk Onderzoek grant to VVP (FWO

post-doctoral fellowship, Belgium, 12X7118N,

www.fwo.be). The funders had no role in study

design, data collection and analysis, decision to

publish, or preparation of the manuscript.

Competing interests: The authors have declared

that no competing interests exist.

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3111-6199
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0248084
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1371/journal.pone.0248084&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2021-09-14
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1371/journal.pone.0248084&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2021-09-14
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1371/journal.pone.0248084&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2021-09-14
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1371/journal.pone.0248084&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2021-09-14
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1371/journal.pone.0248084&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2021-09-14
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1371/journal.pone.0248084&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2021-09-14
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0248084
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0248084
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://osf.io/ptukn/
https://osf.io/ptukn/
http://www.fwo.be


Since the introduction of the dual-stream theory of action and perception, there has been

discussion about the separation between the two streams. Support for this theory has been pro-

vided with behavioural experiments, for example in the grasping domain, where it has been

proposed that the perception of object size and the planning and execution of grasping is dis-

sociated. This was specifically shown with visual illusions, where objects appeared to perceptu-

ally differ in size based on the visual context, while grasp apertures were not affected by the

illusion [4, 5].

However, there has been much controversy about the nature of this dissociation between

grasping and size perception (see for reviews [6, 7]). In contrast to the initial studies, later stud-

ies showed effects of illusionary size on both size perception and grasp parameters [8, 9]. Sev-

eral explanations have been proposed to explain these contradictory findings. For instance, it

has been argued that an illusion effect on grasping depends on the availability of visual feed-

back during grasping [10] or that the effect is only apparent in planning but not execution

[11]. Furthermore, an alternative view from a separation between processing of action and per-

ception is a separation between absolute versus relative measures [12]. These authors argue

that in the previous studies, perception of object size was a relative comparison of two sizes,

whereas for grasping an absolute measure of size is used which is not affected by an illusionary

context. However, if task context is manipulated, there appears to be no difference between

action and perception per se, but between whether relative or absolute measures are needed.

While currently it is acknowledged that perception and action processes are not completely

separate, but interact with each other (see e.g. [13–15] for reviews), there are still few studies

that specifically address the interactions between these processes. Especially the literature on

effects of actions on perception is scarce. Some studies found that perception was improved

depending on the action context. Gutteling et al. [16] showed that orientation change detection

was improved depending on the subsequent action plan. Similarly, reaction times in a visual

search task were altered depending on the subsequent action that had to be executed [17].

Furthermore, a few other studies showed that perception can also be altered by the action

context. For instance, there are studies that have shown effects of grasping context on size per-

ception or graspability judgements. Graspability refers here to the ability to grasp an object of

a specific size with one hand: if the object is too large, it cannot be grasped with one hand.

When potential grasping ability was altered, e.g. by increasing the apparent hand size, size per-

ception was altered as well ([18], but see also [19]). Similarly, in another study, participants

had to judge whether they were able to grasp an object with one hand while their grip aperture

was altered by squeezing a ball or spreading their fingers [20]. While this study found differ-

ences in graspability judgements between the two tasks, it did not find effects on size judge-

ments. It is possible that a complete reach-to-grasp movement compared to a static alteration

of grip aperture could be more effective in altering size perception. Such an effect was shown

by Cesanek and Domini [21], who found that visuo-haptic adaptation of the grasping move-

ment in a virtual reality setup did influence manual estimation of object size.

All in all, it seems that action context can alter the perception of objects. However, it is not

clear how planned actions and potential corrections to these action plans could be incorpo-

rated into the perceptual judgement. Interestingly, in a study on object lifting, it was found

that planned fingertip forces altered the perceived object weight [22]. When an object was ligh-

ter than expected, forces had to be decreased to skilfully lift the object. It was found that objects

were also perceived to be lighter and this change in weight perception correlated with the

decrease in force scaling. A similar effect was found when lifting objects with an asymmetric

weight distribution. The torque planning error was associated with an increase in torque esti-

mation and also with an increase in weight perception [23]. This suggests that a correction to

an action plan could induce a change in perception in a similar direction as the correction.
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In object lifting, fingertip forces have to be controlled and scaled towards the object weight.

Corrections to the applied force will often rely on haptic feedback of perceived weight. In

reach-to-grasp movements, different motor parameters have to be controlled (i.e. finger posi-

tioning) and visual feedback can also be used to implement corrections. Therefore, it is not

clear whether corrective movements could also influence perception in reach-to-grasp move-

ments. The present study used a reach-to grasp task to investigate whether corrective actions

to grasping could influence size perception. Specifically, two questions were addressed: 1)

whether corrections to action plans would also affect perception in reach-to-grasp tasks similar

to object lifting tasks, and 2) what would be the role of visual and haptic feedback in these

corrections.

To address these issues, a task was used in which participants grasped different objects and

compared these in size. They were presented with a preview of an object in order to plan a

grasping movement. Next, they initiated the reaching movement without vision. In some tri-

als, the object would be changed, so they had to correct their movement. Several studies have

shown that grasp apertures can be adjusted online when an object is suddenly changed after

the movement has been initiated [24–27]. It was investigated whether these movement correc-

tions would affect the perception of object size. The availability of visual and haptic feedback

was manipulated in two experiments. In Experiment 1, visual information was provided after

the initiation of the movement and could be used to correct the grip aperture. In Experiment

2, vision was not available and only haptic feedback of the object could be used to correct the

grip aperture. In accordance with van Polanen and Davare [22], who found that downscaled

force corrections were associated with a reduction in perceived weight, a similar directional

effect is hypothesized for the present study: if the grip aperture is decreased because the object

is smaller than expected, it is hypothesized that objects will be perceived to be smaller. Simi-

larly, when the grip aperture increases when the object is larger than expected, the objects will

be perceived to be larger.

2 Methods

2.1 Participants

Thirty right-handed participants took part in the experiment. They all had normal or cor-

rected-to-normal vision and no known neurological impairments. Fifteen participants per-

formed Experiment 1 (age 24±4 years, 11 females) and the other fifteen took part in

Experiment 2 (age 24±4 years, 10 females). They all signed informed consent before participat-

ing. The experiments were approved by the local ethical committee of KU Leuven.

2.2 Apparatus

Movements were measured with a TrakSTAR system (NDI), using a mid-range transmitter.

Two model-180 sensors were placed on the nails of the thumb and index finger. The system

had a measurement field range of 58 cm and the accuracy of the sensors was 1.4 mm. Sensor

positions and orientations were captured with a sample frequency of 240 Hz. Participants

wore liquid crystal goggles (PLATO, Translucent Technologies) to control their vision. The

glasses could be in an opaque or transparent state, which was controlled by a NI-USB 6343X

(National Instruments) connected to a personal computer.

The objects to be grasped were plastic black bars of different sizes. The width and height of

the bar was 2 cm, while the length varied. A small and a large set was used with a reference

length of 4 and 8 cm, respectively. The small set ranged from 2.75–5.25 cm with steps of 0.25

cm. A smaller step size of 0.125 was used between 3.5 and 4.5 cm, giving a total of 13 bars in

the small set. This smaller step size enabled a more precise measure of size differences around
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the reference value. Similarly, the large set consisted of 13 bars ranging from 6.75–9.25 cm.

The stimuli are shown in Fig 1A.

2.3 Procedure

Participants sat in front of a table and wore the goggles. They performed reach-to-grasp move-

ments where they moved from a starting position to one of the stimulus bars, grasped it, lifted

it briefly and placed it back on the table. The starting position was marked with a round soft

padding (±1 cm width), so participants could locate it easily without looking. The bar was posi-

tioned ±42–49 cm from the starting position, adjusted to a comfortable reaching distance for

each participant. The long axis was oriented horizontally, perpendicular to the reaching direc-

tion. Although a vertical or tilted orientation might provide a more natural grasping direction,

this orientation was chosen to make sure the size of the object could be clearly seen. Partici-

pants reported that the position and orientation of the object was comfortable for them to

grasp the object. The reach-to-grasp task consisted of two phases: a preparation and an execu-

tion phase. In the preparation phase, participants kept their hand at the starting position with

index finger and thumb pinched together. A beep sounded to alert them and the goggles

opened briefly (500 ms) and showed them a stimulus bar placed at the target position. They

were told to use the information in the preparation phase to plan their movement. After this

preview, the goggles closed again and participants waited for the start signal to perform the

reach-to-grasp movement in the execution phase. In the execution phase, they should reach

for the bar and grasp it. The start of the movement was indicated with a verbal ‘go’-signal
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Fig 1. Experimental set-up and procedure. (A): Stimuli in the large (top) and small set (bottom). The reference object sizes are placed in the

middle and are also indicated with a red arrow in each set. (B): Example of a single reach-to-grasp movement in Experiment 2, in the correction

large condition. Note that this is an example with a large correction in grip aperture for illustrative purposes; many trials also had more smooth

corrections. Solid lines indicate grip aperture (blue) and thumb velocity (red). Dashed lines represent time points of movement onset, movement

offset and start of the lift, respectively. The parameters of interest are indicated: maximum grip aperture (MGA), peak velocity (PV), movement

time (MT), secondary movement time (sMT) and summed grip aperture (shaded area). Note that the summed grip aperture was calculated over the

curve plotted against the relative time (see Fig 4). C: Experimental time-line in Experiment 1 and 2 of 1 trial, consisting of 2 reaches. White and

black parts indicate availability of visual information, i.e. when goggles are open and closed, respectively. First, a preview is shown with a warning

tone. Next, after participants hear the ‘GO’ signal, they can initiate their reach-to-grasp movement. Vision is restored only in Experiment 1. After

two reaches, participants indicate which of the two grasped objects was larger.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0248084.g001
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provided by the computer. When they initiated their reaching movement, vision was still

blocked by the goggles. In Experiment 1, visual feedback was given after movement initiation

until the end of the execution phase. More specifically, the goggles opened after a distance

of ± 6 cm was covered by the marker on the thumb (on average 290 ms after movement onset)

and stayed open for 5 seconds. In Experiment 2, no visual information was given during the

execution phase and the goggles stayed closed throughout the execution phase. This second

experiment was performed to examine the role of visual and haptic feedback and make sure a

grasping movement was needed to evaluate the size of the object. That is, in the first experi-

ment, participants could have judged object size based on visual information without the need

to grasp the object. In the second experiment, the grasping movement was necessary to judge

the size (i.e. contacting the object to obtain haptic information) which could increase a poten-

tial effect of the grasping movement on the perceived size. An outline of both experiments is

given in Fig 1C. Participants were instructed to move at a comfortable speed, but grasp the bar

in one fluent motion.

Sometimes the bar changed in size between the preparation and the execution phase. In this

case, the experimenter replaced the bar after the preview. A soft cloth was placed on the table,

so the changing of objects was not audible to the participants. In addition, even if the object

was not changed, the original object was lifted and replaced by the experimenter at the same

position to make sure any auditory cues were present in each trial. The time between the pre-

view and the go-signal was the time it took for the experimenter to change or pretend to

change the objects. Since an object was always lifted and replaced (by the same or a new

object), this time was similar for all conditions. Therefore, participants would not be able to

tell whether an object was changed or not. This was confirmed by the results, where partici-

pants initially performed similar for objects with the same preview (see Results). A change in

object size was performed only in 25% of the reaching movements (50% of trials, which always

had 2 reaching movements), so participants were expected to still rely on the visual informa-

tion in the preparation phase. The bars were always placed at the same location, so participants

knew where the object was and did not have to search for it.

Participants always performed two sequential reach-to-grasp movements in one trial (one

reference and one test object, in a random order). In two conditions, there was no change in

size (no-correction conditions) and in the other two, the reference object changed in size (cor-

rection conditions), where it would change from 4 to 8 cm, or vice versa. After having grasped

both the test and reference object, participants were asked to indicate which of the two grasped

bars was larger with a verbal response. They were instructed to compare the bars they grasped,

not the ones during the preview.

The reference objects were the 4 cm and 8 cm bars. The test objects were bars from the

large or small set. Note that only reaches for reference objects could contain a change and test

objects never changed in size. Therefore, the preview of a test object was always the same as

the grasped test object. When the reference object was not changed (no correction needed),

the preview and grasped object were of the same size, i.e. 4 or 8 cm. When the reference object

changed in size (correction needed), the other reference size was shown in the preview: for

example, when the object changed from large to small, the 8 cm bar was shown in the preview

and the 4 cm bar had to be grasped. Therefore, the grasps of reference objects were varied in 4

conditions: no-correction small (4–4), correction small (8–4), no-correction large (8–8) and

correction large (4–8). Here, the first number refers to the previewed object and the second

number to the grasped object. In the correction small and no-correction small conditions, the

grasped reference object was the small, 4 cm, object and the test objects from the small set

were used. For example, a trial could consist of an 8–4 reference and a 5.25–5.25 test grasp. In

the correction large and no-correction large conditions, the large, 8 cm, object was used as
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grasped reference and the test objects from the large set were used. For example, a trial could

have a 4–8 reference and a 9.25–9.25 test grasp. In this way, the reference object that was

grasped was compared to test objects similar in size. In the no-correction conditions, objects

did not change between the preparation and execution phase. In the correction large and cor-

rection small conditions, the reference object changed from small to large and from large to

small after the preview, respectively. The large size difference between the preview and the

grasped object in the correction conditions (4 cm vs. 8 cm) was chosen to have clear differ-

ences in planned grasping movements and induce large corrective movements.

The order of trial presentation was determined by using an adaptive staircase procedure. A

staircase procedure alters the presented test object based on the perceptual judgement of the

participant until the test object is found that is perceived to be similar to the reference object.

This procedure is able to determine whether a perceptual bias is present (i.e. when the refer-

ence object is perceived to be equal to a different test size), but is quicker than presenting each

test stimulus with a constant number of trials. In addition, the wide range of stimuli allows to

use a mathematical function (psychometric curve, see below) to estimate the perceptual bias

and the discrimination threshold.

For each condition, two staircases were used: one starting with the smallest and one starting

with the largest object in the test set. For example, the no-correction small condition started

with a test object of 2.75 cm in one staircase, and a test of 5.25 cm in the other. When partici-

pants judged the test object to be larger than the reference object, the test object was decreased

in size for the next trial. When the test object was judged to be smaller, it was increased in size

for the next trial. The 8 staircases (two for each condition) were presented in an interleaved

manner. Staircases were terminated after 7 reversals. Since it was possible that participants

expected the object to change if they saw a large object in the second preview after grasping a

small object (or vice versa), a 9th series was interleaved among the staircases, where 4 cm and 8

cm object grasps were performed, with a preview of the same size as the grasped object. This

9th series was terminated after 10 trials. For all trials, the order of test and reference grasps was

randomized. On average, 136 (123–155) and 131 (120–141) trials were performed in Experi-

ment 1 and 2, respectively. A short break was provided after approximately 50 trials. An exam-

ple of the staircases from a representative participant is shown in Fig 2.

2.4 Data analysis

2.4.1 Perceptual answers. Answers from the staircases in the four conditions were plotted

against the test size as the percentage of trials in which the test was judged to be larger than the

reference. A cumulative Gaussian distribution (f) as a function of object size (x) was fitted to

these percentages, using a maximum-likelihood procedure to obtain psychometric curves [28].

The following equation was used:

f xð Þ ¼ 50þ 50 erf
x � m
p

2s

� �

where μ represents the point of subjective equality, indicating the size of the test stimulus that is

perceived to be equal to the reference stimulus, and σ the standard deviation, which is a measure

of the discrimination threshold. The midpoint of the curve was fixed at 50%, which was the

guess rate, since participants had to choose between two options: whether the second object was

larger or smaller than the first object. A weighted fit was used to account for the different num-

ber of trials for different test sizes. Biases were calculated by subtracting the reference value

from the point of subjective equality and were expressed as a percentage difference from the ref-

erence size. Similarly, the σ was divided by the reference size and expressed as a percentage to
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obtain the Weber fraction. This is the relative difference that can be discriminated. By taking

the relative values, values for the small and large set could be compared more easily.

2.4.2 Movement analysis. To compare reach-to-grasp movements, several motion param-

eters were calculated from the motion tracking data. Reaches that were initiated before the go-

signal, or with both forward and backward movements were excluded from analysis (10

reaches, 0.24%, in Experiment 1 and 19 reaches, 0.48%, in Experiment 2). Missing samples

(0.03% in Experiment 1 and 0.02% in Experiment 2) in the motion tracking data were linearly

interpolated, and the data was subsequently filtered with a 4th order low-pass Butterworth fil-

ter, with a cut-off frequency of 5 Hz. The data was differentiated with respect to time to obtain

the velocity vector in three dimensions. The velocity value was calculated as the length of this

vector, separately for each finger.

The different motion parameters are illustrated in Fig 1B. A reach-to-grasp movement

could be described with a first, initial component and further secondary movements. Move-

ment time was defined as the duration of the initial movement, between the time point the

velocity of one of the fingers increased above a threshold of 5 cm/s (movement onset) and the
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https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0248084.g002
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time point the velocity of one of the fingers dropped again below 5 cm/s (movement offset).

Peak velocity was calculated as the maximum velocity for the initial movement, i.e. between

the time points that defined the initial phase, for thumb and index finger separately.

After the initial movement, one or more secondary movements could be made, especially

in Experiment 2 where vision was not available (see Fig 1B). The secondary movement time

was the time between the end of the initial movement and the start of the upward lifting move-

ment. To define the start of the lifting movement, the point of a stable grasp was sought, which

was the point at which the grip aperture (see below for calculation) differed less than 1 cm

from the size of the object and stayed below this threshold for at least 0.5 s. The start of the lift

was then defined as the time point in which a stable grasp was present and both fingers had a

velocity above 5 cm/s in the vertical direction. Reach-to-grasp movements were checked by

eye to ensure the correct point of lift start was found. For some movements, the point of stable

grasp was manually adjusted (12 grasps in Experiment 1, 40 grasps in Experiment 2). Some

lifts were very slow or absent and for those grasping movements, the vertical velocity criterion

was decreased to 0 cm/s (286, including all 277 grasps of one participant that did not lift the

object and 9 grasps of other participants in Experiment 1, 1 grasp in Experiment 2).

To evaluate the scaling of the reach-to-grasp movement to the size of the object and the

change in object size, the grip aperture was calculated. The grip aperture was the distance

between the markers on the thumb and index finger. Grip aperture values were corrected for

the thickness of the fingers by subtracting the grip aperture value before movement onset,

since participants always waited at the start position with thumb and index finger pinched

together. The maximum grip aperture (MGA) was the largest grip aperture between move-

ment onset and the start of the lifting movement.

Note that if multiple peaks in the grip aperture were seen due to corrections, the highest

peak was used for the MGA. In addition, the MGA only reflects the grip aperture at one time

point. Therefore, the MGA might not completely reflect the profile of the grip aperture in the

reach-to-grasp movement. Therefore, another parameter was calculated that reflected the

overall grip aperture across the reaching movement: the summed grip aperture. To adjust for

differences in the duration of the reaching movement, the grip aperture was plotted against the

relative reaching time between movement onset and start of the lifting movement, i.e. from

0–100% of the reaching time, including both movement time and correction time (see Fig 4).

That is, the grip aperture was resampled to obtain 101 steps (0–100%). Next, these values were

summed (summed grip aperture) to obtain a measure of the grip aperture profile over the

course of the reach. The summed grip aperture can be illustrated as the area under the curve,

as visualised in Fig 1B. Note that in this figure the x-axis is not shown as a relative measure

since only a single reaching movement is shown.

2.5 Statistics

Statistics were performed with SPSS (Version 27, IBM). One-sample t-tests were used to deter-

mine whether biases were different from zero. In addition, the biases and the Weber fractions

in the four conditions were compared in a 2 (size: large or small) × 2 (change: correction or

no-correction) repeated measures analysis of variance (ANOVA).

The absence of a significant effect does not provide evidence for the absence of a perceptual

bias. To further evaluate whether non-significant biases would indicate that no biases were

present, Bayes Factors were calculated. A normal one sample bayesian t-test was used with an

adaptive Gauss-Lobatto Quadrature approach and a diffuse prior. Here, a Bayes Factor <1/3

provides evidence for the alternative hypothesis, whereas a value >3 provides evidence for the

null hypothesis [29].
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For all movement parameters, only the reach-to-grasp movements towards the reference

objects were used for statistical analysis. There were not enough reaches for each test object for

statistical analysis. However, since corrections were only induced for reaches towards the ref-

erence objects, to compare performance between the different conditions, comparing reaches

towards reference objects would be sufficient. All movement parameters (movement time, sec-

ondary movement time, peak velocity, MGA, summed grip aperture) were analysed with a 2

(size) × 2 (change) ANOVA as well.

For post-hoc tests, paired samples t-tests (two-tailed) with a Bonferroni correction were

used. All reported p-values for the post-hoc tests presented in the results are Bonferroni cor-

rected. The alpha level was set to 0.05.

3 Results

In this study, participants performed reach-to-grasp movements for differently sized bars.

They grasped two bars and responded which of the two was larger. They initiated their reach-

ing movement without vision, but could plan their movement based on a preview of the

object. Importantly, in some reaches the object increased or decreased in size after the pre-

view, so participants had to correct their planned movement. In Experiment 1, vision was

restored during the reaching movement, so visual information could be used to correct the

movement. In Experiment 2, no visual information was available and corrections could only

be based on haptic information. The aim of the experiments was to examine whether move-

ment corrections would affect the perceived size of the grasped objects. In the results, values

are represented as mean±standard error. All data used for analysis and figures are available

at https://osf.io/ptukn/.

3.1 Grip aperture is adjusted when object size changes

First of all, it was investigated whether the experimental paradigm was successful in inducing

corrections in the planned movements when the object changed in size between the preview

and the grasp. If an object increases in size, the grip aperture needs to be increased, whereas a

decrease in object size requires a reduction of the grip aperture.

As a first measure, the maximum grip aperture was calculated. This MGA is usually scaled

towards the expected size of the object [1]. Results for the MGA are shown in Fig 3A. As

expected, in Experiment 1, the MGA was larger when reaching for large objects compared to

small ones (main effect size, F(1,14) = 883.8, p<0.001, ηp
2 = 0.98). Interestingly, it was also

larger when objects changed in size (main effect change, F(1,14) = 16.2, p = 0.001, ηp
2 = 0.54)

and there was a significant interaction between size and change (F(1,14) = 4.7, p = 0.048, ηp
2 =

0.25). Post-hoc tests indicated that all conditions differed from each other (all t>3.2, all

p<0.042). Overall, these results suggest that the MGA was larger when reaching for large

objects compared to small (no-correction small: 6.18±0.12 cm, no-correction large: 10.05±0.10

cm). In addition, a slightly larger MGA was observed when objects changed in size, both when

grasping the small (6.81±0.21 cm) and large object (10.21±0.12 cm). It must be noted that the

differences between correction and no-correction conditions for the large object were close to

the accuracy of the system (0.14 cm). The direction of the change did not affect the MGA: cor-

rections to the grip aperture always resulted in an increase compared to no-correction condi-

tions. This is surprising, since changes from small to large or vice versa require corrections in

opposite directions. However, the MGA only provides the grip aperture at a specific time

point and is always the maximum value. That is, if the grip aperture changes from small to

large, or from large to small, in both cases the MGA would be the largest grip aperture.
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To address this issue, also the complete grip aperture profile was evaluated, which is shown

in Fig 4. To adjust for the reaching time (including both the movement time and the secondary

movement time), the grip aperture was resampled and plotted against the relative reaching

time (0–100%). In Fig 4 can be clearly seen that the grip aperture is different depending on the

preview of the object. When grasping a small object (Fig 4A), the grip aperture is initially larger

with a preview of a large object (yellow line) compared to a preview of a small object (red line).

The initially planned large aperture then has to be reduced to a small aperture in order to

grasp the object. Similarly, when grasping a large object, the grip aperture is initially smaller

when there was a preview of a small object (cyan line) compared to a preview of a large object

(blue line). The initial small aperture is then quickly increased to a large aperture to grasp the

large object.

To quantify these grip aperture profiles and statistically compare the different conditions,

the summed grip aperture was calculated from these profiles (Fig 3B). The ANOVA on the

summed grip aperture in Experiment 1 showed significant effects of size (F(1,14) = 772.6,

p<0.001, ηp
2 = 0.98), change (F(1,14) = 7.8, p = 0.014, ηp

2 = 0.36) and an interaction (F(1,14) =

28.3, p<0.001, ηp
2 = 0.67). Post-hoc comparisons indicated that all conditions differed from

each other (all t>5.1, all p<0.001). The summed grip aperture was larger for large objects com-

pared to small objects. Furthermore, when grasping a small object, the correction small condi-

tion (399.1±18.2 cm), with a preview of a large object, had a larger summed grip aperture than

the no-correction small condition (336.6±18.2 cm), with a preview of a small object. Similarly,

0

5

10

M
G

A
 [c

m
]

500

1000

su
m

 G
A

 [c
m

]

Experiment 1 Experiment 2
**

**

**
*

**

**
**

**
**

**

A

B

**

**

*
**

*

**

**

**

**
**

**

**

4-4 8-4 8-8 4-8

Condition

4-4 8-4 8-8 4-8

Condition
no-corr corr no-corr corr no-corr corr no-corr corr

Fig 3. Grip aperture parameters for Experiment 1 (left) and Experiment 2 (right). Bars are shown for no-

correction (no-corr) conditions (4–4: no-correction small and 8–8: no-correction large) and correction (corr)

conditions (8–4: correction small and 4–8: correction large). (A): Maximum grip aperture (MGA), and (B): summed

grip aperture (sum GA). Error bars represent standard errors, black dots indicate individual participant values.

Significant differences are indicated with asterisks (�p<0.05, ��p<0.001).

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0248084.g003

PLOS ONE Grasp aperture corrections and size perception in reach-to-grasp movements

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0248084 September 14, 2021 10 / 21

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0248084.g003
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0248084


when grasping a large object, a large preview resulted in a larger summed grip aperture: the

summed grip aperture was larger in the no-correction large (589.7±23.9 cm) than the correc-

tion large condition (545.9±19.0 cm). These results show that the preview affected the grip

aperture profile, in the direction of the previewed size. When the preview was small and the

object changed to large, the grip aperture was initially smaller and then increased, as seen in

Fig 4, hence the summed grip aperture was smaller than the no-correction large condition.

Similarly, when the preview was large in the correction small condition, the grip aperture was

initially larger and then adjusted, resulting in a larger summed grip aperture than the no-cor-

rection small condition. This shows that the experimental manipulation was successful in

adjusting the intended grasp corrections in Experiment 1 in opposite directions when chang-

ing from large to small or from small to large.

In Experiment 2, the same measures of MGA and summed grip aperture were calculated,

which are also shown in Figs 3 and 4. The MGA also depended on object size and change

(effect size: F(1,14) = 34.0, p<0.001, ηp
2 = 0.71, effect change: F(1,14) = 63.6, p<0.001, ηp

2 =

0.82) and these factors also interacted (F(1,14) = 130.6, p<0.001, ηp
2 = 0.90). Post-hoc tests

indicated that larger objects had a larger MGA when objects did not change (no-correction
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large vs. no-correction small, t(14) = -15.6, p<0.001) and when comparing grasped objects

with similar previews (no-correction large, 10.47±0.21, vs. correction small, 10.00±0.32, and

correction large, 9.74±0.11, vs. no-correction small, 8.20±0.27, both t>3.3, p<0.033). Beside

this effect of object size, an object change affected the MGA as well. When reaches with a

change were compared to reaches without change, conditions with a preview of a large object

resulted in a larger MGA, for both grasped object sizes (correction small vs. no-correction

small and correction large vs. no-correction large, both t>5.6, p<0.001). In other words, when

a small object changed to a large one, MGA increased and when a large object changed to a

small one, MGA decreased. Finally, the two correction conditions did not differ from each

other in MGA (correction small vs. correction large).

The summed grip aperture showed a similar effect. There was a main effect of size (F(1,14)

= 490.8, p<0.001, ηp
2 = 0.97) and change (F(1,14) = 27.1, p<0.001, ηp

2 = 0.66), but these

should be interpreted in light of the interaction (F(1,14) = 180.4, p<0.001, ηp
2 = 0.93). Reaches

for small objects had a smaller summed grip aperture than those for large objects when com-

paring reaches without a change (no-correction large, 718.9±26.2, vs. no-correction small,

480.6±22.2), a small preview (correction large, 634.1±21.1, vs. no-correction small) and a large

preview (no-correction large vs. correction small, 610.1±24.0) (all t>14.9, p<0.001). In addi-

tion, a change in object size influenced the summed grip aperture, where a large preview

resulted in a larger summed grip aperture, both when grasping small (correction small, vs. no-

correction small) and large objects (no-correction large vs. correction large) (both t>9.2,

p<0.001). In other words, when the object increased in size, the summed grip aperture was

smaller than without such an increase, and when the object decreased in size, the summed

aperture was larger than without a decrease. Similar to the MGA, the summed grip aperture

did not differ between both correction conditions (correction small vs. correction large).

To sum up, in both experiments, the grip aperture was affected by the size of the grasped

object and by a change in object size. In Experiment 1, the size of the grasped object increased

the MGA and any change in object size increased MGA. While the expected direction in object

change was not visible in the MGA, it was seen in the summed grip aperture, where increases/

decreases in object size resulted in smaller/larger summed grip apertures, reflecting the pre-

view size. In Experiment 2, the effect of both the grasped object size and a change in object size

from preview to grasp altered the grip aperture, which was similarly visible in the MGA and

summed grip aperture. Here, the effects of object size and preview size seemed to cancel out

each other, resulting in no differences between the two correction conditions. All in all, it

seems that the experimental paradigm was successful in altering the grip apertures and induc-

ing corrections towards smaller or larger objects when they changed in size. Next, it was evalu-

ated whether these corrections altered the perceived size of the grasped objects.

3.2 Perceptual biases and discrimination performance

Participants sequentially grasped two objects and compared these in size. In the no-correction

conditions, they compared two objects (a test and a reference) that both did not change in size.

In the correction conditions, they compared a test object that did not change in size to a refer-

ence object that changed in size between a preparation and execution phase. Participants

answered whether the test or reference object was larger. From these answers, the perceptual

bias with respect to the reference object was calculated. The perceptual biases are shown in Fig

5. In panel A and B, the average psychometric curves are shown and biases are indicated with

dashed lines. If the dashed line deviates from the solid black line, a perceptual bias is found.

Individual biases are shown in panel C and E, where they are compared between correction

and no-correction conditions.
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In Experiment 1, participants were able to view the object for the end part of the reach-to-

grasp movement. Biases in all conditions were not significantly different from zero (all

p>0.60). No differences were found between the different conditions either (no-correction

small: 0.31±0.93%, correction small: 0.31±1.67%, no-correction large: 0.23±0.45%, correction

large: -0.08±0.98%). Since a non-significant t-test does not provide evidence for the absence of

perceptual bias, Bayes Factors were also calculated. Bayes Factors of 4.87 (no-correction

small), 5.06 (correction small), 4.52 (no-correction large) and 5.13 (correction large) were

found. Since Bayes Factors larger than 3 provide evidence for the null hypothesis, these values

indicate that there is considerable evidence that there was no perceptual bias in any of the

conditions.

In Experiment 2, there was a main effect of change (F(1,14) = 5.0, p = 0.041, ηp = 0.27) that

indicated that the bias was larger in conditions were the object changed in size. When testing

the individual conditions, only the bias in the correction small condition was significantly dif-

ferent from zero (4.09±1.76%, p = 0.035). The other biases did not differ from zero (no-
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correction small: 0.02±1.02%, no-correction large: -0.42±0.99%, correction large: 0.11±1.01%).

This positive bias indicates that the grasped object is perceived to be smaller when it changes

from a large preview to a small object. For the conditions in this experiment, Bayes Factors

were calculated as well. These values were 5.14 (no-correction small), 0.58 (correction small),

4.72 (no-correction large) and 5.12 (correction large). For three conditions, a Bayes Factor

larger than 3 was obtained, providing considerable evidence that no perceptual bias was pres-

ent. For the correction small condition, the Bayes Factor was between 1/3 and 3, indicating

that inconclusive evidence was obtained for this condition. This suggests that despite the sig-

nificant positive bias, the evidence for this effect seems to be weak.

The Weber fractions of each condition can be found in Fig 5D and 5F. In Experiment 1, it

can be seen that the Weber fraction appears larger for the stimuli in the small set (no-correc-

tion small: 9.24±2.06%, correction small: 10.62±1.42%) than in the large set (no-correction

large: 5.22±0.88%, correction large: 4.59±0.86%). This was confirmed by a 2 (size) × 2 (change)

ANOVA, which indicated a significant effect of size (F(1,14) = 12.4, p = 0.003, ηp
2 = 0.47). This

suggests that discrimination between the objects is easier for the large object set, regardless of a

change in size during grasping. Similarly, in Experiment 2, the Weber fraction was smaller for

large objects (no-correction large: 6.69±1.37, correction large: 6.43±1.51) compared to small

objects (no-correction small: 10.19±1.96, correction small: 13.92±2.36; effect size, F(1,14) =

16.2, p = 0.001, ηp
2 = 0.54). This result is counterintuitive, since usually discrimination thresh-

olds increase with the size of the object resulting in constant values for relative measures such

as the Weber fraction. This finding will be further discussed in the Discussion. No effects of

change were found in neither experiment.

The biases were smaller than the Weber fractions in both experiments. This was confirmed

by paired samples t-tests between the biases and the Weber fractions (all conditions p<0.015).

This suggests that the minimal difference in size that can be perceived is larger than any shift

in size perception induced by changing the objects. In the study of Cesanek and Domini [21],

an effect of grasp adaptation on manual estimation of ~4 mm was found. With an average size

of 44 mm of the objects in their experiment, this would suggest a bias of 10%. The biases in the

present experiments were all significantly smaller than this value (one-sample t-tests, all

p<0.013).

3.3 Correlations between perceptual bias and grip aperture

Since there was a large variability in biases and grip apertures for different participants, it was

examined whether effects on these parameters could be related. That is, the hypothesis would

suggest that a larger effect on the grip aperture would result in a larger perceptual bias. The

correlation between the perceptual effect (difference in bias, e.g. correction small–no-correc-

tion small) and the grasping effect (difference in summed grip aperture, e.g. correction small–

no-correction small) was calculated for both object sizes. In Experiment 1, correlation coeffi-

cients of –0.07 (p = 0.79) and –0.18 (p = 0.51) were found for the small and large reference,

respectively. In Experiment 2, correlation coefficients for the small and large reference were

0.26 (p = 0.36) and –0.06 (p = 0.83), respectively. Even if both experiments were combined to

obtain more data points, correlations were still not significant: 0.22 (p = 0.24) and -0.17

(p = 0.36) for a small and large reference. Therefore, none of these correlations were

significant.

3.4 Reaching parameters: Movement time and peak velocity

Finally, to see whether the experimental conditions differed in other aspects of the reaching

movement besides the grip aperture, standard measures such as the movement time of the
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initial movement and secondary movements, and the peak velocity of both fingers were calcu-

lated. Results for these parameters are shown in Table 1.

Movement times of the initial movement in Experiment 1 were 1.223±0.042 s (no-correc-

tion small condition), 1.219±0.039 s (correction small), 1.221±0.039 s (no-correction large)

and 1.254±0.041 s (correction large). The movement time in Experiment 1 was shorter for

small objects than for large objects (main effect size, F(1,14) = 9.4, p = 0.008, ηp
2 = 0.40). An

interaction of size and change (F(1,14) = 17.3, p = 0.001, ηp
2 = 0.55) indicated that this differ-

ence between object size was only seen when objects changed in size (i.e. correction small vs.

correction large, t(14) = -5.2, p<0.001). In addition, when grasping a large object, movements

were slower when the object changed, but not when it stayed the same as the preview (i.e. cor-

rection large vs. no-correction large, t(14) = -3.8, p = 0.012).

In Experiment 2, movement times were 1.172±0.043 s (no-correction small), 1.246±0.047 s

(correction small), 1.162±0.043 s (no-correction large) and 1.134±0.047 s (correction large).

Similar to the 1st experiment, movement time also depended on object size (F(1,14) = 11.9,

p = 0.004, ηp
2 = 0.46), but here the grasping of large objects was faster than small objects.

There was also a main effect of change (F(1,14) = 5.4, p = 0.036, ηp
2 = 0.28) and an interaction

of size and change (F(1,14) = 22.8, p<0.001, ηp
2 = 0.62). Post-hoc tests indicated that the

change from a large to a small object (correction small) had a longer movement time than all

other conditions.

Results for the secondary movement time in Experiment 1 only showed a main effect of

size (F(1,14) = 26.6, p<0.001, ηp
2 = 0.66). Here, the time was slightly longer for large objects

(0.28±0.04 s) compared to small objects (0.24±0.04 s).

In Experiment 2, the secondary movement time was affected by a change in object size (F

(1,14) = 115.5, p<0.001, ηp
2 = 0.89), where a longer time was seen when the preview changed.

There was also an interaction of change and size (F(1,14) = 5.4, p = 0.036, ηp
2 = 0.28). Post-hoc

tests showed that the conditions in which a change was present (correction small: 1.07±0.08 s,

correction large: 0.98±0.05 s), times were longer than all other conditions (no-correction

small: 0.76±0.07 s, no-correction large: 0.78±0.06 s; all t>4.7, all p<0.002), but not different

from each other.

Finally, the peak velocity was calculated separately for the thumb and index finger. No dif-

ferences between the conditions were found in peak velocity of the thumb in both experiments

(grand mean 83.1±3.92 cm/s and 86.3±4.35 cm/s for Experiment 1 and 2, respectively).

For the velocity of the index finger, only an interaction between size and change was found

(F(1,14) = 12.9, p = 0.003, ηp
2 = 0.48) in Experiment 1. For each condition, peak velocity was

Table 1. Reaching parameters for Experiment 1 and 2.

Experiment Parameter Small no-corr (4–4) Small corr (8–4) Large no-corr (8–8) Large corr (4–8)

1 MT (s) 1.223±0.042 1.219±0.039 1.221±0.039 1.254±0.041

sMT (s) 0.233±0.033 0.252±0.038 0.280±0.033 0.277±0.041

PV thumb (cm/s) 83.08±4.02 83.51±3.83 83.51±3.86 82.45±4.03

PV index (cm/s) 85.88±3.98 87.30±4.05 88.11±4.02 86.26±4.12

2 MT (s) 1.172±0.043 1.246±0.047 1.162±0.043 1.134±0.047

sMT (s) 0.757±0.067 1.065±0.082 0.779±0.058 0.981±0.053

PV thumb (cm/s) 86.67±4.14 86.23±4.44 86.80±4.57 85.65±4.35

PV index (cm/s) 91.47±4.51 91.79±4.44 93.14±4.56 90.54±4.66

Mean±standard errors are shown for all conditions (no-correction small 4–4, correction small (8–4), no-correction large (8–8) and correction large(4–8) for the

parameters movement time (MT), secondary movement time (sMT) and peak velocities (PV) for the thumb and index finger.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0248084.t001
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85.88±3.98 cm/s (no-correction small condition), 87.30±4.05 cm/s (correction small), 88.11

±4.02 cm/s (no-correction large), and 86.26±4.12 cm/s (correction large). Post-hoc tests indi-

cated that the velocity was larger when grasping a large object that did not change in size com-

pared to a large object that did change in size (no-correction large vs. correction large, t(14) =

-3.3, p = 0.030). In Experiment 2, also an interaction between size and change was found (F

(1,14) = 8.6, p = 0.011, ηp
2 = 0.38) for peak velocity of the index finger. Peak velocities were

91.47±4.51 cm/s (no-correction small condition), 91.79±4.44 cm/s (correction small), 93.14

±4.56 cm/s (no-correction large) and 90.54±4.66 cm/s (correction large). Here, it was also

found that the velocity was larger when reaching for large objects that did not change in size

(no-correction large) compared to a change in size (correction large) (t(14) = 3.1, p = 0.046).

All in all, there seemed to be only small differences in movement time and peak velocity

with a change in object size. The movement time was only increased for large objects in Exper-

iment 1 and only for small objects in Experiment 2 and the differences between the conditions

in movement time appeared to be small. Peak velocities were not altered for the thumb, but

lower for the index finger when objects changed from a small to large size. The secondary

movement time was small and not altered by a change in object size in Experiment 1. On the

other hand, in Experiment 2, longer secondary movement times were seen when the object

changed in size. Since participants could not see the object in Experiment 2, they could only

detect a change in object size after contacting the object and then needed time to adjust their

grip before commencing the lift.

4 Discussion

The present study investigated whether corrections to planned grasping movements (i.e. grip

aperture) affected the size perception of grasped objects. The grip aperture was altered by

changing the planned movement with a preview object that could sometimes change to an

object of a smaller or larger size after the reach-to-grasp movement was initiated. In case of a

change, the planned movement, and the grip aperture, had to be corrected during the reach.

While the experimental paradigm was successful in altering grip apertures, this did not result

in a biased size perception in most conditions. Only in one condition a small perceptual bias

was found, but this could not be considered meaningful. Therefore, the planning and execu-

tion of grasping movements does not seem to affect the perception of object size.

In the experiment, participants corrected their grip aperture to the new object if this was

different from the preview size. The grip aperture was increased if the object became larger

and was decreased when the object became smaller. In case of a change in object size, the

movement was somewhat slower, as seen in longer movement times and lower peak velocities,

but otherwise the reach-to-grasp movement was quite similar to conditions without a change.

These findings agree with previous studies that found smooth adaptations of grip aperture to a

change in object size during reach [26, 27].

The experimental task was memory-demanding, requiring participants to remember the

size of the first grasped object, and not the previewed size of the first trial, and compare this

with the grasped object of the second trial, while ignoring the size of the preview of the second

trial. Despite this complicated paradigm, participants seemed to be quite good at comparing

the grasped objects, without being confused by the previewed objects. However, they could use

the preview to plan their grasping movements, which would then need to be altered if the

object changed in size. Despite appropriate changes in grasping movements, no significant

perceptual biases were found in Experiment 1. In Experiment 2, only a significant perceptual

bias was found when the object changed from large to small, but not from small to large. How-

ever, the Bayesian analysis showed that there only was weak evidence for this effect. In
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addition, this bias (4.1%) was much smaller than previous findings (e.g 10% [21]) and smaller

than the Weber fraction (13.9%). The Weber fraction indicates the minimal difference in size

that can be reliably perceived, i.e. the discrimination threshold. It must be noted that the

Weber fraction might not have been accurately measured with the present staircase method.

That is, there are only few samples of the outer values in the stimulus set, which provides a less

accurate fit of the psychometric curve with those points. Previous research found a smaller dis-

crimination threshold of 4% for size perception [2], but this was with a combination of visual

and haptic information. If only haptic information was available, as in Experiment 2, a thresh-

old of about 9% was found [2], which is still larger than the bias found in Experiment 2.

At first hand, it seems surprising that participants experience a systematic shift in their per-

ception (i.e. perceptual bias) without being able to discriminate such a small change (i.e. bias is

below their perceptual threshold). Although it has been suggested that discrimination thresh-

olds and perceptual biases are related [30], previous literature also has found cases were a sig-

nificant bias was below the discrimination threshold [31]. In any case, the discrimination

threshold can provide a reference of whether a perceptual bias is meaningful: if participants

cannot perceive the difference between a biased and correct response, the bias will not notably

affect their perceptual performance. That is, their ability to perceive the size of an object is not

diminished by a corrected grip aperture, because any change falls within the variability of their

perceived size judgements. All in all, the weak evidence for a perceptual bias, the absence of a

significant correlation between grip apertures and perceptual biases and the small size of the

bias with respect to discrimination performance indicate that although the change in object

size altered the grip aperture, this did not lead to a meaningful difference in size perception.

Recent studies suggested that altered grip apertures could affect the manual estimation of

size [21] or the estimated graspability of the object [20]. The former study used an adaptation

paradigm in virtual reality to alter the grip aperture. It is possible that only such a long-term

protocol would be effective for altering size perception, while this would not be found on a

trial-by-trial basis when grip aperture is only adjusted for a single trial. In addition, while visual

size-perception was unaltered in their study, it is possible that the visual-haptic integration was

altered by the adaptation. A different relation between vision and proprioception due to the

adaptation might have possibly led to altered manual size estimations. The other study [20]

only found effects of grip aperture alterations on graspability of objects, not on size perception.

Since only size perception was measured in the present study, it seems that a judgement that is

more related to movement kinematics, i.e. graspability, would be more easily influenced by an

action.

It was hypothesized that specifically corrections to an action plan would alter perception.

Such an effect was found in object lifting studies [22, 23], where the erroneously planned forces

or torques were associated with differences in perceived weight. When the weight or weight

distribution was different than expected, forces or torques had to be corrected and the esti-

mated weight of the object was altered as well. Furthermore, the effect on the action parame-

ters and the perceptual estimates correlated (although it must be noted that a recent study did

not find a correlation between the effects on force scaling and weight perception [32]). In the

present study, corrections were seen on the grip aperture in a reach-to-grasp movement, but

in most conditions no differences in size perception were seen and correlations between the

two parameters were not significant. Therefore, it seems that interactions between action and

perception might be different for different tasks. Different control mechanisms might exist for

object grasping and object lifting movements. Possibly, the link between force scaling and

weight perception is stronger than the link between grasp scaling and size perception. One the-

ory of grasp control suggests that the distance between the fingertips and the position of the

hand is controlled to successfully grasp objects of different sizes [1, 33, 34]. Since the opening
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of the fingers has to be shaped to the size of the object, this could suggest a relation to the per-

ception of object size. However, the present experiment and others suggest that these two pro-

cesses are not necessarily related. For instance, previous studies found that illusions can have

different effects on size perception and grasp shaping ([4, 5] but also see [6]). This could also

suggest that the processing of sensory information for grasping objects and perception of size

could be separated in the brain, in line with the dual-stream theory [3]. The results could also

be interpreted in view of another theory of grasp control, where the digits are pointing to the

grasp positions on the object [35, 36]. According to this view, the grasping plan is not based on

the size of the object, but on the positions the fingers will grasp the object. In this way, the

grasping movement might not be related to the perception of size, because different sources of

information are used to control these processes, i.e. size and position.

A second aim of this study was to evaluate the role of visual information in the relation

between grasp corrections and size perception. In the first experiment, visual and haptic infor-

mation was available to correct the grasping movement, whereas in the second experiment

only haptic information was available. In Experiment 1, corrections could be initiated earlier

than in Experiment 2, hence smaller corrections were needed in the first experiment. In the

first experiment, participants were able to see the object they grasped. It was possible that par-

ticipants only relied on the object size that they had to grasp and ignored the preview. In fact,

while most participants initially planned their grip aperture based on the preview object and

corrected this grip aperture during the reach if the object changed, there were a few partici-

pants that did not show this behaviour. These participants kept their fingers pressed together

during reach until the glasses opened and only then scaled their grip aperture to the size of the

object to be grasped. Specifically, in the first experiment, the grasping of the object was not

necessary to decide whether the object differed in size from the previous trial, because vision

was available at the end. Therefore, the second experiment was performed in which vision was

blocked throughout the reach-to-grasp movement. In this way, the object needed to be grasped

to perceive the object size and to be able to compare this size to the previously grasped object.

Although this setup appeared to have a larger effect on the grip aperture corrections, the effects

on the size perception were small. Hence, the perception of object size was largely unaffected

by the availability of vision.

Since the perceptual estimates did not seem to be altered much by the availability of visual

information, it is possible that participants mostly relied on haptic information for their size

judgements. However, since visual information was congruent with haptic information, at

least at the moment of grasping the object, visual and haptic information could have been inte-

grated to obtain an optimal estimate of object size [2]. Indeed, the Weber fractions in Experi-

ment 1 seem slightly smaller than in Experiment 2, where no vision was available, suggesting

that visual and haptic information were integrated to obtain a more accurate size percept. To

precisely determine the contribution of haptic and visual information, conditions with only

visual, only haptic and both modalities would be required. In this study, there was no condi-

tion with only visual and no haptic information. This might have been accomplished by letting

participants pantomime the grasp. However, there is evidence indicating that pantomiming

grasping movements differ from actual grasping movements [37], especially when no haptic

feedback is provided [38], which would cast doubt on the results and would perhaps only be

valid when pantomiming grasps. Future studies could shed further light on the potential roles

of haptic perception and pantomimed grasps in size perception.

A final note about the current experiment can be made regarding the discrimination of

object size. It was found that the Weber fractions of large objects were smaller than those for

small objects. This finding was unexpected, because often the discrimination threshold of per-

ceived properties depends on the intensity of the object. In other words, for larger objects, a
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larger difference is needed to be able to be perceived. If the threshold is expressed in a relative

measure, e.g. the Weber fraction, this measure is usually constant for perceived properties.

Interestingly, this does not hold for grasping parameters, where variability does not seem to

increase with object size [39]. In the current experiment, the absolute perceptual thresholds

seemed to be constant in the small and large set (about 4–5 mm). One study that investigated a

large range of object sizes found that variability of perceptual estimations increased with object

sizes, but up to a certain point where it remained constant [40]. This was possibly related to

biomechanical constraints when grasping large objects. Since the present study used relatively

large object sizes, it is possible that the variability was close to a ceiling point and did not fur-

ther increase with size. In other words, the absolute discrimination threshold would be similar

for the small and large objects used in the experiment. Relative measures, such as the Weber

fraction, would then result in higher values for small compared to large objects. Importantly,

although the Weber fraction was different for large and small objects, it was not altered by the

change in object size, indicating that the grasp aperture correction did not influence the per-

ceptual discrimination threshold.

In conclusion, it was investigated whether corrections to grip apertures during grasping

would influence the perceived size of the grasped object. No such an effect was seen when

objects were visible during grasping and only a small effect was seen when objects were not vis-

ible. However, this effect was smaller than the size difference that can be reliably perceived and

does not seem to be a meaningful effect on size perception. Therefore, it can be concluded that

the planning and execution of grasping movements do not reliably affect size perception of

objects.
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17. Wykowska A, Maldonado A, Beetz M, Schubö A. How Humans Optimize Their Interaction with the Envi-

ronment: The Impact of Action Context on Human Perception. Int J Soc Robot. 2010; 3(3):223–31.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12369-010-0078-3

18. Linkenauger SA, Witt JK, Proffitt DR. Taking a hands-on approach: apparent grasping ability scales the

perception of object size. J Exp Psychol Hum Percept Perform. 2011; 37(5):1432–41. https://doi.org/10.

1037/a0024248 PMID: 21728460

19. Collier ES, Lawson R. Does grasping capacity influence object size estimates? It depends on the con-

text. Atten Percept Psychophys. 2017; 79(7):2117–31. https://doi.org/10.3758/s13414-017-1344-3

PMID: 28638975

20. Geers L, Pesenti M, Andres M. Visual illusions modify object size estimates for prospective action

judgements. Neuropsychologia. 2018; 117:211–21. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2018.

06.003 PMID: 29883576

21. Cesanek E, Domini F. Transfer of adaptation reveals shared mechanism in grasping and manual esti-

mation. Neuropsychologia. 2018; 117(March):271–7. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2018.

06.014 PMID: 29932961

22. van Polanen V, Davare M. Sensorimotor Memory Biases Weight Perception During Object Lifting. Front

Hum Neurosci. 2015; 9:700. https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2015.00700 PMID: 26778993

23. Schneider TR, Buckingham G, Hermsdorfer J. Torque-planning errors affect the perception of object

properties and sensorimotor memories during object manipulation in uncertain grasp situations. J Neu-

rophysiol. 2019; 121(4):1289–99. https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00710.2018 PMID: 30759041

24. Paulignan Y, Jeannerod M, Mackenzie C, Marteniuk R. Selective perturbation of visual input during pre-

hension movements. 2. The effects of changing object size. Exp Brain Res. 1991; 87(2):407–20. https://

doi.org/10.1007/BF00231858 PMID: 1769391

PLOS ONE Grasp aperture corrections and size perception in reach-to-grasp movements

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0248084 September 14, 2021 20 / 21

https://doi.org/10.1016/0166-2236%2892%2990344-8
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1374953
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0960-9822%2895%2900133-3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7552179
https://doi.org/10.1162/089892998563824
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9526087
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-1523.32.6.1501
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17154790
https://doi.org/10.1080/02643290701862449
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18629739
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2016.03.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2016.03.020
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27156056
https://doi.org/10.1007/s002210050777
https://doi.org/10.1007/s002210050777
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10424418
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2008.08.029
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2008.08.029
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18834894
https://doi.org/10.1016/s1364-6613%2802%2901920-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12110361
https://doi.org/10.1037//0096-1523.25.6.1659
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10641314
https://doi.org/10.1080/17588920903388950
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24168245
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bandl.2012.08.003
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22968092
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2015.07.010
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26169317
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0017675
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21408131
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12369-010-0078-3
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024248
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024248
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21728460
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13414-017-1344-3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28638975
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2018.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2018.06.003
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29883576
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2018.06.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2018.06.014
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29932961
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2015.00700
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26778993
https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00710.2018
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30759041
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00231858
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00231858
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1769391
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0248084


25. Camponogara I, Volcic R. Grasping adjustments to haptic, visual, and visuo-haptic object perturbations

are contingent on the sensory modality. J Neurophysiol. 2019; 122(6):2614–20. https://doi.org/10.1152/

jn.00452.2019 PMID: 31693442

26. Hesse C, Franz VH. Corrective processes in grasping after perturbations of object size. J Mot Behav.

2009; 41(3):253–73. https://doi.org/10.3200/JMBR.41.3.253-273 PMID: 19366658

27. van de Kamp C, Bongers RM, Zaal FT. Effects of changing object size during prehension. J Mot Behav.

2009; 41(5):427–35. https://doi.org/10.3200/35-08-033 PMID: 19460748

28. Wichmann AF, Hill NJ. The psychometric function: I. Fitting, sampling, and goodness of fit. Perception

& psychophysics. 2001; 63(8):1293–313. https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03194544 PMID: 11800458

29. Jeffreys H. The theory of probability. 1st/3rd Edn. ed. Oxford, England: Oxford University Press; 1939/

1961.

30. Wei X-X, Stocker AA. Lawful relation between perceptual bias and discriminability. Proceedings of the

National Academy of Sciences. 2017; 114(38):10244–9. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1619153114

PMID: 28874578

31. van Polanen V, Davare M. Dynamic size-weight changes after object lifting reduce the size-weight illu-

sion. Scientific Reports. 2019; 9(1):15697. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-52102-y PMID:

31666612

32. van Polanen V, Rens G, Davare M. The role of the anterior intraparietal sulcus and the lateral occipital

cortex in fingertip force scaling and weight perception during object lifting. J Neurophysiol. 2020; 124

(2):557–73. https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00771.2019 PMID: 32667252

33. Jeannerod M. The neural and behavioural organization of goal-directed movements: Oxford: Claren-

don; 1988.

34. Jeannerod M. Intersegmental coordination during reaching at natural visual objects. In: Long J, Baddely

A, editors. Attention and Performance IX. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum; 1981. p. 153–68.

35. Smeets JBJ, Brenner E. A new view on grasping. Motor control. 1999; 3(3):237–71. https://doi.org/10.

1123/mcj.3.3.237 PMID: 10409797

36. Smeets JBJ, van der Kooij K, Brenner E. A review of grasping as the movements of digits in space. J

Neurophysiol. 2019; 122(4):1578–97. https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00123.2019 PMID: 31339802

37. Goodale MA, Jakobson LS, Keillor JM. Differences in the visual control of pantomimed and natural

grasping movements. Neuropsychologia. 1994; 32(10):1159–78. https://doi.org/10.1016/0028-3932

(94)90100-7 PMID: 7845558

38. Davarpanah Jazi S, Yau M, Westwood DA, Heath M. Pantomime-grasping: the ’return’ of haptic feed-

back supports the absolute specification of object size. Exp Brain Res. 2015; 233(7):2029–40. https://

doi.org/10.1007/s00221-015-4274-0 PMID: 25869741

39. Ganel T, Chajut E, Algom D. Visual coding for action violates fundamental psychophysical principles.

Curr Biol. 2008; 18(14):R599–601. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2008.04.052 PMID: 18644333

40. BRUNO N, UCCELLI S, VIVIANI E, DE’SPERATI C. BOTH VISION-FOR-PERCEPTION AND

VISION-FOR-ACTION FOLLOW WEBER’S LAW AT SMALL OBJECT SIZES, BUT VIOLATE IT AT

LARGER SIZES. NEUROPSYCHOLOGIA. 2016; 91:327–34. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.

neuropsychologia.2016.08.022 PMID: 27553269

PLOS ONE Grasp aperture corrections and size perception in reach-to-grasp movements

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0248084 September 14, 2021 21 / 21

https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00452.2019
https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00452.2019
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31693442
https://doi.org/10.3200/JMBR.41.3.253-273
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19366658
https://doi.org/10.3200/35-08-033
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19460748
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03194544
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11800458
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1619153114
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28874578
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-52102-y
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31666612
https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00771.2019
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32667252
https://doi.org/10.1123/mcj.3.3.237
https://doi.org/10.1123/mcj.3.3.237
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10409797
https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00123.2019
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31339802
https://doi.org/10.1016/0028-3932%2894%2990100-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/0028-3932%2894%2990100-7
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7845558
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-015-4274-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-015-4274-0
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25869741
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2008.04.052
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18644333
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2016.08.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2016.08.022
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27553269
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0248084

