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Reasoning depends on the contribution of posterior parietal cortex (PPC). But PPC is
involved in many basic operations—including spatial attention, mathematical cognition,
working memory, long-term memory, and language—and the nature of its contribution
to reasoning is unclear. Psychological theories of the processes underlying reasoning
make divergent claims about the neural systems that are likely to be involved, and better
understanding the specific contribution of PPC can help to inform these theories. We set
out to address several competing hypotheses, concerning the role of PPC in reasoning:
(1) reasoning involves application of formal logic and is dependent on language, with PPC
activation for reasoning mainly reflective of linguistic processing; (2) reasoning involves
probabilistic computation and is thus dependent on numerical processing mechanisms
in PPC; and (3) reasoning is built upon the representation and processing of spatial
relations, and PPC activation associated with reasoning reflects spatial processing. We
conducted two separate meta-analyses. First, we pooled data from our own studies of
reasoning in adults, and examined activation in PPC regions of interest (ROI). Second, we
conducted an automated meta-analysis using Neurosynth, in which we examined overlap
between activation maps associated with reasoning and maps associated with other key
functions of PPC. In both analyses, we observed reasoning-related activation concentrated
in the left Inferior Parietal Lobe (IPL). Reasoning maps demonstrated the greatest overlap
with mathematical cognition. Maintenance, visuospatial, and phonological processing also
demonstrated some overlap with reasoning, but a large portion of the reasoning map did
not overlap with the map for any other function. This evidence suggests that the PPC’s
contribution to reasoning may be most closely related to its role in mathematical cognition,
but that a core component of this contribution may be specific to reasoning.

Keywords: deductive reasoning, posterior parietal cortex, IPL, SPL, numerical cognition, spatial cognition,
meta-analysis

INTRODUCTION
Reasoning, the capacity to reach novel conclusions on the basis
of existing premises, is among the most complex of cognitive
operations. It necessarily depends on multiple underlying capac-
ities, but the extent of this reliance on specific mechanisms is
a subject of considerable debate. One possibility is that rea-
soning, generally or in some cases, utilizes syntactic representa-
tions of premises and application of formal logical rules (Rips,
1994; Braine and O’Brien, 1998). If this is the case, then the
representations afforded by language are likely to be central
to reasoning (Kertesz and McCabe, 1975; Carruthers, 2002).
Another possibility is that reasoning proceeds via the use of
quasi-perceptual mental models, in which case the high-level
spatial and perceptual representations upon which the mod-
els are built would be critical for reasoning (Johnson-Laird,
1983, 2001). Recent work has emphasized the role of proba-
bilistic mechanisms, in contrast to deterministic logical rule-
following, in much of human reasoning (Oaksford and Chater,
2009). To the extent that reasoning proceeds via estimation and

probabilistic computation, mechanisms for number processing
should be critical. Of course, multiple mechanisms are possible
(see e.g., Goel et al., 2000), so these theories are not mutually
exclusive.

Reasoning often depends on attention to relational struc-
ture, so the mechanisms that support basic relational process-
ing are also likely to be key. Relational representations might
depend upon semantic understanding of relational terms, in
which case mechanisms of semantic processing can be expected
to come into play during reasoning. Alternatively, relational
representations may be built upon the representation of space
and spatial relationships, in which case the mechanisms of visu-
ospatial processing may be more central to reasoning. In addi-
tion, working memory, long-term memory, and attention are
all basic cognitive mechanisms that are likely to contribute to
reasoning.

Many investigations of reasoning, including our own, have
highlighted the role of rostrolateral prefrontal cortex (RLPFC;
Christoff et al., 2001; Bunge et al., 2005; Wendelken and Bunge,
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2010; Wendelken et al., 2012). In particular, these studies have
shown that RLPFC contributes to second-order relational rea-
soning, which involves the joint consideration or integration of
multiple relations and is thought to be a core component of the
reasoning capacity (Gentner and Holyoak, 1997; Halford et al.,
1998; Penn et al., 2008; Chuderski, 2014). However, posterior
parietal cortex (PPC) is also consistently engaged during rea-
soning tasks (Crone et al., 2009; Eslinger et al., 2009; Watson
and Chatterjee, 2012; Wendelken et al., 2012). Like RLPFC, PPC
is sensitive to the need to integrate relations, but PPC is also
sensitive to the number of relations considered (Crone et al.,
2009) and the specificity of those relations (Wendelken and
Bunge, 2010). Furthermore, there is mounting evidence from
lesion studies pointing toward a critical role for PPC in rea-
soning. One study of left-hemisphere stroke patients revealed
that performance on a matrix reasoning task was affected by
damage to the inferior parietal lobe (IPL; Baldo et al., 2010). In
another recent investigation, involving patients with damage to
RLPFC or parietal cortex, only patients with parietal damage were
significantly impaired on a transitive inference task (Waechter
et al., 2013).

That PPC makes an important contribution to reasoning is
apparent; but PPC is involved in numerous cognitive functions
besides reasoning. To understand PPC’s contribution to reason-
ing, it is critical to understand how it relates to the other functions
of PPC. We summarize primary functions attributed to PPC
briefly here. For more extensive review of parietal function, see
Grefkes and Fink (2005), Nickel and Seitz (2005), Seghier (2013),
and Humphreys and Lambon Ralph (2014).

A key function of PPC is the implementation of visuospatial
attention (Mesulam, 1981; Hopfinger et al., 2001; Wager et al.,
2004), and of spatial processing more generally (Marshall and
Fink, 2001; Husain and Nachev, 2007; Sack, 2009; Amorapanth
et al., 2010). The intraparietal sulcus (IPS), which separates
the inferior and superior parietal lobes, has been shown to
contribute to the maintenance of spatial location information
(Todd and Marois, 2004; Xu and Chun, 2006; Ackerman and
Courtney, 2012). IPL, by contrast, has been implicated as a
locus of spatial relational processing (Ackerman and Courtney,
2012).

PPC has also been linked to various language processes (Binder
et al., 2009; Wu et al., 2012). For example, posterior IPL, angular
gyrus, particularly on the left side, has been implicated as a
key locus for semantic processing (Binder et al., 2009; Seghier,
2013). Moreover, just as IPS has been implicated as the locus
of visuospatial maintenance, more anterior and ventral parts of
IPL have been implicated in maintenance of verbal information
(Paulesu et al., 1993; Awh et al., 1996; Becker et al., 1999).

In addition to its apparent role in the maintenance
of both spatial and verbal information, PPC, and in par-
ticular SPL, has also been implicated in manipulation of
the contents of working memory (Marshuetz et al., 2000;
Wager and Smith, 2003; Wendelken et al., 2008). More-
over, PPC contributes not only to various aspects of work-
ing memory, but also to episodic memory (for review, see
Berryhill and Olson, 2012). In episodic memory, parietal acti-
vation is most commonly associated with the endorsement of

stimuli as having been previously encountered (Wagner et al.,
2005; Nelson et al., 2013), though associations with mem-
ory encoding (e.g., Uncapher and Wagner, 2009) and mem-
ory confidence (e.g., Johnson et al., 2013) have also been
noted.

Finally, though this list is by no means exhaustive, PPC is a
primary contributor to mathematical cognition (Dehaene et al.,
2003; Rosenberg-Lee et al., 2011). Some aspects of mathematical
cognition may be linked to verbal and spatial representations
within PPC (Dehaene et al., 1999). But evidence suggests that a
core numerical system, localized to IPS, may be independent of
these (Dehaene et al., 2003; Cohen Kadosh et al., 2005; Nieder
et al., 2006).

Whether these various functions of parietal cortex on the one
hand rely on shared circuitry and similar operations, or on the
other hand represent separable circuits and distinct functionality,
is a subject of much debate. A number of studies have sought to
parcellate PPC into distinct subdivisions with differing functional
roles (e.g., Nelson et al., 2010, 2013; Mars et al., 2011), while
others have sought to explain apparently diverse functions in
terms of a core mechanism (e.g., Bueti and Walsh, 2009; Cabeza
et al., 2012).

It is possible that PPC supports reasoning through one dom-
inant mechanism, be it numerical processing, relational repre-
sentation, language, attention, working memory, or some other
function; but it is also possible that different subdivisions of PPC
support reasoning in different ways (see e.g., Goel, 2007; Prado
et al., 2011). Regardless, understanding the way or ways in which
PPC supports reasoning is critical for understanding not only the
neural implementation of reasoning, but also for understanding
the extent to which reasoning depends on different cognitive
mechanisms.

Here, we re-examined previously collected data to better
characterize the contribution of PPC to reasoning. We pur-
sued two broad approaches. First, we examined parietal data
from our own fMRI studies of deductive reasoning, all of
which included a contrast between second-order and first-order
relational reasoning conditions, to determine which parietal
subdivisions are most selectively engaged by the higher-order
reasoning condition. Second, we expanded our investigation
to a much broader collection of studies to find characteristic
activation patterns across PPC for reasoning as well as for a
number of other parietal functions. We compared the spatial
overlap of activation patterns associated with reasoning and with
other cognitive functions, to determine whether or not pari-
etal engagement during reasoning could be best understood in
relation to its involvement in these other functions of parietal
cortex.

METHODS
All of our analyses, described below, were focused on activation
patterns within PPC. Our specific parietal regions of interest
(ROIs) were based on the parietal subdivisions defined in Mars
et al. (2011) on the basis of tractography (Figure 1). The set
of ROIs included, on each side of the brain, five subdivisions
of the IPL, arrayed from anterior to posterior, and five subdi-
visions of the SPL, similarly arrayed from anterior to posterior;
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FIGURE 1 | Posterior parietal ROIs from Mars et al., 2011, including five subdivisions of IPL and five subdivisions of SPL, on the left and on the right.
Subdivisions are labeled “a” through “e”, from anterior to posterior.

thus, there were a total of 20 parietal ROIs. For convenience,
we label these regions IPLa—IPLe and SPLa—SPLe, with “a”
referring to the most anterior subdivisions and “e” referring to
the most posterior subdivisions. IPLa, with a center of gravity at
(±49, −25, 30), is located ventral to the other IPL regions, in
the parietal opercular region (Caspers et al., 2006). IPLb, with
center of gravity at (±53, −32, 44), corresponds to anterior
supramarginal gyrus, while IPLc, with a center of gravity at (±50,
−44, 43) corresponds to posterior supramarginal gyrus. IPLd,
with a center of gravity at (46, −55, 45), is located in the anterior
part of the angular gyrus, and IPLe, with a center of gravity at
(37, −67, 39), comprises posterior angular gyrus and the most
anterior parts of the lateral occipital complex. All of these IPL
regions, with the exception of IPLa, are bordered by the IPS.
The anterior-most SPL region (SPLa), with a center of gravity
at (30, −41, 53), was located on the anterior medial bank of the
IPS. SPLb, with center of gravity at (12, −50, 63), was adjacent
and medial to SPLa. SPLc, with center of gravity at (28, −55,
55), comprised the middle-to-posterior medial bank of the IPS.
SPLd, with center of gravity at (19, −63, 53), was medial and
posterior to SPLc. Finally, SPLe, with a center of gravity at (21,
−78, 43), included the most posterior part of the medial bank of
the IPS.

We first examined data from four different studies of relational
reasoning that we have previously conducted in young adults
(Bunge et al., 2009; Crone et al., 2009; Wendelken and Bunge,
2010; Wendelken et al., 2012). These deductive reasoning tasks
included matrix reasoning (Raven’s Progressive Matrices), tran-
sitive inference, relational shape matching, and relational picture
matching (see Figure 2). All tasks included a contrast between
second-order and first-order relational reasoning conditions. For
matrix reasoning, a second-order problem required considera-
tion of both row and column to determine the correct missing
element from a visuospatial array. For transitive inference, a
second-order problem required combining multiple premises.
The transitive inference task included problems that required
consideration of directional (inequality) relations (pictured in
Figure 2) as well as problems that required only consideration of
non-directional (equality) relations. For both relational matching
tasks, the second-order condition required participants to deter-
mine whether the top pair of stimuli matched along the same
dimension as the bottom pair. All three of the above tasks involved
visuospatial stimuli. By contrast, the relational picture matching

task included evaluation of semantic relationships (pictured) as
well as visuospatial relationships. We obtained contrast activation
values for each participant, from each of the four studies, for each
parietal ROI. We then submitted these contrast values to statistical
analysis in SPSS, wherein we conducted an ANOVA that included
parietal region, subdivision, and side as within-subjects factors
and task/study as a between subjects factor.

For the broader analysis of reasoning-related activation and its
relationship with other parietal functions, activation maps were
obtained using Neurosynth, which provides automated meta-
analyses based on Keywords (Yarkoni et al., 2011). The Neu-
rosynth algorithm extracts clusters associated with specific key
words across a large database (thousands) of neuroimaging stud-
ies. First, for a given key word (e.g., “reasoning”), it calculates fre-
quency of appearance within an article, and identifies studies for
which the key word appears at a high frequency (more than once
per thousand words). Second, it automatically extracts activation
coordinates from tables reported in these studies. Third, the set of
coordinates extracted from studies that have been linked to a key
word are submitted to multilevel kernel density analysis (MKDA)
to produce activation maps (c.f. Wager et al., 2009). Finally, taking
into consideration maps generated for a large number of different
key words, machine learning (naïve Bayes classification) is used
to estimate the likelihood that activations were associated with
specific psychological terms.

In addition to “reasoning”, we utilized the following terms
associated with functions of PPC: “numerical” and “calculation”
for mathematical cognition, “visuospatial” and “attention” for
visuospatial processing and attention, and “phonological”, “lexi-
cal”, and “semantic” for language-related processes. We also exam-
ined activation maps associated with the terms “maintenance”
and “manipulation” (working memory), and “memory encoding”
and “memory retrieval” (long-term memory). Table 1 gives the
number of studies included for each term. For each of these
terms, we obtained the reverse inference map, which displays
regions that are reported more often in studies that load highly
on the selected term than in studies that do not load highly
on the term. In other words, the reverse inference maps display
regions that are diagnostic of the term or feature. In addition, to
obtain a broader representation of reasoning-related activation,
we also obtained the forward inference map associated with
reasoning. The forward inference map includes regions that are
consistently activated in studies that load highly on the term.
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FIGURE 2 | Relational reasoning tasks, including (A) matrix
reasoning; (B) transitive inference; (C) relational shape matching;
and (D) relational picture matching. (A) For relational matching, the
given stimulus depicts a second-order problem, in which one must
consider the relationships in both the bottom row and rightmost
column to determine that the correct answer is #2. (B) For transitive
inference, a second-order problem is shown, for which one to evaluate
the validity of the probe (circled, “yellow is heavier than blue”), one
must combine both the second and fourth premises (“blue is same as
red” and “yellow is heavier than red”). (C) For the relational matching

task, equivalent stimuli were used across conditions. The given
stimulus is a texture match, because the top two shapes share the
same texture, a shape mismatch, because neither pair share the same
shape, and a relational match, because the same dimension of match
(texture) is present for both the top and bottom pairs. (D) The semantic
picture matching task follows the same logic as the relational matching
task, but utilized animal vs. vehicle and land vs. water as dimensions
of possible match or mismatch. The example depicts a relational match,
in that the dimension of match for the top pair (land vs. water) is the
same as the dimension of match for the bottom pair.

Thus, the forward inference reasoning map included regions that
are typically activated during reasoning tasks, not all of which are
particularly diagnostic of reasoning.

Calculations of image characteristics were done using FSL
(FMRIB Software Library, Oxford Center for Functional Magnetic
Resonance Imaging of the Brain). We first computed, for each
term, the extent of activation within each parietal ROI. Next, we
computed overlap volume between each reasoning map (forward
and reverse inference) and every other feature map (reverse
inference only). This was done separately for each parietal ROI.
From these initial values, we computed similarity scores relating
the reasoning maps to every other feature. Similarity between two
maps was defined as the volume of activation in the intersection
of the two maps divided by the total volume of activation in the

union of the two maps; thus, non-overlapping maps would have
a similarity score of 0 and maps that are the same would have
a similarity score of 1. We also computed the percentage of the
reasoning activation that was accounted for by each feature; this
differs from the similarity score in that a large activation cluster
that effectively contains the reasoning cluster, but which includes
many non-reasoning voxels as well, would have a high percent-of-
reasoning score but a lower similarity score.

RESULTS
POSTERIOR PARIETAL ENGAGEMENT DURING RELATIONAL
REASONING
First, we sought to characterize patterns of reasoning-related acti-
vation across the posterior parietal ROIs. Figure 2A shows average
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Table 1 | The number of studies included in the Neurosynth
meta-analysis, for each term.

Term Number of studies

Reasoning 124
Visuospatial 184
Attention 1199
Memory retrieval 144
Memory encoding 101
Manipulation 204
Maintenance 224
Numerical 64
Calculation 55
Semantic 701
Phonological 260
Lexical 212

percent signal change in each ROI. Notably, there was engagement
across posterior IPL, and to a lesser extent across left posterior
SPL. We conducted an ANOVA that included parietal region
(IPL or SPL), subdivision (1–5), and hemisphere (left or right)
as within-subjects factors, and task (matrix reasoning, transitive
inference, shape matching, or picture matching) as a between-
subjects factor. First, there was a main effect of hemisphere
(F(1,65) = 10.31, p = 0.002), such that activation on the left was
stronger than activation on the right. Second, there was a main
effect of subdivision (F(4,260) = 17.64, p < 0.001). Post hoc tests
indicated that this was driven by greater activation in the middle
and posterior subdivisions (c, d, and e) relative to the anterior
subdivisions (a and b; all p’s < 0.001). There was no main effect
of region (p > 0.2). However, there was a significant region ×

subdivision interaction (F(4,260) = 3.62, p = 0.007), such that
increased activation for IPL vs. SPL was observed in the middle
and posterior but not in the anterior subdivisions. There was also
an interaction between subdivision and side (F(4,12) = 5.06, p =
0.01), such that the increased activation within left vs. right PPC
was strongest in the posterior subdivisions and was not present in
the anterior subdivisions.

Although our purpose here was to determine commonalities
across studies, we note that there were differences between these
studies in terms of both the parietal subdivisions and hemisphere
that were most strongly engaged, as reflected in a subdivision
× task interaction (F(12,260) = 4.62, p < 0.001) as well as a
hemisphere × task interaction (F(3,65) = 7.01, p < 0.001). Notably,
the transitive inference task did not demonstrate the preferential
engagement of more posterior subdivisions that was present for
the other three tasks. Moreover, while three out of four tasks
engaged left PPC more than right PPC, the picture matching task,
which included a visuospatial component, engaged right PPC to
a greater extent.

POSTERIOR PARIETAL REGIONS ASSOCIATED WITH REASONING AND
OTHER TASKS
Next, we turned to the large-scale meta-analysis and exam-
ined the extent of reasoning-related activations within each
posterior parietal ROI. For the reverse inference reasoning
map, which shows voxels that are most selective for reasoning,
activations were almost entirely limited to the third and

fourth subdivisions of left IPL (IPLc and IPLd: 51% and 42%
of total active voxels, respectively;). For the forward infer-
ence map, activations were more extensive (Figure 3B), with
greater volume on the left vs. right (69% left; Figure 4A)
and greater volume within IPL vs. SPL (77% IPL; Figure 4B).
Again, active voxels were concentrated in left IPLc and
IPLd (26% and 20% of active voxels, respectively), but also
spread to IPLe as well as to the more posterior subdivisions
of SPL.

No other tested function demonstrated a similar concentra-
tion of active voxels within left IPLc. Memory retrieval, like
reasoning, had a large share of activated voxels in left IPLd; but
unlike for reasoning, memory retrieval activations were more
concentrated in left IPLe. Figure 4 shows relative numbers of
voxels for left vs. right PPC and for IPL vs. SPL, for each of
the examined features. Language and memory activations, like
reasoning, were heavily left-lateralized. In contrast, attention and
visuospatial activations, as well as those for manipulation, were
heavily right lateralized. Voxels associated with mathematical
cognition as well as maintenance were evenly balanced across left
and right. Memory retrieval and semantic processing, along with
reasoning, demonstrated the strongest preferential engagement of
IPL over SPL. In contrast, visuospatial processing and attention,
as well as memory encoding, demonstrated notable preferential
engagement of SPL.

SIMILARITY OF REASONING TO OTHER FUNCTIONS IN POSTERIOR
PARIETAL CORTEX
Our primary Neurosynth-based analysis involved examination
of overlap between the activation maps associated with rea-
soning and those associated with other parietal functions. For
each function (i.e., key word), in relation to reasoning, we
examined: (1) overlap volume; (2) percentage of the reasoning
volume accounted for by the overlap (“percent-of-reasoning”);
and (3) percentage of the total volume (for reasoning plus the
function of interest) accounted for by the overlap (“similarity”).
These measures were obtained for both the forward inference and
reverse inference reasoning maps. Overall results for each of the
three measures are presented in Figure 5.

For the forward inference reasoning map, the feature “numeri-
cal” demonstrated the greatest overlap with reasoning across PPC.
It overlapped with a large proportion (>50%) of the reasoning
activation in most of the parietal ROIs that we examined, except
for left IPLd, where the reasoning activation was most extensive.
The numerical map also demonstrated the greatest overall sim-
ilarity to the reasoning map. After numerical, the feature with
the second-greatest overlap with reasoning, and also the second-
highest similarity score, was calculation. Thus, the math cognition
measures were most closely related to reasoning.

In addition to the math cognition features, activation maps
from four other features demonstrated notable overlap with the
reverse inference reasoning map: attention, visuospatial, phono-
logical, and maintenance. Among these features, the attention
and visuospatial maps demonstrated the greatest overlap with
reasoning on the right side, particularly in IPLd, IPLe, and SPLc.
In contrast, among these four features, the phonological map
demonstrated the greatest similarity to the reasoning on the left,
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FIGURE 3 | (A) Average % signal change for the contrast between 2nd-order
and 1st-order relational reasoning, across four separate studies (matrix
reasoning, transitive inference, relational matching, picture matching). Error

bars are standard error of the mean across subjects. (B) Volume of the
Neurosynth forward inference map associated with reasoning, for each
posterior parietal ROI.

and overlapped with nearly 50% of the reasoning activation in
left SPL. The maintenance map demonstrated a more balanced
pattern of similarity to the reasoning map, across the collection of
parietal ROIs. For all of the other examined features, the percent-
of-reasoning scores were less than 10%.

In addition to examining the forward inference activation
map associated with reasoning, we also examined overlaps for
the much smaller reverse inference reasoning map. Here again,
numerical demonstrated the greatest overlap with reasoning,
accounting for 24% of the overall reasoning activation and 25%
of its activation within left IPL. The visuospatial map overlapped
with 75% of the small reasoning activation within right IPL; how-
ever, it accounted for only 3% of the overall reasoning activation.
In fact, no feature other than numerical accounted for more than
10% of the reasoning activation. Thus, a large proportion of the
activation related to reasoning, particularly within IPLd, appears
to be distinct from the activations associated with other parietal
functions.

Notably, there was a substantial part of the reasoning activa-
tion that did not overlap with that for any other feature. This was
particularly true within left IPLd, the region that demonstrated

the greatest specificity for second-order relational reasoning in
our own studies. The reasoning-specific activation cluster from
the Neurosynth analysis is shown in Figure 6. Although we did
not formally separate dorsal and ventral subdivisions of IPL, or
position along the gyrus vs. position in the depth of the IPS,
it is clear from the pattern of activations that reasoning-specific
activation is concentrated in dorsal IPL, on the border of the
IPS but not in the sulcus. By contrast, many other functions
appear to overlap more ventrally, and within the depth of the
sulcus.

DISCUSSION
The goals of the current study were to (1) better characterize the
pattern of posterior parietal engagement during reasoning; and
(2) to use this information, along with information about parietal
engagement in other domains, to better understand the parietal
contribution to reasoning.

PATTERNS OF PARIETAL ENGAGEMENT DURING REASONING
With regard to the first goal, we have obtained complemen-
tary evidence from two separate analyses that, within PPC,
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FIGURE 4 | Relative activation volumes associated with each term, for (A) left vs. right parietal cortex, and (B) IPL vs. SPL; and (C) anterior to
posterior parietal cortex. All bars add up to 100%. Terms are grouped according to the higher-level category to which they are thought to correspond.

FIGURE 5 | Overlap metrics for reasoning (forward inference map) in
relation to other functions (reverse inference maps). (A) Volume of overlap
with the reasoning map, for the activation maps associated with each other
term. (B) Percent of reasoning activation from the reasoning map that

overlapped with each other feature, across all parietal ROIs. (C) Similarity
scores comparing the reasoning map to the map associated with every other
feature, across all parietal ROIs. Similarity was computed as the volume of
overlap divided by the total volume of activation for both features.

reasoning is most strongly associated with activation of middle
to posterior IPL, and to a lesser extent with neighboring
regions of middle to posterior SPL. For both analyses that
we performed—of average percent signal change across four
studies of relational reasoning and of activation volumes associ-
ated with reasoning in a large-scale meta-analysis—IPL demon-
strated greater involvement in reasoning than did SPL, and
left PPC demonstrated greater involvement than right PPC.

In both analyses, the anterior-most subdivisions of IPL and
SPL demonstrated no involvement in reasoning. There were
some differences between the two approaches, with regard
to the pattern of involvement across posterior regions: the
relational reasoning tasks tended to engage the more poste-
rior regions to a greater extent, whereas activation volumes
were greatest within the middle regions for the larger-scale
meta-analysis.
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FIGURE 6 | The cluster within left mid-IPL (IPLc and IPLd) that was associated exclusively with reasoning and with no other examined term. This
cluster lies on the upper part of the ventral bank of the intraparietal sulcus. Note that the image is displayed in radiological coordinates, with left and right
reversed.

Both of our analyses here were focused on uncovering patterns
of engagement that are common across reasoning tasks. But in
addition to commonalities, we would expect, and indeed have
observed, differences among different kinds of reasoning in their
patterns of parietal activation. Notably, in our picture matching
task, which included both visuospatial and semantic relational
reasoning, we observed selectivity for higher-order visuospatial
but not semantic reasoning in right PPC (Wendelken et al.,
2012). In the transitive inference task, we observed stronger
PPC activation for reasoning with inequalities than for rea-
soning with equalities, and argued that this was due to repre-
sentation of the more specific inequality relationships in PPC
(Wendelken and Bunge, 2010). Moreover, In a meta-analysis
that directly examined different kinds of reasoning tasks, Prado
et al. (2011) reported bilateral PPC activation during rela-
tional reasoning, and left PPC activation during propositional
reasoning.

It is notable that the anterior subdivisions of both IPL and
SPL, which were not associated with reasoning in the Neurosynth
analysis, demonstrated reduced activation for second-order rela-
tive to first-order relational reasoning across our four reasoning
tasks. These differences were largely driven by larger positive acti-
vations for the first-order relational task, and not by deactivation
during second-order reasoning. However, this pattern of relatively
reduced activation during the generally more difficult second-
order reasoning condition in anterior PPC is consistent with
participation this region in the default mode network (see Laird
et al., 2009). Regions in the default mode network are typically
deactivated during a wide spectrum of cognitively demanding
tasks; thus, the deactivation in anterior PPC that we observe is
likely to be non-specific to reasoning.

THE PARIETAL CONTRIBUTION TO REASONING
With regard to our second goal, evidence from the large-scale
meta-analysis indicates clearly that the pattern of activation asso-
ciated with reasoning is most closely related to that for mathe-
matical cognition. There were also notable similarities between
reasoning activations and those associated with visuospatial pro-
cessing and attention, particularly on the right; between reasoning

and phonological processing, particularly on the left; and between
reasoning and working memory maintenance, bilaterally. These
findings help to clarify the possible contributions of PPC to
reasoning.

A key question is the extent to which reasoning is accom-
plished via mental logic and rule-following, on the one hand,
or estimation and probabilistic computation, on the other. The
current evidence clearly points towards the latter. Logical rule-
following is posited to depend on formal language-like constructs,
if not directly on linguistic representations. Although there was
some similarity between reasoning and phonological activations,
the overlap with mathematical cognition terms was much greater.
Moreover, there was practically no parietal overlap between the
reasoning map and maps associated with either lexical or semantic
processing. In addition to a reliance on language-related pro-
cesses, manipulation of formal logical rules can also be expected
to depend heavily on processes that support manipulation in
working memory. But here again, although there was some over-
lap between reasoning and working memory maintenance, there
was practically no overlap between reasoning and manipulation.
Thus, the current evidence points away from a logical rule-
following as a primary mechanism for reasoning, and is more
consistent with accounts that involve estimation and probabilistic
computation.

An alternative explanation of the strong overlap between
reasoning and math cognition is that, instead of reasoning relying
on basic mathematical cognition, some types of mathematical
cognition may rely on the capacity for reasoning. Indeed,
advanced mathematical operations place a strong demand on
reasoning, and math achievement in school is highly dependent
on reasoning ability (Taub et al., 2008). It is entirely possible that
some part of the overlap between reasoning and math-related
activation reflects activation associated with mathematical
reasoning. However, reasoning in math tasks is unlikely to fully
explain the observed overlap, because the math cognition studies
identified by the “numerical” and “calculation” keywords tend
to involve simple tasks that put the greatest demand on basic
numerical processes (e.g., magnitude estimation) and simple
calculations, and put relatively less demand on reasoning.
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The overlap between the reasoning map and the map associ-
ated with maintenance could reflect the importance of working
memory as a component process of reasoning (Kyllonen and
Christal, 1990; Salthouse, 1992). But the limited extent of this
overlap argues against working memory as the main explana-
tion for parietal engagement during reasoning. Similarly, overlap
between the maps for reasoning and attention leaves open the
possibility that part of the parietal activation for reasoning reflects
attentional processes. Indeed, attentional processes are likely to be
involved in many reasoning tasks. But here again, attention does
not appear to be the primary explanation for parietal activation
during reasoning.

Among potential parietal functions that we did not consider
here, social cognition is worthy of mention. One recent meta-
analyses highlights the tempo-parietal junction (TPJ), which
includes ventral parts of IPL, as a key locus of social cognition,
and points to overlap between the social cognitive function of
TPJ and other parietal functions including language, memory,
and attention (Carter and Huettel, 2013). However, while many
of the functions that we examined do activate this ventral IPL/TPJ
region, it is notable that reasoning does not, with reasoning
activations mostly limited to the more dorsal parts of IPL on the
border of the IPS. Notably, one class of social cognition studies—
those using false belief stories—have been linked to dorsal IPL
(Shurz et al., 2014). False belief studies probe the ability to reason
about theory of mind. Thus, dorsal IPL activation in these studies
may well be due to the reasoning demand inherent in this social
cognitive task.

PARIETAL SPECIALIZATION FOR REASONING?
It is notable that a large part of the activation map for reasoning—
particularly in left IPL in the vicinity of the IPS—did not overlap
with the maps for any of the other functions that were considered
here. Of course, it is possible that some other function of PPC,
not considered here, may help to explain the engagement of this
region for reasoning. But the current results are at least suggestive
of the possibility that this reasoning-related activation represents
a fairly narrow specialization of this part of PPC for reasoning
processes.

This mid-IPL region that appears as unique for reasoning in
our Neurosynth analysis is similar to the IPL activations that
we typically observe in studies of relational reasoning, and in
particular is consistent with the region for which we reported
the strongest contrast activation in our small-scale meta-analysis
of relational reasoning studies. We have previously argued that
RLPFC, in the frontal lobe, is specialized for second-order
relational reasoning. The current results are consistent with the
possibility that RLPFC may share this duty with a subregion
of mid-IPL. Although direct anatomical connections between
RLPFC and mid-IPL have not been reported, it is noteworthy
that these two regions demonstrate strong functional connectivity
during task execution (Boorman et al., 2009; Wendelken et al.,
2012) and even at rest (Vincent et al., 2008).

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE WORK
It is important to note several limitations in the interpretation
of our findings. Our first analysis involved only a small number

of studies from our lab. This approach had the advantage, over
typical larger-scale meta-analyses, of allowing for extraction of
whole-brain contrast images based on complete data from each
study. The similarity of the tasks—each involving a contrast
between second-order and first-order relational reasoning—was a
key advantage that enabled this analysis. However, the fundamen-
tal similarity of these tasks, coupled with the small number, limits
the generalizability of our initial findings. Beyond the fact of the
small number of studies included here, and the similarity of the
tasks, all of these studies drew from a similar pool of participants
(UC Berkeley undergraduates) and involved similar analytical
methods. Moreover, and despite the fundamental similarity of the
tasks, there was variation across these studies in terms of parietal
activation, and the average activation measure that we examined
here only tells part of the story.

While the Neurosynth approach allowed for analysis of a much
larger set of studies, individual datapoints within this analysis
are much less informative and reliable. There are a number of
sources of potential error in the Neurosynth approach: (1) the
identification of studies by keyword will lead to both false inclu-
sions and omissions of relevant studies; (2) the identification
of coordinates within a study is done without regard to any
specific contrast; (3) there is no attempt to distinguish between
activations and deactivations; and (4) as with any meta-analysis,
there is an inherent confirmation bias, since results that do not
fit prior expectations may not be reported. Moreover, while the
selection of reasoning tasks examined by Neurosynth is consid-
erably broader than the four relational reasoning tasks examined
in our initial analysis, it may still be biased towards certain types
of reasoning tasks. Despite these limitations, examinations of
Neurosynth results have shown them to be very much in line with
those of more traditional meta-analyses. Our side-by-side exami-
nation of results from Neurosynth and from our own reasoning
studies was intended partly as a validation of the Neurosynth
reasoning results, though we could not validate results for other
keywords in a similar manner.

Because our focus in the current study was on the contribution
of PPC, our results only speak to the PPC role in reasoning, and
not to the contribution of other brain regions. Thus, while we
interpret the current evidence as supporting the hypothesis that
mathematical or probabilistic mechanisms underlie the parietal
contribution to reasoning, they do not rule out the possibility
that other mechanisms (e.g., linguistic) may support reasoning
through the engagement of other brain regions.

The Neurosynth-based analysis does not distinguish between
reasoning tasks that are by design deductive (where conclu-
sions follow necessarily from the premises) or inductive (where
uncertainty is an explicit part of the task). It is reasonable to
suppose that differences in the extent of logical rule following
vs. probabilistic calculation would be present for these different
kinds of reasoning. But the extent to which human reason-
ers employ logical rule-following to solve nominally deductive
tasks, or probabilistic computation to solve nominally inductive
tasks, is unclear. Much of the debate on logical rule-following
vs. probabilistic computation focuses specifically on deductive
reasoning (Oaksford and Chater, 2009; Khemlani and Johnson-
Laird, 2012), though this debate can also apply in the case
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of inductive reasoning, with tools like fuzzy logic providing
a possible rule-based mechanism (Smithson and Oden, 1999).
Understanding how the parietal contribution to reasoning might
differ as a function of deductive vs. inductive reasoning is
an open question and an important follow-up to the current
results.

Limitations of the approach notwithstanding, these results
demonstrate the value of Neurosynth as a tool. Rigorous meta-
analyses have previously characterized patterns of activation asso-
ciated with reasoning (e.g., Goel, 2007; Prado et al., 2011). But
Neurosynth enabled direct comparison of activation maps for
reasoning and a wide range of other functions, in a manner
and at a scale that would be very difficult to achieve without
the automation that it provides. One of the chief ways that
neuroimaging work can inform psychological theory is by telling
us which functions potentially utilize the same neural circuitry.
Thus, the ability to characterize a pattern of activation associated
with some function of interest in terms of its overlap with many
other functional patterns may emerge as a fundamental analytical
tool.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
I thank Silvia Bunge and Michael Vendetti for comments on this
manuscript. Funding for this work was provided by a James S.
McDonnell Foundation Scholar Award to Silvia Bunge.

REFERENCES
Ackerman, C. M., and Courtney, S. M. (2012). Spatial relations and spatial locations

are dissociated within prefrontal and parietal cortex. J. Neurophysiol. 108, 2419–
2429. doi: 10.1152/jn.01024.2011

Amorapanth, P. X., Widick, P., and Chatterjee, A. (2010). The neural basis for spatial
relations. J. Cogn. Neurosci. 22, 1739–1753. doi: 10.1162/jocn.2009.21322

Awh, E., Jonides, J., Smith, E., Schumacher, E., Koeppe, R., Katz, S., et al. (1996).
Dissociation of storage and Rehearsal in verbal working memory: evidence from
Positron emission tomography. Psychol. Sci. 7, 25–31. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9280.
1996.tb00662.x

Baldo, J. V., Bunge, S. A., Wilson, S. M., and Dronkers, N. F. (2010). Is relational
reasoning dependent on language? A voxel-based lesion symptom mapping
study. Brain Lang. 113, 59–64. doi: 10.1016/j.bandl.2010.01.004

Becker, J. T., MacAndrew, D. K., and Fiez, J. A. (1999). A comment on the functional
localization of the phonological storage subsystem of working memory. Brain
Cogn. 41, 27–38. doi: 10.1006/brcg.1999.1094

Berryhill, M. E., and Olson, I. R. (2012). The right parietal lobe is critical
for visual working memory. Neuropsychologia 46, 1767–1774. doi: 10.1016/j.
neuropsychologia.2008.01.009

Binder, J. R., Desai, R. H., Graves, W. W., and Conant, L. L. (2009). Where
is the semantic system? A critical review and meta-analysis of 120 func-
tional neuroimaging studies. Cereb. Cortex 19, 2767–2796. doi: 10.1093/cercor/
bhp055

Boorman, E. D., Behrens, T. E., Woolrich, M. W., and Rushworth, M. F. (2009).
How green is the grass on the other side? Frontopolar cortex and the evidnece
in favor of alternative courses of action. Neuron 62, 733–743. doi: 10.1016/
j.neuron.2009.05.014

Braine, M. D. S., and O’Brien, D. P. (eds) (1998). Mental Logic. Erlbaum.
Bueti, D., and Walsh, V. (2009). The parietal cortex and the representation of time,

space, number and other magnitudes. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. Lond. B Biol. Sci. 364,
1831–1840. doi: 10.1098/rstb.2009.0028

Bunge, S. A., Helskog, E. H., and Wendelken, C. (2009). Left, but not right,
rostrolateral prefrontal cortex meets a stringent test of the relational inte-
gration hypothesis. Neuroimage 46, 338–342. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2009.
01.064

Bunge, S. A., Wendelken, C., Badre, D., and Wagner, A. D. (2005). Analogical
reasoning and prefrontal cortex: evidence for separable retrieval and integration
mechanisms. Cereb. Cortex 15, 239–249. doi: 10.1093/cercor/bhh126

Cabeza, R., Ciaramelli, E., and Moscovitch, M. (2012). Cognitive contributions of
the ventral parietal cortex: an integrative theoretical account. Trends Cogn. Sci.
16, 338–352. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2012.04.008

Carruthers, P. (2002). The cognitive functions of language. Behav. Brain Sci. 25,
657–674; discussion 674–725. doi: 10.1017/S0140525X02000122

Carter, R. M., and Huettel, S. A. (2013). A nexus model of the temporal-parietal
junction. Trends Cogn. Sci. 17, 328–336. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2013.05.007

Caspers, S., Geyer, S., Schletcher, A., Mohlberg, H., Amunts, K., and Zilles, K.
(2006). The human inferior parietal cortex: cytoarchitectonic parcellation and
inter-individual variability. Neuroimage 33, 430–448. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.
2006.06.054

Christoff, K., Prabhakaran, V., Dorfman, J., Zhao, Z., Kroger, J. K., Holyoak,
K. J., et al. (2001). Rostrolateral prefrontal cortex involvement in relational
integration during reasoning. Neuroimage 14, 1136–1149. doi: 10.1006/nimg.
2001.0922

Chuderski, A. (2014). The relational integration task explains fluid reasoning above
and beyond other working memory tasks. Mem. Cognit. 42, 448–463. doi: 10.
3758/s13421-013-0366-x

Cohen Kadosh, R., Henik, A., Rubinsten, O., Mohr, H., Dori, H., van de
Ven, V., et al. (2005). Are numbers special? The comparison systems of the
human brain investigated by fMRI. Neuropsychologia 43, 1238–1248. doi: 10.
1016/j.neuropsychologia.2004.12.017

Crone, E. A., Wendelken, C., van Leijenhorst, L., Honomichl, R. D., Christoff, K.,
Bunge, S. A., et al. (2009). Neurocognitive development of relational reasoning.
Dev. Sci. 12, 55–66. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-7687.2008.00743.x

Dehaene, S., Piazza, M., Pinel, P., and Cohen, L. (2003). Three parietal cir-
cuits for number processing. Cogn. Neuropsychol. 20, 487–506. doi: 10.
1080/02643290244000239

Dehaene, S., Spelke, E., Pinel, P., Stanescu, R., and Tsivkin, S. (1999). Sources of
mathematical thinking: behavioral and brain-imaging evidence. Science 284,
970–974. doi: 10.1126/science.284.5416.970

Eslinger, P. J., Blair, C., Wang, J., Lipovsky, B., Realmuto, J., Baker, D., et al.
(2009). Developmental shifts in fMRI activations during visuospatial relational
reasoning. Brain Cogn. 69, 1–10. doi: 10.1016/j.bandc.2008.04.010

Gentner, D., and Holyoak, K. J. (1997). Reasoning and learning by analogy. Am.
Psychol. 52, 32–34. doi: 10.1037//0003-066x.52.1.32

Goel, V. (2007). Anatomy of deductive reasoning. Trends Cogn. Sci. 11, 435–441.
doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2007.09.003

Goel, V., Buchel, C., Frith, C., and Dolan, R. J. (2000). Dissociation of mechanisms
underlying syllogistic reasoning. Neuroimage 12, 504–514. doi: 10.1006/nimg.
2000.0636

Grefkes, C., and Fink, G. R. (2005). The functional organization of the intraparietal
sulcus in humans and monkeys. J. Anat. 207, 3–17. doi: 10.1111/j.1469-7580.
2005.00426.x

Halford, G. S., Wilson, W. H., and Phillips, S. (1998). Processing capacity defined
by relational complexity: implications for comparative, developmental and
cognitive psychology. Behav. Brain Sci. 21, 803–831; discussion 831–864. doi: 10.
1017/s0140525x98001769

Hopfinger, J. B., Woldorff, M. G., Fletcher, E. M., and Mangun, G. R.
(2001). Dissociating top-down attentional control from selective perception
and action. Neuropsychologia 39, 1277–1291. doi: 10.1016/s0028-3932(01)
00117-8

Humphreys, G. F., and Lambon Ralph, M. A. (2014). Fusion and Fission of
cognitive functions in the human Parietal cortex. Cereb. Cortex doi: 10.
1093/cercor/bhu198. [Epub ahead of print].

Husain, M., and Nachev, P. (2007). Space and the parietal cortex. Trends Cogn. Sci.
11, 30–36. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2006.10.011

Johnson, J. D., Suzuki, M., and Rugg, M. D. (2013). Recollection, familiarity and
content-sensitivity in lateral parietal cortex: a high-resolution fMRI study. Front.
Hum. Neurosci. 7:219. doi: 10.3389/fnhum.2013.00219

Johnson-Laird, P. (1983). Mental Models: Towards a Cognitive Science of Language,
Inference and Consciousness. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Johnson-Laird, P. N. (2001). Mental models and deduction. Trends Cogn. Sci. 5,
434–442. doi: 10.1016/s1364-6613(00)01751-4

Kertesz, A., and McCabe, P. (1975). Intelligence and aphasia: performance of
aphasics on Raven’s coloured progressive matrices (RCPM). Brain Lang. 2, 387–
395. doi: 10.1016/s0093-934x(75)80079-4

Khemlani, S., and Johnson-Laird, P. N. (2012). Theories of the syllogism: a meta-
analysis. Psychol. Bull. 138, 427–457. doi: 10.1037/a0026841

Frontiers in Human Neuroscience www.frontiersin.org January 2015 | Volume 8 | Article 1042 | 10

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


Wendelken Reasoning in parietal cortex

Kyllonen, P., and Christal, R. (1990). Reasoning ability is (little more than)
working-memory capacity?! Intelligence 14, 389–433. doi: 10.1016/s0160-
2896(05)80012-1

Laird, A. R., Eickhoff, S. B., Li, K., Robin, D. A., Glahn, D. C., and Fox, P. T. (2009).
Investigating the functional heterogeneity of the default mode network using
coordinate-based meta-analytic modeling. J. Neurosci. 29, 14496–14505. doi: 10.
1523/jneurosci.4004-09.2009

Mars, R. B., Jbabdi, S., Sallet, J., O’Reilly, J. X., Croxson, P. L., Olivier, E.,
et al. (2011). Diffusion-weighted imaging tractography-based parcellation of the
human parietal cortex and comparison with human and macaque resting-state
functional connectivity. J. Neurosci. 31, 4087–4100. doi: 10.1523/jneurosci.5102-
10.2011

Marshall, J. C., and Fink, G. R. (2001). Spatial cognition: where we were
and where we are. Neuroimage 14(1 Pt. 2), S2–S7. doi: 10.1006/nimg.2001.
0834

Marshuetz, C., Smith, E. E., Jonides, J., DeGutis, J., and Chenevert, T. L. (2000).
Order information in working memory: fMRI evidence for parietal and
prefrontal mechanisms. J. Cogn. Neurosci. 12(Suppl. 2), 130–144. doi: 10.
1162/08989290051137459

Mesulam, M. M. (1981). A cortical network for directed attention and unilateral
neglect. Ann. Neurol. 10, 309–325. doi: 10.1002/ana.410100402

Nelson, S. M., Cohen, A. L., Power, J. D., Wig, G. S., Miezin, F. M., Wheeler, M. E.,
et al. (2010). A parcellation scheme for human left lateral parietal cortex. Neuron
67, 156–170. doi: 10.1016/j.neuron.2010.05.025

Nelson, S. M., McDermott, K. B., Wig, G. S., Schlaggar, B. L., and Petersen,
S. E. (2013). The critical roles of localization and physiology for understanding
parietal contributions to memory retrieval. Neuroscientist 19, 578–591. doi: 10.
1177/1073858413492389

Nickel, J., and Seitz, R. J. (2005). Functional clusters in the human parietal cortex
as revealed by an observer-independent meta-analysis of functional activation
studies. Anat. Embryol. 210, 463–472. doi: 10.1007/s00429-005-0037-1

Nieder, A., Diester, I., and Tudusciuc, O. (2006). Temporal and spatial enumeration
processes in the primate parietal cortex. Science 313, 1431–1435. doi: 10.
1126/science.1130308

Oaksford, M., and Chater, N. (2009). Précis of bayesian rationality: the probabilistic
approach to human reasoning. Behav. Brain Sci. 32, 69–84; discussion 85–120.
doi: 10.1017/S0140525X09000284

Paulesu, E., Frith, C. D., and Frackowiak, R. S. (1993). The neural correlates
of the verbal component of working memory. Nature 362, 342–345. doi: 10.
1038/362342a0

Penn, D. C., Holyoak, K. J., and Povinelli, D. J. (2008). Darwin’s mistake: explaining
the discontinuity between human and nonhuman minds. Behav. Brain Sci. 31,
109–130; discussion 130–178. doi: 10.1017/s0140525x08003543

Prado, J., Chadha, A., and Booth, J. R. (2011). The brain network for deductive
reasoning: a quantitative meta-analysis of 28 neuroimaging studies. J. Cogn.
Neurosci. 23, 3483–3497. doi: 10.1162/jocn_a_00063

Rips, L. J. (1994). The Psychology of Proof. MIT press.
Rosenberg-Lee, M., Chang, T. T., Young, C. B., Wu, S., and Menon, V.

(2011). Functional dissociations between four basic arithmetic opera-
tions in the human posterior parietal cortex: a cytoarchitectonic mapping
study. Neuropsychologia 49, 2592–2608. doi: 10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2011.
04.035

Sack, A. T. (2009). Parietal cortex and spatial cognition. Behav. Brain Res. 202, 153–
161. doi: 10.1016/j.bbr.2009.03.012

Salthouse, T. A. (1992). Working-memory mediation of adult age differences
in integrative reasoning. Mem. Cognit. 20, 413–423. doi: 10.3758/BF032
10925

Seghier, M. L. (2013). The angular gyrus: multiple functions and multiple subdivi-
sions. Neuroscientist 19, 43–61. doi: 10.1177/1073858412440596

Shurz, M., Radua, J., Aichhorn, M., Richlan, F., and Perner, J. (2014).
Fractionating theory of mind: a meta-analysis of duntional brain imag-
ing studies. Neurosci. Biobehav. Rev. 42, 9–34. doi: 10.1016/j.neubiorev.2014.
01.009

Smithson, M., and Oden, G. (1999). “Fuzzy set theory and application in psy-
chology,” in International Handbook of Fuzzy Sets and Possibility Theory, eds D.
Dubois and H. Prade (Amsterdam: Kluwer), 557–585.

Taub, G. E., Keith, T. Z., Floyd, R. G., and McGrew, K. S. (2008). Effects of general
and broad cognitive abilities on mathematical achievement. Sch. Psychol. Q. 23,
187–198. doi: 10.1037/1045-3830.23.2.187

Todd, J. J., and Marois, R. (2004). Capacity limit of visual short-term mem-
ory in human posterior parietal cortex. Nature 428, 751–754. doi: 10.
1038/nature02466

Uncapher, M. R., and Wagner, A. D. (2009). Posterior parietal cortex and episodic
encoding: insights from fMRI subsequent memory effects and dual-attention
theory. Neurobiol. Learn. Mem. 91, 139–154. doi: 10.1016/j.nlm.2008.10.011

Vincent, J. L., Kahn, I., Snyder, A. Z., Raichle, M. E., and Buckner, R. L. (2008).
Evidence for a frontoparietal control system revealed by intrinsic functional
connectivity. J. Neurophysiol. 100, 3328–3342. doi: 10.1152/jn.90355.2008

Waechter, R. L., Goel, V., Raymont, V., Kruger, F., and Grafman, J. (2013). Transitive
inference reasoning is impaired by focal lesions in parietal cortex rather than
rostrolateral prefrontal cortex. Neuropsychologia 51, 464–471. doi: 10.1016/j.
neuropsychologia.2012.11.026

Wager, T. D., Jonides, J., and Reading, S. (2004). Neuroimaging studies of
shifting attention: a meta-analysis. Neuroimage 22, 1679–1693. doi: 10.1016/j.
neuroimage.2004.03.052

Wager, T. D., Lindquist, M. A., Nichols, T. E., Kober, H., and Van Snellenberg, J. X.
(2009). Evaluating the consistency and specificity of neuroimaging data using
meta-analysis. Neuroimage 45(1 Suppl.), S210–S221. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.
2008.10.061

Wager, T. D., and Smith, E. E. (2003). Neuroimaging studies of working memory: a
meta-analysis. Cogn. Affect. Behav. Neurosci. 3, 255–274. doi: 10.3758/CABN.3.
4.255

Wagner, A. D., Shannon, B. J., Kahn, I., and Buckner, R. L. (2005). Parietal
lobe contributions to episodic memory retrieval. Trends Cogn. Sci. 9, 445–453.
doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2005.07.001

Watson, C. E., and Chatterjee, A. (2012). A bilateral frontoparietal network under-
lies visuospatial analogical reasoning. Neuroimage 59, 2831–2838. doi: 10.1016/j.
neuroimage.2011.09.030

Wendelken, C., and Bunge, S. A. (2010). Transitive inference: distinct contributions
of rostrolateral prefrontal cortex and the hippocampus. J. Cogn. Neurosci. 22,
837–847. doi: 10.1162/jocn.2009.21226

Wendelken, C., Bunge, S. A., and Carter, C. S. (2008). Maintaining structured
information: an investigation into functions of parietal and lateral prefrontal
cortices. Neuropsychologia 46, 665–678. doi: 10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2007.
09.015

Wendelken, C., Chung, D., and Bunge, S. A. (2012). Rostrolateral prefrontal cortex:
domain-general or domain-sensitive? Hum. Brain Mapp. 33, 1952–1963. doi: 10.
1002/hbm.21336

Wu, C. Y., Ho, M. H. R., and Chen, S. H. A. (2012). A meta-analysis of fMRI studies
on Chinese orthographic, phonological and semantic processing. Neuroimage
63, 381–391. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2012.06.047

Xu, Y., and Chun, M. M. (2006). Dissociable neural mechanisms supporting visual
short-term memory for objects. Nature 440, 91–95. doi: 10.1038/nature04262

Yarkoni, T., Poldrack, R. A., Nichols, T. E., Van Essen, D. C., and Wager, T. D. (2011).
Large-scale automated synthesis of human functional neuroimaging data. Nat.
Methods. 8, 665–670. doi: 10.3389/conf.fninf.2011.08.00058

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

Received: 16 October 2014; accepted: 13 December 2014; published online: 21 January
2015.
Citation: Wendelken C (2015) Meta-analysis: how does posterior parietal cortex con-
tribute to reasoning? Front. Hum. Neurosci. 8:1042. doi: 10.3389/fnhum.2014.01042
This article was submitted to the journal Frontiers in Human Neuroscience.
Copyright © 2015 Wendelken. This is an open-access article distributed under the
terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution and
reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) or licensor
are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with
accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which
does not comply with these terms.

Frontiers in Human Neuroscience www.frontiersin.org January 2015 | Volume 8 | Article 1042 | 11

http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2014.01042
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://www.frontiersin.org/Human_Neuroscience
http://www.frontiersin.org/
http://www.frontiersin.org/Human_Neuroscience/archive

	Meta-analysis: how does posterior parietal cortex contribute to reasoning?
	Introduction
	Methods
	Results
	Posterior parietal engagement during relational reasoning
	Posterior parietal regions associated with reasoning and other tasks
	Similarity of reasoning to other functions in posterior parietal cortex

	Discussion
	Patterns of parietal engagement during reasoning
	The parietal contribution to reasoning
	Parietal specialization for reasoning?
	Limitations and Future Work

	Acknowledgments
	References


