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Abstract

Interoception, which refers to the perception of internal body signals, has been consistently
associated with emotional processing and with the sense of self. However, its influence on the
subjective appraisal of affectively neutral and body-unrelated stimuli is still largely unknown. Across
two experiments we sought to investigate this issue by asking participants to detect changes in the
flashing rhythm of a simple stimulus (a circle) that could either be pulsing synchronously with their
own heartbeats or following the pattern of another person’s heart. While overall task performance
did not vary as a function of cardio-visual synchrony, participants were better at identifying trials in
which no change occurred when the flashes were synchronous with their own heartbeats. This study
adds to the growing body of research indicating that we use our body as a reference point when
perceiving the world, and extend this view by focusing on the role that signals coming from inside
the body, such as heartbeats, may play in this referencing process. Specifically we show that private
interoceptive sensations can be combined with affectively neutral information unrelated to the self
to influence the processing of a multisensory percept. Results are discussed in terms of both

standard multisensory integration processes and predictive coding theories.
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1. Introduction

In order to perceive and navigate the complexities of the external world, our brain needs to
continuously merge information conveyed by the different senses. The integration of signals from
multiple sensory modalities allows us to form a robust representation of a particular stimulus and to
reconstruct the world in a consistent way (Ernst and Bulthoff, 2004). The fundamental essence of
our subjective existence, the sense of the self, is similarly profoundly connected to the continuous
integration of body signals from different exteroceptive sensory modalities (Tsakiris, 2007, 2010;
Blanke, 2012; Berlucchi and Aglioti, 2010). One way to tap into this mechanism is by inducing
controlled bodily illusions (Botvinick & Cohen, 1998; Tsakiris, 2010; Lenggenhager et al., 2007,
Tsakiris, 2008; Sforza et al., 2010). Experiencing touch on one’s own body whilst perceiving someone
else being touched in the same location, in a temporally congruent way, may result in the
incorporation of the other person’s features into one’s own body representation. For example, in
the rubber hand illusion, observing an artificial hand being stroked by a paintbrush, in synchrony
with strokes applied to our own visually occluded hand, induces a sense of ownership of the artificial
hand (Botvinick & Cohen, 1998). Such studies illustrate how the ongoing integration of multisensory

information endows us with a stable sense of the bodily self.

However, an often neglected fundamental source of bodily signals is the sensations arising from
within the body, i.e. interoceptive information. These signals comprise cues involved in homeostatic
control, as well as sensations such as accelerating heartbeats, the fullness of the bladder, hunger or
nausea (Cameron, 2001). Internal bodily states can drive cognition and behaviour, with or without
awareness (Critchley and Harrison, 2013; Garfinkel et al., 2015), and profoundly influence various
dimensions of emotional experience, such as pain perception, emotional reactivity and social
decision-making (e.g. Pollatos et al., 2012, 2014; Herbert et al,. 2007; Garfinkel et al., 2014; Gray et

al., 2012; Lenggenhager et al., 2013; Dunn et al., 2012; Durlik et al., 2014).



Interoceptive signals are a central feature in the subjective experience of selfhood (James, 1890;
Damasio, 1993, 2010; Craig, 2009a; Seth, 2013; Park et al., 2014a). Importantly, experimental studies
have recently shown that interoceptive sensations constitute an additional relevant sensory channel
in the multisensory integration processes that mediates the experience of body ownership (Tsakiris
et al., 2011; Tajadura-Jimenez et al., 2014; Aspell et al., 2013; Suzuki et al., 2013). For example,
Aspell and colleagues (2013) projected a flashing silhouette that mimicked the participant’s own
heartbeats into the image of a virtual body. The authors found that flashing the silhouette in
synchrony with the heartbeats increased participants’ self-identification with, and self-location
towards, the virtual body. Similarly, Suzuki and colleagues (2013) showed that projecting the visual
representation of a participant’s real-time heartbeats onto a virtual hand enhanced both objective
and subjective measures of ownership of the virtual hand, an effect which was moderated by trait
interoceptive accuracy. These studies indicate that internal bodily sensations (heartbeats) are
integrated with exteroceptive representations of external stimuli (i.e. vision of the body or body
part) such that congruence between the two (i.e. synchrony between flashing and the heartbeats)

can induce altered self- and other body perception and even some degree of self-other merging.

These findings accord with Predictive Coding theories (PC) that rely on Bayesian principles and posit
that the brain continuously generates probabilistic models of the world to explain the causes of
sensory inputs (Apps and Tsakiris, 2013; Friston, 2010; Seth, 2013; Sel, 2014). PC moves away from
bottom-up perspectives of perception by proposing that perceptual representations arise from
comparison between top-down predictions of sensory events and bottom-up sensory evidence.
Discrepancies between predictions (e.g. of one’s self-location in space) and incoming sensory inputs
(e.g. one’s own heartbeats projected into a distant avatar) generate surprise signals (prediction
errors) that must be minimized by the brain in order to arrive at a percept. Prediction errors may be
minimized either by performing actions to alter incoming sensory events or by generating updated
predictions about the causes of sensory events. In the body ownership studies discussed above,

conflicting multisensory experiences induce updated representations of the body which then



incorporate the virtual body, probably by diminishing the relative influence of proprioceptive cues in

own-body awareness (Apps and Tsakiris, 2013; Suzuki et al., 2013).

While the importance of interoceptive signals in the processing of emotional and bodily-related
stimuli is now widely acknowledged, their influence on the processing of affectively neutral stimuli is
under-researched. There is some evidence that cardiac activity modulates the processing of neutral,
self-unrelated stimuli at the cortical level (Park et al., 2014b; van Elk et al., 2014; Walker and
Sandman, 1982; Sandman, 1984). For example, the timing of the presentation of a brief auditory
(Sandman, 1984) or visual (Walker and Sandman, 1982) stimulus, in relation to the cardiac cycle,
modulates sensory-evoked potentials. In a recent EEG study, van Elk and colleagues (2014)
presented participants with auditory stimuli that were either synchronous or asynchronous with
their own heartbeats and asked them to make judgments about whether they were synchronous.
Although participants could not identify synchronous trials above chance, the authors observed
reduced cortical responses (the N1 component of the auditory-evoked potential) to auditory stimuli
that were presented synchronously with their heartbeats. These studies indicate that the central
processing of exteroceptive sensory stimuli is modulated by temporal contingency with cardiac
signals. A further important piece of evidence is provided by Park and colleagues (2014b), who found
that the magnitude of neural responses to heartbeats (i.e., the heartbeat evoked potential) can
predict the conscious detection of incoming, near-threshold visual stimuli. This result implies that
spontaneous fluctuations in the processing of interoceptive signals impacts on conscious visual

processing

Capitalizing on such evidence, we sought to explore how interoception shapes the subjective
evaluation of stimuli that are affectively neutral and do not have any particular body-relevance.
Specifically, we investigated whether synchrony between one’s own heartbeats and the visual
properties of an external object, such as a simple flashing circular shape, influences the way that we

perceive the stimulus. We were interested in understanding if cardio-visual integration can occur



even in conditions that have no apparent relevance for the (bodily) self. Importantly, this would
expand our understanding of body-to-brain interactions by indicating that, beyond the known role
interoceptive signals play in the processing of affectively salient stimuli (Herbert and Pollatos, 2012;
Craig, 2009a; Critchley and Harrison, 2013), the brain integrates internal bodily states, even when

processing neutral stimuli.

With this aim, we fitted participants with ECG and asked them to detect changes in the rhythmic
flashing of a circle that gently pulsed on a computer screen. Unknown to them, in some trials the
circle was pulsing synchronously with their own heartbeats, while in other trials it followed the
rhythm of another person’s heart. In half of the trials the flashing mirrored the continuous pulsing of
only one person’s heart, which could be either the participant’s or another individual’s. These were
the “no-change” trials. By contrast, in the other half of the trials (“change trials”) a change occurred
towards the middle of the trial, whereby the initial flashing pattern switched to the rhythm of a
different person’s heart (i.e. from flashing in synchrony with one’s own heart to synchrony with the
rhythm of another person’s heartbeat, or changing from the other person’s heartbeat to that of a
third individual). If cardiac and visual information are integrated, then we expected different
performance as a function of this synchrony/asynchrony. In line with the studies showing that
cardio-visual integration can induce ownership over another’s body, we reasoned that the synchrony
between the flashing and the participant’s heartbeats would induce an altered subjective perception
of the flashing rhythm. We hypothesized that the perception of a stimulus that is synchronous with
one’s own private sensations would elicit an increased sense of “resonance” or “familiarity” with
that stimulus and that would be reflected in different patterns of accuracy, depending on trial type.
Specifically, we predicted improved accuracy in “no-change” trials in the “self” vs. “other”
conditions, as a result of the increased resonance with the stimuli. Predictions regarding “change”
trials were non-directional. On the one hand, self-referencing could help the participant to detect
changes in the flashing pattern. On the other hand, possible initial synchrony-induced feelings of

resonance might prevail and interfere with detection of any change of rhythm.



To test whether the ability to perceive one’s own heartbeat has an impact on the integration of
cardio and visual signals, we related performance on the above task with individual trait
interoceptive accuracy, as measured by the Mental Tracking Method (Schandry, 1981). We interpret
the results both within standard accounts of multisensory integration and within a predictive coding

framework.

2. Experiment1

2.1. Methods

2.1.1. Participants

A total of 25 participants (2 males; mean age=20.6; SD=2.1) took part in the study. Data from three
participants was excluded from analyses (see below) and thus the final dataset comprised 22
participants (2 males; mean age=20.7; SD=2.3). The study was approved by the local ethics

committee. All participants gave written consent.

2.1.2. Stimuli and procedure

Upon arrival, participants were fitted with a three lead ECG (Ag-AgCl electrodes) according to
Einthoven’s triangle configuration. They were then seated comfortably in an armchair and asked to
relax for 5 minutes. During this period cardiac activity was recorded, in order to assess the

participant’s resting heart rate variability (HRV).

The visual stimulus consisted of a circle that flashed from light grey to red, against a black
background. Each pulse had a duration of 100 ms. The rhythm of the flashing, i.e. the time between
each pulse, was either exactly synchronised with the participant’s own heartbeats (“self conditions”)

or followed the rhythm of another person’s (previously recorded) heartbeat (“other conditions”).



Thus, in the “self conditions” the circle flashed synchronously with the participant’s ongoing
heartbeats, while in the “other conditions” the flashing mimicked someone else’s heartbeat.
Importantly, participants were completely unaware of what the flashing represented and were
simply instructed to pay close attention to the flashing circle and to try to detect changes in the
pattern of its flashing. Specifically, they were told that on each trial the circle would start pulsing
with a rhythmic pattern and that at some point the rhythm might change. They were also told that
on each trial there would be only one change (“change trials”), or there might be no change (“no-
change trials”). There were thus four trial types (see Figure 1): if the initial flashing pattern mirrored
the participant’s heart it could either (i) switch to another person’s heart rhythm (“self-to-other-
change”) or (ii) remain synchronous with the participant’s own heartbeat throughout the trial (“self-
without-change”). If the initial flashing followed another person’s heartbeat it could either (iii)
remain the same (“other-without-change”) or (iv) switch to the rhythm of a third individual’s heart
(“other-to-other-change”). Changes in the flashing rhythm included both a phase shift, which
reflected different patterns of heart rate variability between the first and second hearts, and also
changes in flashing frequency, i.e. the second heartbeat was always chosen to differ by
approximately +/- 5% bpm from the initial heartbeat (see below further details and limitations).
Asynchronous stimuli randomization was performed within participants such that each participant

was exposed to both 5% faster and slower rhythms.

To synchronize the flashing of the circle with the participant’s heart, a hardware-based function
(Fast output response) in Powerlab (AD Instruments, www.adinstruments.com) was used for online
detection of the R-waves from the ECG trace, with minimal delays. Customised software was then
used in Matlab (The Mathworks, Natick, MA) to time the onset of each pulse to occur 200 ms after
the R-wave peak. Because each pulse had a fixed duration of 100 ms, the flashing occurred between
200-300 ms after the R-wave, thus coinciding with peak systolic pressure and the period of
maximum subjective perception of heartbeats (Brener et al., 1993; Suzuki et al., 2013). By contrast,

the asynchronous stimuli, i.e. other persons’ heartbeats, differed from the participant’s heartbeat


http://www.adinstruments.com/

both in terms of phase (due to differences in heart rate variability) and frequency - as they were
faster or slower than the participant’s heart. As a result, asynchronous flashes occurred at random

phases across the participant’s own cardiac cycle.

The experimental task was organized in 3 blocks of 16 trials, presented in fully randomized order.
Before each block we included a short rest period during which the participant’s heart rate data was
calculated, based on the timing of 30 consecutive heartbeats. This information was used to select
the appropriate control stimulus, i.e. for the “other” heartbeat samples in the subsequent block.
Each trial consisted of a sequence of 15, 17, 20, 23 or 25 pulses. On “change trials” the switching
occurred after 7,9, 11, 13 or 14 pulses, so that there were always at least 7 pulses before and after
the change. On each trial, the exact timing sequence of the “other" heart was randomly selected
from 5 minute sequences of heartbeat recordings, allowing the sequences to vary from trial to trial.
Participants’ responses were recorded at the end of each trial with a button-press, using the “up-

arrow” computer key for “change” answers and the “down-arrow” for “no-change” responses.

After task completion, trait interoceptive accuracy was measured with the heartbeat tracking task
(Schandry, 1981). In this task, participants are asked to silently count their heartbeats, without
feeling their pulse, during four trials of 25, 35, 45 and 100 seconds. Reported and measured
heartbeats were compared to calculate an index of interoceptive accuracy (lAcc; Garfinkel et al.,

2015).

2.1.3. Debriefing
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To understand if participants suspected that the flashes were synchronized with their heartbeats we
asked them to provide written responses to the following questions: “What do you think was the
purpose of this experiment?” and “Did anything about the experiment seem strange to you, or was
there anything you were wondering about?” If participants mentioned a possible relationship
between heartbeats and flashes, we asked further questions in order to understand whether they
had thought that the pulses could be synchronous with their heartbeat, or if they were instead

referring to the possible influence that the flashing stimulus might have on their own heart rate.

2.1.4. Data analyses

Movement during task performance can sometimes generate artifacts in the ECG trace and lead to
inaccurate R-wave detection. The ECG trace was therefore visually inspected to detect and exclude
trials where such artifacts interfered with stimuli presentation. If artifacts during the rest period led
to inaccurate heart rate calculation, data from the subsequent experimental block was excluded
from analyses. One participant had such artifacts in two experimental blocks (representing over 50 %
of trials) and therefore data from this participant was excluded. Data from two other participants
was also excluded due to the lack of availability of appropriate control stimuli, i.e. there were no

samples with appropriately 5% faster or slower heart rates.

Performance was analysed by comparing accuracy rates in “change” and “no-change” trials in
conditions of initial synchrony, “self”, or asynchrony, “other”. With that purpose, accuracy rates
were entered into a Synchrony (Self/Other) x Trial (Change, No-change) ANOVA. When appropriate,
post-hoc pairwise comparisons were carried out to identify conditions in which performance

differed as a function of Synchrony.

Resting heart rate variability (HRV) was estimated using Labchart’s HRV toolbox (ADInstruments;

http://www.adinstruments.com/), based on the 5 minutes of ECG recording at rest. Our analyses
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focused on the time domain, calculating the RMSSD (square root of the mean squared differences of
successive inter-beat intervals) as an index of HRV. Participants with higher HRV might be more likely
to observe greater variability in the time interval between consecutive flashes than participants with

less HRV, so to control for this we included individual HRV indices as covariate in all our analyses.

2.2.Results

Analyses of accuracy rates revealed a significant main effect of Synchrony (F(1,20)= 8.47, p= 0.009,
n?= 0.3) but neither the interaction (F(1,20)= 0.42, p= 0.53, n?= 0.020) nor the main effect of Trial
(F(1,20)= 3.92, p= 0.062, n?= 0.16) were found to be significant, suggesting better performance in the
“self” conditions independently of trial type. However, the methodological concerns (see the
limitations section below) raised by the methods used to estimate heart rate limit the interpretation
of performance in “change” trials but not the interpretation of behaviour in “no-change” trials. Thus,
although the interaction of Synchrony x Trial was not significant, planned comparisons were carried
out to identify Synchrony effects in “no-change” trials, independently of possible confounds on
“change” trials. Results revealed better performance in the “self” compared to “other” conditions in
“no-change” (F(1,20)= 4.87, p= 0.039, n?= 0.2) trials but not in “change” trials (F(1,20)= 2.0, p=0.17,
n%= 0.090) (Figure 2; Table 1). There was no significant interaction of the covariate HRV with any

measure, F(1, 20) < 2.1, ps> 0.16, n*< 0.095.

To explore the effect of the ability to monitor one’s own cardiac activity on cardio-visual integration,
we tested for correlations between accuracy rates in the “self” conditions and IAcg, i.e. scores on the
heartbeat tracking task (mean = 0.73, SD = 0.13). A significant positive correlation was found with

performance in the “no-change” trials (r = -0.5, p = 0.02) but not with that in the “change” trials (r = -
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0.23, p = 0.23) (Figure 2), suggesting that those who are better able to detect their heartbeats were

also better at judging “no-change” when the flashing was synchronous with their heartbeat.

2.2.1. Debriefing

Three participants suspected that the flashes might have been synchronous with their heartbeats
(one of these 3 participants had already been excluded from analyses due to inaccurate heart rate
calculation). To understand whether this knowledge confounded our results, we re-ran the analyses
excluding data for these two further individuals. With the exception of the main effect of Trial,
F(1,36)=5.75, p= 0.028, n?= 0.24, that was now significant, the results were similar to those obtained
in the original analyses: Synchrony x Trial interaction, F(1,36)= 0.31, p= 0.58, n?= 0.02; main effect of
Synchrony, F(1,36)= 9.18, p= 0.007, n?= 0.34; “change” trials (mean “self’= 0.54, SD = 0.17; mean
“other”=0.44, SD =0.19), F(1, 18)=1.96, p = 0.18, n?= 0.1; “no-change” trials (mean “self’= 0.64 , SD
=0.21; mean “other”= 0.50, SD = 0.18), F(1, 18) = 4.89, p = 0.04, n?= 0.21; correlation between IAcc

and performance on “no-change” trials in the self-condition, r =-0.57, p = 0.01.

2.3.Discussion — Experiment 1
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We asked participants to look at a pulsing circle, which flashed either in synchrony with their own
heartbeats or asynchronously. They were required to judge whether the flashing rhythm did, or did
not, change within each trial. We found that participants were better at discriminating changes
when the flashing was synchronous with their heartbeat, a result that is accounted for principally by
improved performance in the “self-no-change” condition. Moreover, individual scores on a standard
measure of interoceptive accuracy predicted the correct identification of no-change in the “self”
condition, suggesting that individuals who are better at detecting their own heartbeats might have
been relying to a greater extent on cardiac signals to perform the task. However, the effect of
synchrony seems to be implicit, as most participants did not suspect there had been any relationship

between the flashes and their own heartbeats.

2.3.1. Limitations

The methods used to estimate heart rate were not optimal, which could have resulted in
inappropriate selection of control stimuli. Specifically, in the experiment above, the participant’s
heart rate was only calculated before each block and during rest conditions, which does not take
account of possible changes in heart rate over time, as well as heart rate changes that might be
contingent on performance of the task. Moreover, the heart rate calculation for the control stimuli
was based on a period of 5 minutes, in contrast to the few seconds of each trial. Again, this takes no
account of the natural fluctuations in heart rate that are likely to occur over time. As a consequence,
during “change trials” the difference in flashing rates before and after the change might have
differed inconsistently across trials and may not have always fallen within the desired +/- 5% beats
per minute. There is therefore some difficulty in interpreting the results relating to “change trials”.

The second study was designed to address these issues.

It should be noted that “no-change trials” were not influenced by the limitations above because the
flashing rhythm followed the pattern of one unique heart (the “self” heart or “other” heart). Thus

findings that are related to correct rejections of change in the “self condition” (i.e. improved
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performance and the correlation with trait IAcc) remain valid because they are independent of the

accuracy of heart rate calculations.

3. Experiment 2

3.1.Methods

3.1.1. Participants

A total of 45 participants (15 males, mean age = 25.9, SD = 8.7) took part in the second study. Data
from 4 participants was excluded from analyses due to: failure to focus on the task (n = 2);
misinterpretation of task instructions (n = 1); no appropriate control stimuli available from the
database (n = 1). Thus, the final dataset comprised data from 41 participants (14 males, mean age =
25.8, SD= 8.8). The study was approved by the local ethics committee. All participants gave written

consent.

3.1.2. Procedure

Procedures were similar to those of study 1. Differences relate only to the control stimuli that were
used and to the methods of assessing heart rates. The database of “other” heart rhythms now
consisted of recordings of 30 heartbeats duration, taken from participants in Experiment 1 while
they were performing the task. Thus the pattern of flashing in the “other conditions” now mimicked
the real dynamics of a heartbeat while the person was performing the task. In each such sample the
mean heart rate was estimated by averaging the inter-beat interval for the first 15 beats. A second
alteration to the method of Experiment 1 was that the participant’s heart rate was now calculated
online, as the average inter-beat interval during the ongoing trial, i.e. up to the moment of switching
(on “change trials”). These improvements in estimating “self” and “other” heart rates allowed better

control in each trial of the relationship between flashing rates for each condition. Particularly, on
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“change trials”, the sample for “other” was now chosen from the database to provide an increase or
decrease of 10 % in the average inter-beat interval, with respect to the initial rhythm. This procedure
was used both for “self-to-other-change” and “other-to-other-change” trials. By contrast, on “no-
change trials”, other stimuli differed only by +/- 5% from the participant’s heart rate measured on

the previous trial.

3.2.Results

Accuracy rates were entered into a Synchrony (Self/Other) x Trial (Change, No-change) ANOVA with
the participant’s individual HRV as covariate. The interaction was significant, F(1,39)= 5.24, p=0.028,
n?= 0.12, but the main effects of Synchrony, F(1,39)= 1.8, p= 0.19, n?= 0.04, and Trial, F(1,39)= 0.25,
p=0.62, n?>= 0.006, were not. Post-hoc comparisons revealed better performance on the “self” (vs.
“other”) condition on “no-change”, F(1, 39) = 5.93, p = 0.02, n’= 0.13) trials but equivalent accuracy
on “change” trials, F(1,39) = 1.29, p = 0.26, n?= 0.027 (Figure 3; Table 2). HRV did not significantly
interact with any measure, Fs(1, 39) < 2.19; ps > 0.19, n?< 0.053. In line with the procedure in study
1, correlation analyses were performed between IAcc, (mean = 0.65, SD = 0.15) and the performance
on “change” and “no-change” trials in the “self” condition”. No correlation was significant, rs < 0.06,

ps>0.71.

3.2.1. Debriefing
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Four participants suspected that the flashes might have been synchronous with their heartbeats
(one of these 4 participants had already been excluded from analyses due to the lack of availability
of appropriate control stimuli). We re-ran the analyses excluding the data of the other 3. The results
were equivalent to those obtained in the main analyses: for the Synchrony x Trial interaction,
F(1,36)=4.72, p= 0.037, n= 0.12; for the main effect of Synchrony, F(1,36)= 2.17, p= 0.15, n?= 0.06;
main effect of Trial, F(1,36)= 2.47, p= 0.125, n?= 0.06; for “change” trials (mean “self”=0.58, SD =
0.16; mean “other”=0.64, SD = 0.17), F(1, 36) = 0.74, p = 0.39, n?= 0.02; for “no-change” trials (mean

“self’= 0.61 , SD = 0.19; mean “other”=0.53, SD = 0.17), F(1, 36) =5.73, p = 0.02, n?= 0.14. .

3.3.Discussion - Experiment 2

Using better controlled stimuli we were able to address limitations of Experiment 1. In the second
Experiment, changes in the flashing pattern consistently corresponded to a 10% increase or decrease
in the initial flashing rate, independently of whether this was the “self” or “other” condition.
Moreover, heartbeat stimuli used to represent the “other” now consisted of the rhythm of another
person’s heart while that person had actually been performing the same task and should therefore,
in principle, have exhibited similar patterns of behaviour. “Self” and “other” conditions were thus

better matched in Experiment 2.

In contrast to Experiment 1, we found no overall advantage in task performance in the “self”
condition. However, the pattern of behavioural responses in “change” and “no-change” trials was
similar in both studies. That is, while in “change” trials participants showed equivalent accuracy in
the “self” and “other” conditions, they performed better on “no-change” trials when the visual
stimulus flashed in synchrony with their heartbeats. Together these results suggest that the

participants experienced an increased feeling of resonance with the flashing stimuli in the “self”
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conditions and confirm the proposal that current interoceptive information influences the subjective

perception of external stimuli.

4. General discussion

Interoceptive sensations, defined as the perception of the body from within, are profoundly
connected to our sense of self and our body-awareness. Although these sensations are inherently
private, they influence the way in which we interact with the external world (Damasio, 2010). Recent
research has been exploring how internal bodily signals, such as the heartbeats, shape the subjective
experience of emotionally-arousing stimuli, as well as the awareness of the bodily self (Barrett and
Bar, 2009). In a departure from these previous paradigms, in the two experiments presented here
we sought to understand how cardiac afferent signals modulate the processing of stimuli that are
affectively neutral and have no apparent relationship to the participant’s body. We asked
participants to detect changes in the rhythm of a flashing light that, unbeknownst to them, could be
pulsing either synchronously or asynchronously with their own heartbeat. Across two experiments,
we observed that participants were better at identifying trials in which there was no change in the
flashing rhythm, when the flashing was synchronous with their own heartbeats, compared to when
it followed the rhythm of another individual’s heart. It appeared that participants implicitly used the
rhythm of their own heart to judge the rhythm of this external stimulus. These results indicate that
synchrony between exteroceptive and interoceptive sensory modalities modulates the subjective
perception of visual stimuli that have no relationship to the participant’s own body. Importantly, this
was true after controlling for individual HRV, suggesting that irregularities in flashing rhythms were
likely to be ignored, provided that they mimicked the participant’s own natural variations in
heartbeat timings. Such evidence extends previous research on brain-body interactions by showing,
for the first time, that interoceptive signals influence the subjective appraisal of affectively neutral

and body-unrelated stimuli.
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A growing body of literature has investigated the influence of interoception, and of cardiac activity in
particular, on emotional experience. A related line of research has focused on the role of internal
bodily sensations in the subjective experience of the bodily self (e.g. Tsakiris, 2011; Tajadura-Jimenez
et al., 2014; Ainley et al., 2012, 2013). Of particular interest for the experiments we conducted are
two recent studies, both inspired by classical bodily illusion paradigms, which have demonstrated
the integration of interoceptive and exteroceptive signals in generating the experience of body
ownership (Aspell et al., 2013; Suzuki et al., 2013). In those studies, temporal congruency between
internal, private (heartbeats) and external stimuli (the flashing of a virtual body) induced a subjective
feeling of ownership over a virtual body. This indicates that perceiving one’s own private sensations
mirrored by a visual stimulus that is projected onto an external body can implicitly result in the
incorporation of that body into our own body representation. Our two studies add to this literature
by demonstrating that perceiving private interoceptive sensations mirrored by an affectively neutral
and body-unrelated object (a circle) modulates the subjective appraisal of that object. We argue that
the synchrony between interoceptive and exteroceptive sensory modalities (the heartbeat and the
flashing) produced a multisensory percept, such that the temporal properties of the visual stimuli
became integrated with the temporal dynamics of the participant’s own cardiac activity. As a result,
the processing of the flashing rhythm was biased by having the participant’s own heartbeat as a

reference.

Detection of rhythm changes (on “change trials”) was no better in the “self” than in “other”
conditions. This seems initially surprising as one could predict that synchrony would facilitate the
detection of shifts in the rhythm. A possible explanation is that the initial synchrony with the
heartbeat induced a subjective feeling of resonance with the flashing circle, which then persisted
throughout the trial and increased the likelihood that participants would judge the stimulus as
unchanging. Indeed, this is in line with the improved recognition of “no-changes” in flashing rhythm,
that we had predicted and subsequently observed when the flashing was synchronous with the

heart. Under such conditions, the emergence of a multisensory percept that included interoceptive
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information may have induced an altered sensory experience that biased stimulus perception. This
raises interesting questions for future research about how stimuli associated with the self are
processed, suggesting that once such associations have been formed they may persist even in the

face of contrary evidence.

Altogether our results further the understanding of brain and body interactions by demonstrating
that interoceptive states shape the subjective perception of stimuli that are apparently irrelevant for
the self or for homeostatic balance. They provide important empirical evidence in support of
theoretical accounts that propose that internal bodily states are the basis of subjective experience
and self-awareness (Park et al., 2014a; Craig, 2009a; Damasio, 1993). According to such frameworks,
awareness of an external stimulus requires not only a mental representation of the stimulus but also
a mental representation of oneself as a feeling entity as well as a representation of the
interrelationship between oneself and the stimulus in that given moment (Craig, 2009a; Damasio,
1993). By using our own bodies as reference, subjectivity is grounded in the integration of
representations of the external stimulus with our own interoceptive states. At the neural level, the
structure most likely to underpin the integration of interoceptive and exteroceptive phenomenon is
the insular cortex. The insula is a hub for the integration of bodily signals, particularly those arising
from within the body (Craig, 2009a; Critchley, 2004). The continuous mapping of interoceptive states
in the insula is believed to underlie the subjective awareness of the “material me” and of the self in
the present moment (Craig, 2009a). Moreover, research on bodily illusions has shown the
involvement of this region in the merging of the exteroceptive visual and somatosensory information
that it the basis of the subjective experience of body ownership (Tsakiris et al., 2007; Apps et al.,
2015). Importantly, the insula is involved in the integration of exteroceptive stimuli arising from
different sensory modalities (Bushara et al., 2001; Menon and Uddin, 2010; Craig, 2009a). For
example, Bushara and colleagues (2001) found that this cortical region plays a crucial role in

detecting synchrony/asynchrony between visual and auditory stimuli. Thus all evidence points to the
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insula as the probable neural substrate of altered subjective awareness arising from the cardio-visual

merging that we investigated.

We note that our results should not be interpreted as directly related to time estimation per se, for
two reasons. Firstly, “other" heart stimuli were closely matched in terms of heart rate and are
therefore within the same time dimension as the participant’s own heart. Thus, differences between
these conditions could not be related to individual’s time estimation skills. Secondly, while our
results might suggest that participants intuitively used the rhythm of their own heart as a pacemaker
in order to judge the regularity of the stimulus, we do not believe that they provide direct support
for any account of the cognitive processes involved in time estimation (Muller and Nobre, 2014;
Wittmann, 2009). Our interpretation of our results thus does not regard the heart as an endogenous
clock-type system for time estimation (but see Craig, 2009b; Meissner and Wittman, 2011; Pollatos
et al., 2014) and such considerations are beyond the scope of this study (for a discussion of this issue
see Wittmann, 2009). Instead, what we propose is that the statistical correlation between the visual
flashes and the internal heartbeat pulses had an impact in the subjective experience of the

perception of the flashing rhythm.

Previous studies have shown that the modulation of own-body experience by cardio-visual
integration can take place even if participants are unaware of such contingency (Aspell et al., 2013),
although the effect is enhanced in people who are good heartbeat perceivers and thus have superior
access to representations of their interoceptive states (Suzuki et al., 2013). We found a correlation
between accuracy on “no-change trials” and trait I1Acc, as measured by the heartbeat tracking task,
suggesting that those participants who were better able to detect their own heartbeats might be
relying to a greater extent on cardiac timings to perform this task. However, this relationship was
only found in Experiment 1, not in Experiment 2. The reason for this inconsistency is not clear,
particularly as comparable interoceptive scores were observed between the two experiments. One

possibility is that the effect of cardio-visual integration on task performance is moderated by other
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variables that we have not measured, such as cognitive strategies or selective attention to visual vs.
cardiac stimuli (David et al, 2014). Individual differences in these variables may have increased the
variability in the mechanisms used to perform the task. It is likely that some participants, even
among those scoring high on the lAcc task, used predominantly cognitive strategies that minimized

their reliance on heartbeat timings.

Within a PC framework (Friston, 2005; Apps and Tsakiris, 2013; Seth, 2013; Ondobaka et al., 2015), a
potential interpretation of our findings is that the individual’s cardiac activity was used to generate
predictive models of the timing of flashes. Relying on Bayesian principals, PC proposes that sensory
information is processed probabilistically and therefore associated with some level of uncertainty
(which is its ‘precision’). Perceptual experience arises from the comparison between top-down
predictions (priors) about sensory events and bottom-up sensory evidence. Inconsistencies between
priors and the sensory evidence give rise to prediction errors that are passed up to higher
hierarchical cortical levels for resolution. A percept is formed when prediction error is minimised.
The relative influence on the final percept of the prior and the prediction errors depends on their
reliability i.e. their relative precision. Over time the brain learns to optimise these precisions and

thus adjusts the relative influence of prediction and prediction errors, depending on the context.

We assume in our experiments that, when the stimuli are a stream of flashes, the brain must predict
the timing of each flash, whilst also predicting in the background, as it always does, the occurrence
of each heartbeat. We propose that the temporal synchrony between heartbeats and the visual
flashes (during “self” trials) would lead to the generation of a predictive model that contains the
(implicit) high probability that future flashes will occur in synchrony with each heartbeat. In other
words, there is relatively high precision weighting for the prior. By contrast, when such synchrony
was not present, i.e. on “other trials”, prediction errors would have a greater influence (precision)
and therefore changes in flashing rhythms would be more easily detected. This would explain why

there was improved performance in the “self no-change trials”.
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It is not, however, clear why synchrony between the flashing stimulus and the participant’s
heartbeats did not lead to enhanced detection of changes. A possibility is that each heartbeat that
occurred before the change of heartbeat in mid trial had the effect of reinforcing the existing prior
(i.e. that the flash would be synchronous with the heartbeat) and thus diminished the relative
weight of subsequent prediction errors (i.e. the influence of any change in rhythm). As in “no-change
trials”, the lower precision weighting that would then be given to subsequent prediction error

signals would diminish the probability of detecting changes in flashing rhythm.

In conclusion, this study demonstrates that people implicitly combine interoceptive with
exteroceptive information when interacting with the world. It adds to the existing literature on
mind-body interaction by showing, for the first time, that private sensations arising from
interoception may be integrated with affectively neutral and self-unrelated external event, such as

simple flashing circle, to form a multisensory percept of an external stimulus.

Acknowledgments: European Platform for Life Sciences, Mind Sciences and Humanities, Volkswagen
Foundation (11/85064), and the European Research Council (ERC-2010-S5tG-262853) under the FP7 to

Manos Tsakiris.

References

Ainley, V., Tajadura-Jiménez, A., Fotopoulou, A., Tsakiris, M., 2012,. Looking into myself: changes
in interoceptive sensitivity during mirror self-observation. Psychophysiology. Nov;49(11):1504-8.

doi: 10.1111/j.1469-8986.2012.01468.x.


http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22978299
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22978299

23

Ainley, V., Maister, L., Brokfeld, J., Farmer, H., Tsakiris, M., 2013. More of myself: manipulating
interoceptive awareness by heightened attention to bodily and narrative aspects of the self.

Conscious Cogn. Dec;22(4):1231-8. doi: 10.1016/j.concog.2013.08.004.

Apps, M.A., Tsakiris, M., 2013.The free-energy self: A predictive coding account of self-

recognition. Neuroscience and biobehavioral reviews. doi: 10.1016/j.neubiorev.2013.01.029.

Apps, M.A., Tajadura-Jiménez, A., Sereno, M., Blanke, O.,Tsakiris, M., 2015. Plasticity in unimodal
and multimodal brain areas reflects multisensory changes in self-face identification. Cereb

Cortex. Jan;25(1):46-55. doi: 10.1093/cercor/bht199.

Aspell, J.E., Heydrich, L., Marillier, G., Lavanchy, T., Herbelin, B. & Blanke, O., 2013. Turning body
and self inside out: visualized heartbeats alter bodily self-consciousness and tactile perception.

Psychol Sci. Dec;24(12):2445-53. doi: 10.1177/0956797613498395.

Barrett, L.F.,Bar, M., 2009. See it with feeling: affective predictions during object perception.

Philos Trans R Soc Lond B Biol Sci. May 12;3 64(1521):1325-34. doi: 10.1098/rstb.2008.0312.

Berlucchi G., Aglioti, S.M., 2010. The body in the brain revisited. Exp Brain Res. Jan;200(1):25-35.

doi: 10.1007/s00221-009-1970-7.

Blanke, 0., 2012. Multisensory brain mechanisms of bodily self-consciousness. Nat Rev Neurosci.

Jul 18;13(8):556-71. doi: 10.1038/nrn3292.

Botvinick, M., Cohen, J.,1998. Rubber hands ‘feel’ touch that eyes see. Nature, 391, 756.

doi:10.1038/35784

Brener, J., Liu, X., Ring,C., 1993. A method of constant stimuli for examining heartbeat detection:
Comparison with the Brener—Kluvitse and Whitehead methods. Psychophysiology, 30(6), 657—

665. DOI: 10.1111/j.1469-8986.1993.tb02091.x


http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24021852
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24021852
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23964067
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23964067
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24104506
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24104506
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Barrett%20LF%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=19528014
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Bar%20M%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=19528014
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=see+it+with+feeling+affective+predictions+during+object+perception
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19690846

24

Bushara, K,0., Grafman, J., Hallett, M., 2001. Neural correlates of auditory-visual stimulus onset

asynchrony detection. J Neurosci. Jan 1;21(1):300-4.

Cameron, 0.G., 2001. Interoception: the inside story--a model for psychosomatic processes.

Psychosom Med. Sep-Oct; 63(5):697-710. doi:10.1038/nn1176

Craig, A.D. 2009a. How do you feel-now? The anterior insula and human awareness. Nature

Reviews Neurosci. 10, 59-70. doi: 10.1038/nrn2555.

Craig, A.D., 2009b. Emotional moments across time: a possible neural basis for time perception
in the anterior insula. Philos Trans R Soc Lond B Biol Sci. Jul 12; 364(1525):1933-42. doi:

10.1098/rstb.2009.0008.

Critchley, H.D., Wiens, S., Rotshtein, P., Ohman,A., Dolan, R.J., 2004. Neural systems supporting

interoceptive awareness. Nature Neuroscience, 7(2), 189-195.

Critchley, H.D., Harrison, N.A., 2013. Visceral influences on brain and behavior. Neuron. Feb

20;77(4):624-38. doi: 10.1016/j.neuron.2013.02.008.

Damasio, A.R., 1993. Descartes ’ Error: Emotion, Reason, and the Human Brain , New York :

Grosset/Putnam .

Damasio, A., 2010. Self comes to mind: Constructing the consciousbrain. William Heinemann.

David, N., Fiori, F., Aglioti S.M., 2014. Susceptibility to the rubber hand illusion does not tell the
whole body-awareness story. Cogn Affect Behav Neurosci. Mar; 14(1):297-306. doi:

10.3758/513415-013-0190-6.

Dunn BD, Evans D, Makarova D, White J, Clark L., 2012. Gut feelings and the reaction to
perceived inequity: the interplay between bodily responses, regulation, and perception shapes
the rejection of unfair offers on the ultimatum game. Cogn Affect Behav Neurosci.

Sep;12(3):419-29. doi: 10.3758/513415-012-0092-z.


http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=Bushara%20KO%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=11150347
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=Grafman%20J%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=11150347
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=Hallett%20M%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=11150347
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Neural+Correlates+of+Auditory%E2%80%93Visual+Stimulus+Onset+Asynchrony+Detection
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=cameron+interoception+2001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19487195
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19487195
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23439117
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22618636
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22618636
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22618636

25

Durlik, C., Brown, G.,Tsakiris, M., 2014. Enhanced interoceptive awareness during anticipation of
public speaking is associated with fear of negative evaluation. Cogn Emot. Apr;28(3):530-40. doi:

10.1080/02699931.2013.832654.

Ernst, M.O., Biilthoff, H.H., 2004. Merging the senses into a robust percept. Trends Cognitive

Sciences. Apr; 8 (4):162-9. doi:10.1016/j.tics.2004.02.002

Friston, K., 2005. A theory of cortical responses. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society

B: Biological Sciences 360.

Garfinkel, S.N., Minati, L., Gray, M.A., Seth, A.K., Dolan, R.J., Critchley, H.D., 2014. Fear from the
heart: sensitivity to fear stimuli depends on individual heartbeats. J Neurosci. May

7,34(19):6573-82. doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.3507-13.2014.

Garfinkel, S. N., Seth, A. K., Barrett, A. B., Suzuki, K., Critchley, H. D., 2015. Knowing your own
heart: Distinguishing interoceptive accuracy from interoceptive awareness. Biological

Psychology, 104, 65-74. doi: 10.1016/j.biopsycho.2014.11.004

Gray, M.A., Beacher, F.D., Minati, L., Nagai, Y., Kemp, A.H., Harrison, N.A., Critchley, H.D., 2012.
Emotional appraisal is influenced by cardiac afferent information. Emotion. Feb;12(1):180-91.

doi: 10.1037/a0025083.

Herbert, B.M., Pollatos, O., Schandry R., 2007. Interoceptive sensitivity and emotion processing:

an EEG study. Int J Psychophysiol. Sep; 65(3):214-27. doi:10.1016/].ijpsycho.2007.04.007

Herbert, B. M., Pollatos, O. 2012. The body in the mind: on the relationship between
interoception and embodiment. Top. Cogn. Sci. 4, 692—704. doi: 10.1111/j.1756-

8765.2012.01189.x

James, W., 1890. The principles of psychology. Cambridge: Harvard University Press


http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24044552
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24044552
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2004.02.002
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24806682
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24806682
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21988743
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S016787600700089X
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S016787600700089X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2007.04.007

26

Lenggenhager, B., Tadi, T., Metzinger, T., Blanke, O., 2007. Video ergo sum: Manipulating bodily

self consciousness. Science, 317, 1096_1099. DOI: 10.1126/science.1143439

Lenggenhager, B., Azevedo, R.T., Mancini, A., Aglioti, S.M., 2013. Listening to your heart and
feeling yourself: effects of exposure to interoceptive signals during the ultimatum game. Exp

Brain Res. Oct;230(2):233-41. doi: 10.1007/s00221-013-3647-5.

Meissner, K., Wittmann, M., 2009. Body signals, cardiac awareness, and the perception of time.

Biol Psychol. Mar;86(3):289-97. doi: 10.1016/j.biopsycho.2011.01.001.

Menon, V., Uddin, L.Q., 2010. Saliency, switching, attention and control: a network model of

insula function. Brain Struct Funct. Jun;214(5-6):655-67. doi: 10.1007/s00429-010-0262-0.

Muller, T., Nobre, A.C., 2014. Perceiving the passage of time: neural possibilities. Ann N'Y Acad

Sci. Oct;1326:60-71. doi: 10.1111/nyas.12545.

Ondobaka, S., Kilner, J., & Friston, K., 2015. The role of interoceptive inference in theory of mind.

Brain and cognition. doi:10.1016/j.bandc.2015.08.002

Park, H.D., Tallon-Baudry, C., 2014a. The neural subjective frame: from bodily signals to
perceptual consciousness. Philos Trans R Soc Lond B Biol Sci. Mar 17;369(1641):20130208. doi:

10.1098/rstb.2013.0208.

Park, H.D., Correia, S., Ducorps, A., Tallon-Baudry, C., 2014b. Spontaneous fluctuations in neural
responses to heartbeats predict visual detection. Nat Neurosci. Apr;17(4):612-8. doi:

10.1038/nn.3671.

Pollatos, O., Yeldesbay, A., Pikovsky, A., Rosenblum M., 2014. How much time has passed? Ask

your heart. Front Neurorobot. Apr 9;8:15. doi: 10.3389/fnbot.2014.00015.


http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23873493
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23873493
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21262314
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=Menon%20V%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=20512370
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=Uddin%20LQ%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=20512370
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Saliency%2C+switching%2C+attention+and+control%3A+a+network+model+of+insula+function
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=Muller%20T%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=25257798
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=Nobre%20AC%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=25257798
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=muller+nobre+time
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=muller+nobre+time
https://iris.ucl.ac.uk/iris/publication/1046432/18
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24639580
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24639580
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24609466
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24609466
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24782755
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24782755

27

Pollatos, O., Flistos, J., Critchley, H.D., 2012. On the generalised embodiment of pain: how
interoceptive sensitivity modulates cutaneous pain perception. Pain. Aug;153(8):1680-6. doi:

10.1016/j.pain.2012.04.030.

Sandman, C.A., 1984. Augmentation of the auditory event related potentials of the brain during

diastole. Int J Psychophysiol. Nov;2(2):111-9. doi:10.1016/0167-8760(84)90004-7

Schandry, R., 1981. Heart beat perception and emotional experience. Psychophysiology. 1981;

18:483-488. DOI: 10.1111/j.1469-8986.1981.tb02486.x

Sel., A., 2014. Predictive codes of interoception, emotion, and the self. Front Psychol. Mar

4;5:189. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00189.

Seth, A., 2013. Interoceptive inference, emotion, and the embodied self. Trends Cogn Sci.

Nov;17(11):565-73. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2013.09.007.

Sforza, A., Bufalari, I., Haggard,P., Aglioti, S.M., 2010. My face in yours: Visuo-tactile facial
stimulation influences sense of identity. Social Neuroscience, 5:2, 148-162,

doi:10.1080/17470910903205503.

Suzuki, K., Garfinkel, S.N., Critchley, H.D., Seth, A.K., 2013. Multisensory integration across
exteroceptive and interoceptive domains modulates self-experience in the rubber-hand illusion.

Neuropsychologia. Nov;51(13):2909-17. doi: 10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2013.08.014.

Tajadura-Jiménez, A., Tsakiris M., 2014. Balancing the "inner" and the "outer" self: interoceptive
sensitivity modulates self-other boundaries. J Exp Psychol Gen. Apr;143(2):736-44. doi:

10.1037/a0033171.

Tsakiris, M., Hesse, M.D., Boy, C., Haggard, P., Fink, G.R., 2007. Neural signatures of body

ownership: a sensory network for bodily self-consciousness. Cereb Cortex. Oct;17(10):2235-44.


http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22658270
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22658270
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=AUGMENTATION+OF+THE+AUDITORY+EVENT+RELATED+POTENTIALS+OF+THE+BRAIN+DURING+DIASTOLE
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0167-8760%2884%2990004-7
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24624115
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24126130
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23993906
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23993906
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23750913
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23750913
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17138596
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17138596

28

Tsakiris, M., 2008. Looking for myself: current multisensory input alters self-face recognition.

PLoS One ;3(12):e4040. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0004040.

Tsakiris, M., 2010. My body in the brain: a neurocognitive model of body-ownership.

Neuropsychologia. Feb;48(3):703-12. doi: 10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2009.09.034

Tsakiris, M., Tajadura-Jiménez, A., Costantini, M., 2011. Just a heartbeat away from one's body:
interoceptive sensitivity predicts malleability of body-representations. Proc Biol Sci. Aug

22;278(1717):2470-6. doi: 10.1098/rspb.2010.2547.

van Elk, M., Lenggenhager, B., Heydrich, L., Blanke, O., 2014. Suppression of the auditory N1-
component for heartbeat-related sounds reflects interoceptive predictive coding. Biol Psychol.

May; 99:172-82. doi: 10.1016/j.biopsycho.2014.03.004.

Walker, B.B., Sandman, C.A., 1982. Visual evoked potentials change as heart rate and carotid

pressure change. Psychophysiology. Sep;19(5):520-7. doi: 10.1111/j.1469-8986.1982.tb02579.x

Wittmann, M., 2009. The inner experience of time. Philos Trans R Soc Lond B Biol Sci. Jul

12;364(1525):1955-67. doi: 10.1098/rstb.2009.0003


http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21208964
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21208964
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24680787
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24680787
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Sandman+CA%5BAuthor%5D++walker+1982
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=Wittmann%20M%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=19487197
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19487197

Figure 1. Schematic representation of the experimental design.
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Figure 2. In experiment 1 we observed A) improved performance in “self-no-change” vs “other-no-
change” trials B) and a positive relationship between heartbeat tracking scores and correct

judgments of “no-change” in the “self” condition.
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Figure 3. In experiment 2, and line with the results of experiment 1, we observed greater accuracy in

“self-no-change” trials compared to “other-no-change” trials.
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