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Abstract: The aim of this article is to discuss the logic and assumptions behind the concept of neural
reuse, to explore its biological advantages and to discuss the implications for the cognition of a brain
that reuses existing circuits and resources. We first address the requirements that must be fulfilled
for neural reuse to be a biologically plausible mechanism. Neural reuse theories generally take a
developmental approach and model the brain as a dynamic system composed of highly flexible
neural networks. They often argue against domain-specificity and for a distributed, embodied
representation of knowledge, which sets them apart from modular theories of mental processes. We
provide an example of reuse by proposing how a phylogenetically more modern mental capacity
(mental rotation) may appear through the reuse and recombination of existing resources from an
older capacity (motor planning). We conclude by putting arguments into context regarding functional
modularity, embodied representation, and the current ontology of mental processes.

Keywords: neural reuse; action emulation; motor planning; functional network; distributed knowl-
edge; visual agnosia; lesion studies; mental rotation; embodiment

1. Introduction

The term neural reuse describes the capacity of the brain to adapt to changing demands
by reutilizing some of its structures or resources in a new context (Figure 1). Though reuse
is a form of plasticity, it should not be taken as implying just an adaptation or strengthening
of specific brain circuits, such as when learning a new skill or increasing one’s vocabulary.
Reuse has a much broader sense, as it refers to more fundamental changes taking place
at the individual and, for some authors, the species level. Adaptations requiring neural
reuse may be triggered by environmental pressures, leading to the reattribution of neural
resources to alternative activities while remaining available for the original function. Al-
ternatively, they may be driven by individual development, stimulating the use of skills
and competencies when a child is confronted with a new problem. Neural reuse is thus a
fundamentally adaptive feature of the brain. Its result will not be just a modification of the
existent behavioral (or cognitive) repertoire, but the emergence of an entirely new capacity.
Neural reuse ultimately results in a structural reorganization of brain circuits, but also in a
new arrangement of computational operations.

This general overview anticipates a more detailed discussion of theoretical proposals
taking different perspectives. The aim of this article is to discuss the logic and assumptions
behind the concept of neural reuse, to explore its biological advantages and to demonstrate
the benefits of reuse at the cognitive level. In particular, we will discuss developmental
approaches [1], the concepts of embodied versus symbolic knowledge [2,3], the reshaping
of cortical representations through the acquisition of new capacities [4] and how distributed
processes facilitate neural reuse [5]. We will further consider how two seemingly opposite
concepts that are relevant for neural reuse (localized vs. distributed representations) can
be accommodated through interchanges between different methodological approaches.
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Further, we will elaborate on neural reuse by proposing how a mental capacity (mental
rotation) may emerge through the recombination of existing resources. Finally, we conclude
by discussing some open issues of neural reuse and address future challenges.
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Figure 1. Schematic representation of neural reuse as compared to domain specificity and encapsu-
lation. Letters stand for specific brain areas (or resources), while colors represent distinct functions 
(f1–f5). (a) Model of entirely separated processing, where each function recruits distinct areas, and 
no area is shared between functions. (b) Partial area/resource sharing (A and E are shared between 
two functions). (c) Strong area/resource sharing (A participates to all 5 functions, b to 3 different 
functions etc.). 
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whether brain regions may specialize for a particular function. While early observations 
by Broca [6], Lissauer [7], Bálint [8] or Gerstmann [9] and others suggested a high degree 
of specialization of distinct brain areas for language, visual perception, arithmetic or even 
recognition of body parts, later authors emphasized the difficulty to find the precise loca-
tion of representations in specialized parts of the brain. Thus, after reviewing results from 
other studies and himself performing lesion studies on various parts of the rat brain, Lash-
ley [10] concluded that brain function depended on volume, not the precise location of the 
removed cortex. Lashley noted: ‘There is evidence of mutual dependence of parts in which 
the specialization of structures seems less important than the mere mass of functional tis-
sue. There are indications that (…) the subordinate parts are all equally capable of per-
forming the functions of the whole’ ([11], p. 34). Based on his data, he proposed the con-
cept of equipotentiality, which reflects the capacity of the intact cortex to take over any 
function from an injured brain region. Equipotentiality is not only incompatible with local 
representations, but also with other characteristics of a strongly modular view, such as 
domain-specificity and the encapsulation of computational processes. Other important 
thinkers were Geschwind, who emphasized the importance of white-matter connections 
for brain functions and thus a more dynamic view of the brain [12,13], and Edelman [14], 
who disputed the ‘unidirectional’ information processing view of brain function underly-
ing the information processing approach, according to which external inputs are fixed and 
devoid of variation. Edelman proposed that local anatomy at the level of cell groups varies 
across individuals, as it is subject to environmental variation present during individual 
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no area is shared between functions. (b) Partial area/resource sharing (A and E are shared between
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2. Local or Distributed: Two Views of the Structure-Function Relationship

The notion of neural reuse can be tracked down to controversies regarding brain–
behavior relationships, in particular the questions whether knowledge is distributed and
whether brain regions may specialize for a particular function. While early observations
by Broca [6], Lissauer [7], Bálint [8] or Gerstmann [9] and others suggested a high degree
of specialization of distinct brain areas for language, visual perception, arithmetic or
even recognition of body parts, later authors emphasized the difficulty to find the precise
location of representations in specialized parts of the brain. Thus, after reviewing results
from other studies and himself performing lesion studies on various parts of the rat brain,
Lashley [10] concluded that brain function depended on volume, not the precise location
of the removed cortex. Lashley noted: ‘There is evidence of mutual dependence of parts in
which the specialization of structures seems less important than the mere mass of functional
tissue. There are indications that ( . . . ) the subordinate parts are all equally capable of
performing the functions of the whole’ ([11], p. 34). Based on his data, he proposed the
concept of equipotentiality, which reflects the capacity of the intact cortex to take over any
function from an injured brain region. Equipotentiality is not only incompatible with local
representations, but also with other characteristics of a strongly modular view, such as
domain-specificity and the encapsulation of computational processes. Other important
thinkers were Geschwind, who emphasized the importance of white-matter connections for
brain functions and thus a more dynamic view of the brain [12,13], and Edelman [14], who
disputed the ‘unidirectional’ information processing view of brain function underlying
the information processing approach, according to which external inputs are fixed and
devoid of variation. Edelman proposed that local anatomy at the level of cell groups varies
across individuals, as it is subject to environmental variation present during individual
development. He also introduced the concept of reentry, a continuous signal exchange
between higher-order and lower-order levels of a neural hierarchy. His most important
concept for the current review is degeneracy, a term borrowed from biology to describe
the variable relationship between function and structure. When applied to brain function,
degeneracy reflects the capacity of structurally dissimilar brain areas to carry out similar
functions under some conditions, but different functions under other conditions. As we
will see, this is a fundamental premise of neural reuse theories. Though Edelman’s ideas
have mainly been used to describe behavior of cell populations, they were later applied to
psychophysical phenomena [15] and brain circuits or networks [16,17]. Another important
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development led to the emphasis on distributed processing as an alternative to the localized
and static input–output relationships proposed by cognitivists [18–22].

The notions of neural reuse and distributed processing have early met their adver-
saries, however. For example, after examining some of Lashley’s data, Thomas [23] con-
cluded that parietal damage had significant effects on maze performance of rats irrespective
of the volume of damage. This was a statistical argument against mass action and in favor
of (at least broadly) localized representations. From 1950 on, lesion studies of individual pa-
tients continued to provide evidence for specific impairments following focal brain damage,
such as amnesia [24,25], prosopagnosia [26], simultanagnosia [27] or finger recognition im-
pairment [28], and studies on disconnection [29] further provided evidence for functional
specialization across the hemispheres. During the same period, the logic and methodology
behind the component analysis of cognitive processes was attuned [30,31], and analyses
of processing stages such as the subtractive method were improved [32] (see also [33]).
Concepts of ‘modular function’ and ‘encapsulation’ received a rational basis [34,35], and
provided the reason why cognitive neuroscience was influenced by the ‘localist’ view well
into the era of functional imaging. As a consequence, some early findings of seemingly
‘local’ representations were interpreted as reflecting a cortical module, that is, a highly
specialized functional cortical area [36–39]. How strong and relevant the contribution of
lesion studies was, and continues to be, is exemplified by the simple fact that without
them we would not know about syndromes such as prosopagnosia, spatial neglect or even
amnesia. As we will show, however, at least for some theorists, neural reuse is entirely
incompatible with a localist and modular organization of the mind.

3. Theories of Neural Reuse

The concept of neural reuse is not conceivable without several underlying assumptions.
First, it involves an evolutionary perspective, where neural changes are triggered by
a need for adaptation to changing environments. Within an evolutionary perspective,
neural reuse is a form of exaptation, that is, the adaptation of a specific trait to serve a
new function while also maintaining its original function [40]. Here, we will address
such evolutionary aspects of neural reuse only superficially, since they are less known
and more subject to conjecture than ontogenetic aspects. Of much greater relevance
for the topics discussed in this paper is the second point: reuse is expressed during
development and maturation and is therefore dependent on neural and cognitive plasticity.
The type of plasticity that is at play contributes to a relatively consequential reshaping of
the cognitive anatomy of the brain and operates at the level of brain circuits and networks.
It is therefore more than merely a fine attunement and optimization of already existing
circuits. Importantly, it is involved in combining mental operations that are based in motor
and sensory cortices with each other and with higher-order processes grounded in the
associative cortex. A third important assumption says that neural reuse is the manifestation
of the reorganization of a complex system, which must respect principles of neural economy
and optimization. This assumption reflects the biological constraints that impose a barrier
on the brain’s energy consumption. According to the fourth premise, reuse must be subject
to internal competition and cooperation, as any change of function and its underlying
neural implementation cannot go without accompanying effects on neighboring structures
or related functions. However, reuse also requires neural synergy, since a resource must
be inserted into a new ensemble to facilitate the emergence of a new computational unit.
Finally, reuse reflects a significant amount of redundancy of neural systems, rendering
them more resistant to damage, yet more flexible and responsive to external pressures.

These assumptions are present in several theoretical currents that assume some form
of reuse. One such current assembles developmental scientists who conceive the emergence
of mental structure within what has been termed a neuroconstructivist framework. For ex-
ample, according to Karmiloff-Smith [1], cognitive processes are initially usable for different
types of inputs and gradually (through individual development) become more specialized
for a particular domain. Thus, domain-specific representations are not genetically prede-
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termined, but emerge through changing interactions with the environment. This leaves
room for different developmental trajectories, during which disorders of development
may profoundly affect the cognitive architecture. Hence, seemingly intact performance in
developmental disorders does not indicate the preservation of specific modules, but may
be achieved through an alternative cognitive organization. Neuroconstructivists criticize
the nativist view of a static, encapsulated and hard-wired mental architecture, and instead
emphasize the flexible representational capacities of the brain that are shaped through its
interaction with the environment [41].

Another group of theories are based on the idea that the same cognitive processes
are involved when we perform a particular behavior, or just imagine performing this
behavior. For example, imagining (i.e., simulating) the grasping of an object activates the
same neural structures, motor processes and cognitive representations as actually grasping
the object. While some authors have applied the simulation idea specifically to motor
cognition [42] others have gone further to explain the understanding of other people’s
actions, intentions, emotions or, more generally, internal states through simulation [43,44].
Several authors have designated mirror neurons (specialized cells of monkey premotor
cortex, which are active when a monkey performs an action or merely observes someone
else performing the action) as the neural basis for simulation [45–47]. A closely related
current is based on the idea that sensory or motor cortices retain a flexibility to serve other
than their original functions. Gallese and Lakoff [3] propose ‘neural exploitation—the
adaptation of sensory-motor brain mechanisms to serve new roles in reason and language’
(p. 456) as a fundamental characteristic of neural implementations of cognitive processes.
These authors argue that a concept such as ‘grasp’ only becomes meaningful for a mind
that knows how to grasp, has perceived and can imagine grasping. Because knowledge
structures depend on sensory and action structures (i.e., are embodied), concepts cannot
be symbolic and referential. Similar ideas about the expansion of function have been put
forward to explain functions other than language, such as attention [48]. For example, in
their premotor theory, Rizzolatti et al. [49] proposed that spatial attention has appeared by
splitting from the evolutionary older saccade programming system. Corbetta et al. [50] in
turn posit that the spatial reorienting system of attention has been exploited for perspective
taking, and thus to understand other people’s intentions.

The neuronal recycling theory aims to explain cognitive structure by giving particular
weight to interactions between genetic and cultural influences [4]. The theory posits
that the domain-specificity of the cortex is in part genetically predetermined, in that an
organization of cortical areas into motor or sensory maps is subject to inherited anatomical
constraints (such as the cortical projections of the optic radiations). Culturally transmitted
abilities must therefore find a neuronal representation in an area that has the required
computational characteristics and is sufficiently plastic to accommodate the new function.
The theory focuses on abilities that have appeared within the last couple of thousand years
and can therefore not have a genetic basis, such as reading, writing and mathematics. For
example, illiterate participants exhibit symmetrical activity in inferior-temporal cortex to
faces, while literate subjects show a bias towards stronger responses to faces in the right
hemisphere [51]. By testing participants with different degrees of literacy, the authors
could demonstrate that the acquisition of reading gradually encroached upon the face-
sensitive areas in the left hemisphere. Thus, in agreement with neuronal recycling theory, a
culturally acquired ability (reading) reshapes cortical maps by competing with a genetically
transmitted ability (face processing).

Possibly the most radical theory of neural reuse is the massive redeployment hypothesis
of Anderson [5,40,52]. Anderson starts with an argument of economy: given the excessive
energy consumption of the brain, it is more economical to reuse existing circuits than to
develop new ones. Therefore, we should ‘expect a typical brain region to support numerous
cognitive functions in diverse task categories’ ([5], p. 246). Importantly, he expects that
phylogenetically older areas should have been reused more often during evolution and
therefore participate to various cognitive functions, and more recent cognitive functions
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should involve more scattered brain areas. Anderson cites evidence from functional
imaging showing that brain areas are activated by a variety of different tasks [53,54], and
that language (presumably a recent acquisition in human history) activates more distributed
and scattered brain regions than perception or attention [40]. He finds it logically invalid
to say that the brain is composed of functionally independent and completely separable
parts (i.e., modules). Consequently, he disapproves of the decompositional approach of
cognitive neuroscience (to analyze distinct parts by studying functional dissociations) and
advocates instead for a network approach: to seek for higher-order patterns in complex
networks and relate them to behavior. However, as we will see in the next section, even
network models cannot escape the discussion about the structure-function relationship,
and strong data suggest that network structures are not incompatible with some form of
functional modularity.

In sum, neural reuse theories distinguish themselves by emphasizing the interaction
between inherited characteristics of brain circuits and environmental (or cultural) pressures
requiring a new cognitive function to be accommodated within existing structures. Most
of them assume some form of exaptation, that is, the reutilization of a phylogenetically
old trait or structure in a different context. They argue against a localist view of brain
function, and some of them put into perspective the assumption that cognitive architectures
are universal.

4. Functional Networks Provide the Necessary Conditions for Neural Reuse

The contrast between a localist versus distributed view of brain function has been
accentuated when functional imaging shifted from focusing on brain activity to the ex-
amination of functional networks. We believe that the analysis of functional networks
provides a solution to this controversy by identifying different network characteristics and
important network components [55–59]. The logic of network analysis can be summarized
in the following propositions (see Figure 2):

1. The brain is organized into large-scale, highly interactive networks, whereby there
are many more short-range (local) than long-range connections [56,60,61]. This archi-
tecture maximizes efficiency while minimizing energy consumption [62].

2. Networks consist of nodes and connections, whereby some nodes (‘hubs’) are of
greater importance than others and some connections are stronger than others [63–65].
The intrinsic organization of networks enables processing information along a contin-
uum of encapsulation: they may adopt a centralized and modular state (segregation)
or become more penetrable to influences from other networks (integration; [66]). Inte-
gration and segregation of information processing are thus expressions of the current
state, not a fixed feature of networks. Note that the term ‘modular’, when applied
to networks, relates to the formation of subgroups of nodes forming a community
within a network [67].

3. A network structure appears at rest or during activity. The high degree of energy
consumption during ‘rest’ indicates that a large quantity of information processing is
intrinsic and occurs without external stimulation [68].

4. Though the spatial and temporal stability of networks is under debate [69,70], at least
some studies using task-based connectivity suggest temporal changes of node weights
and network topology over time [71–73]. There is also evidence of interindividual
variability, yet intraindividual stability of networks [69]. This corresponds to one
of Edelman’s requirements for theories of brain function, namely to explain ‘how
both perceptual and conceptual categorization can arise as a result of selection upon
preexisting variance in structure and function of the nervous system’ ([14], p. 115).

5. Focal lesions have local as well as distant effects on network function [74–77]. Distant
effects modify intrahemispheric networks or cross-hemispheric connections and may
manifest in increased or decreased activity of distant brain regions [76,78].
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an area/region of interest considered a cortical ‘hub’ (right angular gyrus, rAG). (a) Seed-to-voxel
functional connectivity identifies within- and between-hemisphere connectivity of the rAG with
frontal, temporal and medial associative cortex of both hemispheres. (b) Region-of-interest connec-
tome involving 13 right-hemispheric hubs (upper ring) and only connections involving the rAG
(lower ring). (c) Another representation of the same data as shown in (b). (d) Graph-analytic net-
work representation, where circle size is proportional to graph theory measures of degree (left) and
betweenness (right). Data from [79].

These propositions depict a much more dynamic view of brain function than what
classic lesion studies, but also early studies using functional brain mapping, have implied.
Information processing is the result of segregation and integration, whereby information
may at times be encapsulated, or be exchanged across networks. Modularity and dis-
tributed processing are thus relative—not absolute—characteristics of such a system. This
does not mean that a network cannot have a fixed architecture, but rather that the strength
of connections in a functional network may vary despite a stable network structure. Even
network function can be relatively fixed, as long as some basic operations remain avail-
able for alternative functions. Thus, a given network may be preferentially involved in a
particular function (e.g., motor programming and execution), yet some of its functional
and structural components may be reused by other networks to generate other functions.
Additionally, developmental studies indicate that motor and sensory networks appear
earlier during brain maturation than networks associated with functions such as working
memory, attention or cognitive flexibility [80–82]. The level of functional specialization of
these ‘higher-order’ networks is much less fixed, and different network configurations may
be associated with distinct functions [53,58]. Thus, networks may ‘borrow’ sub-components
for particular tasks and may contribute to what is not necessarily their primary function.
This conclusion applies particularly to higher cognitive functions, which may emerge from
the recombination (or aggregation) of several low-level operations [83].

In sum, brain networks are characterized by a high degree of functional diversity,
which provides a building stone for a highly interactive brain and neural reuse. Is this
conclusion incompatible with the main assumption of lesion studies, namely that if a lesion
produces a deficit in function X, then the damaged area must somehow be necessary for
that function? We do not think so. First, the major contribution of lesion studies has
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been the precise analysis of cognitive architecture through the identification of functional
sub-components, not the identification of specialized brain areas. These studies deal
with functional associations and dissociations, and these—not the anatomo-functional
relationships—constitute the building blocks for theoretical reasoning in cognitive neu-
ropsychology [84–86]. Second, many authors did not really bother about the precise lesion
location or even study patients with relatively diffuse brain damage [87–89]. This ap-
proach is perfectly compatible with Fodor’s description of a modular function [34], as
he merely argued that modules have a neurological substrate, but did not posit that this
substrate must be in a circumscribed area of the brain [90]. Indeed, Fodor mainly argued
for functional, not anatomical modularity. Third, what is perceived as a weak point of lesion
studies—that damage to specific brain regions may have different effects across individual
patients [16]—has been explicitly acknowledged in single-case methodology [30,31,91]. The
main assumption here is that cognitive architectures apply universally to all individuals
(for example, we all read by using the same functional components), not that the neural
implementations of these architectures must be universal. Finally, while the lesion method
undoubtedly has many problems [92,93] it is questionable whether another method may
provide a strong criterion against which the validity of a specific brain region being in-
volved in a specific function can be verified. For example, functional MRI lacks specificity
(it often reveals activations in areas that are not essential for a given task) and temporal
resolution. It is therefore not obvious to identify a region’s importance, or its contribution
to a specific cognitive process, from brain activity alone [54]. In conclusion, to understand
brain–cognition relationships, we have to confront findings from neuroimaging and lesion
studies against each other, adapt our paradigms and integrate new observations in an
iterative process [92,94]. Proceeding in this way may best benefit from the advantages of
each method. The next section will exemplify how cognitive models may benefit from such
an integration of lesion and functional imaging data.

5. Integrating Neural Data and Behavior: The Case of Visual Object Processing

The lesion approach struggles with the concept of distributed functions, and findings
of impairments following focal damage are often considered to be incompatible with
distributed processing. This was not so much of a problem as long as data on the distributed
nature of information was lacking, but became a reason of controversy with the advent
of functional imaging. We next discuss how functional imaging may complement lesion
studies to accommodate a rare neuropsychological syndrome—visual object agnosia—with
a distributed view of perceptual processing.

Since its original description by Lissauer [7], visual agnosia has been seen as a disorder
affecting distinct ‘stages’ of processing. Lissauer distinguished between ‘apperception’
(establishment of a conscious percept) and ‘association’ (access to the meaning of the
percept), while later writers trained in the Gestalt tradition particularly focused on different
grouping processes [95]. Later evidence motivated more elaborate models, consisting of
three or more computational levels thought to be arranged hierarchically, where operations
on visual primitives always precede higher-level analysis such as shape integration and
elaboration of a 3-dimensional representation [96–100]. This short overview exemplifies
the typical development of concepts and increasingly complex models when more data
from behavioral studies on healthy participants or brain injured patients become available.
In what follows, we focus on visual object agnosia, a term that refers to patients who are
capable of analyzing perceptual characteristics of an image, yet fail to ascribe meaning
to it [101]. These patients show preserved elementary perceptual processes, are able
to produce adequate copies of objects and pictures and can make detailed perceptual
judgments or differentiate between two closely similar objects [102,103]. By contrast, they
fail when asked to provide the name of a shown object, report its semantic characteristics
or communicate an associated object [104,105].

While there are differences between individual patients, it is well established that
patients with visual object agnosia may exhibit very selective deficits [106–108]. For
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example, they may show no lexical or semantic impairments when their knowledge is
tested verbally, naming objects correctly when given a definition or when allowed to touch
the item. They also easily perform associative tasks on names of objects, even though they
fail the same task when shown pictures of the same items. Based on these observations,
Teuber [109] famously characterized visual object agnosia as a disorder in which a percept
is stripped of its meaning.

While the behavioral features of visual object agnosia are relatively well accepted, the
apparent incompatibility of neuropsychological and functional imaging findings is perplex-
ing. Approximately two thirds of all patients have left inferior temporo-occipital damage,
while the rest have either bilateral or unilateral right damage [110,111]. Thus, lesion studies
suggest a dominance of the left hemisphere for the type of processing that is required
for a perceptual representation to access semantics. However, not all patients with an
inferior temporo-occipital lesion develop visual object agnosia; in fact, the disorder is quite
uncommon [112]. A further problem is that many functional imaging studies of healthy
participants report bilaterally distributed activations across large portions of the occipito-
temporal cortex [113,114]. A particularly effective technique is to compare activations to
entire objects with randomly scrambled object parts. This approach reliably generates
activations of lateral occipital cortex (LOC; [115–117]) in both hemispheres. Thus, there
seems to be a gap between clinical findings suggesting left-hemispheric dominance and
functional imaging reporting distributed activations [118]. However, this gap can be closed
when one considers findings from a few functional imaging studies examining patients
with agnosia [119–121]. For example, the intact-scrambled comparison was performed
with a patient who had developed visual object agnosia following a left occipito-temporal
lesion sparing primary visual cortex [122]. When the patient was shown faces (a relatively
preserved category), he showed no activation of his left (damaged) associative visual cortex,
but significant activation of preserved right occipito-temporal regions. However, when
watching intact versus scrambled objects, the patient exhibited no significant activation,
even though the same contrast reliably activated the bilateral LOC in all control subjects.
Thus, unilateral damage resulted in a bilateral deficit of brain activity, and this was specific
to the visual category for which the patient had a selective deficit. In addition, a later
connectivity study showed that although functional, the right-hemispheric LOC of the
patient was functionally disconnected from his left hemisphere [123].

These findings provide a viable solution of the distributed-localized controversy of
visual object perception: for a specific stimulus category focal damage may have global
effects on the visual system. This leaves open the possibility of a relative dominance,
where object processing is generally distributed, yet individuals show varying degrees of
lateralization. Such an explanation is compatible with the principles of network science,
in particular the presence of network hubs that receive high numbers of connections and
thus have privileged access to information. Damage to hub regions (such as the left LOC in
our patient) may therefore have widespread effects across the entire network. Beyond the
immediate relevance for models of object processing, the conclusion to keep in mind from
these findings is that the interaction between lesion studies and functional imaging may
accommodate both localist and distributed views of brain function.

6. A Motor Process for a Cognitive Function: The Emulation Theory of
Mental Rotation

The aim of this section is to present a concrete example of neural reuse by showing
how mental rotation may emerge as a combination of core functions relying on motor
and perceptual systems. Our theory is based on Grush’s emulation theory of mental
representation [124]. Grush argues that action control requires anticipation of the effects
an action will have on the environment, and that these effects can be computed when a
copy of the intended action is processed through a specific control device, which he terms
the emulator. The emulator processes the copy in a way similar as the effector would and
feeds its output back to the control device that has produced the action. According to
Grush, the emulator adapts and filters noise inherent in the copy of the signal it receives
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by using a Kalman filter (a device that estimates a variable or ‘model’ by using repeated
measurements, thus optimally controlling for noise and measurement error). He argues that
such a device can produce adequate models of a motor plan and can be adapted to produce
motor imagery. Conditions for the latter are that the emulator should be disconnected from
real sensory information (putting it in a mode which only considers internally generated
information), and the motor command should not affect the body. This produces a system
that disregards real sensory information and applies motor plans on generated images of
the body.

We here propose a very similar model for mental rotation. Mental rotation is the
cognitive process that allows observers to make explicit judgments about stimuli that
have been rotated away from an intrinsic axis. The primary result of mental rotation
experiments is a systematic (often linear) relationship between the rotational angle and
a reference position of the stimulus [125–127]. This relationship can be expressed with a
regression function whose slope indicates the relative speed of the mental transformation
process. While possible differences exist in mental rotation of different stimulus types
(which we will discuss later), the nearly linear relationship is a stable characteristic. Mental
rotation therefore provides a prime argument for an analogical process, suggesting that
mental representations are modal rather than symbolic.

How could a cognitive function such as mental rotation emerge from pre-existing
neural and cognitive architecture? First, we may assume that mental rotation relies on
several cognitive building blocks, amongst them perception (the target has to be identified),
mental imagery (an image has to be generated), working memory (the image has to be
maintained) and decision processes (the transformation process has to be stopped and a
decision has to be reached). Our focus here is on the mental transformation process itself,
which is not covered by either of the latter functions. We propose that an additional building
block is ‘borrowed’ from the motor system to perform the transformation operation.

In order to understand which motor process could be involved, we have to examine
the cognitive architecture of motor planning. Computational models of motor planning
distinguish between processes related to ‘what’ the object of the action is (localization
strategies, stimulus selection, application of task rules) and ‘how’ the action has to be
performed (computation of kinematics, selection of the effector, movement specification;
see Figure 3) [128–131]. It is important to note that most of these processes occur offline
and—except for the very last stages—could in principle take place without the action being
executed. The motor system is therefore prepared for mental rehearsal, or simulation.
This is made possible because control is not only achieved through feedback, but also
feedforward mechanisms that allow adjusting or interrupting motor plans quickly upon
changing target conditions [129,132–134]. If control was only based on feedback mecha-
nisms, it would not be able to predict adequately sudden changes in target parameters,
since it would constantly remain in a reactive instead of a proactive mode. A forward
model compares the predicted outcome of an action with the desired outcome [135]. As
mentioned when we introduced Grush’s emulation theory, it is created through a copy of
the motor commands at an abstract stage where motor kinematics are computed [134]. We
propose that the component of motor planning which is best prepared for rehearsal must
be located after the what-processes are concluded, but early in the stream of how-processes.
The reason is that it should be located before the effector has been selected and the ac-
tion has been initiated [136]. In analogy to Grush, we propose to call this abstract stage
motor emulation, and our theory the emulation theory of mental rotation. Figure 4 shows a
representation of our model in a box-and-arrows diagram.
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where motor planning follows a temporal flow, and What-processes are supposed to occur in parietal
cortex, while How-processes depend more on premotor cortex (modified from [128]). (b) A forward,
or predictive, model of motor planning, where feedforward processes proceed from left to right and
feedback processes use comparators to evaluate the discrepancy between achieved/predicted vs.
desired outcome of a motor plan (modified from [134]).
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analysis of spatial task parameters and definition of a desired outcome. Red processes relate to the emulation process that
has been ‘borrowed’ (reused) from the motor system. Abstract kinematics are defined at the level of ‘command’, and a copy
of these is applied to the mental image. The decision process is shown in green.

It is challenging to imagine the type of representations that are elaborated at the
emulation stage. They should contain the action plan, formulated in terms of its general
spatial and temporal characteristics, but not a specification of the effector. A simple way
is to imagine the movement that is associated with writing the letter S. The abstract plan
defines a starting point, then a counterclockwise semi-circular movement, followed by a
similar movement in the clockwise direction. Importantly, being independent of the effector,
this abstract motor plan could be performed with the dominant or non-dominant hand,
individual fingers, each of the two feet or even the head. In each case the basic movement
characteristics would be the same, even though movement execution would differ in terms
of size, speed or smoothness. Thus, the kinematic plan has all characteristics that are
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required for mental rotation: a dynamic process defining movement onset, direction, speed
and offset. The central assertion of our theory is therefore that mental rotation emulates
the motor kinematics that would be involved if a limb was actually physically rotated.
Before discussing the implications of our propositions, we would like to add an important
specification. We previously suggested that the reused motor process should not be too
close to effector specification, in order to contain relatively pure action kinematics. This is
true for the mental rotation of non-bodily stimuli, while evidence suggests that pictures of
body parts may automatically activate the depicted effector. As a result, mental rotation of
body parts will be more effector-dependent than the rotation of non-bodily stimuli. In sum,
the theory makes the following predictions:

1. Development of mental rotation ability depends on the maturation of the motor system
and only becomes available once the child is capable of replaying actions mentally.

2. Mental rotation and motor execution produce comparable patterns of performance.
For example, the effect of rotational angle in mental rotation of hands is proportional
to its effect when subjects actually perform hand rotations. Hand positions that are
difficult or impossible to imitate produce particularly increased reaction times.

3. An overlap exists between neural structures involved in motor planning and men-
tal rotation.

4. Motor planning and mental rotation use similar resources, resulting in interference
when both are performed simultaneously.

5. Mental rotation of objects relies on the same kinematic plan as the rotation of body
parts, except for the involvement of an effector component in the latter.

Unfortunately, it is not easy to collect strong evidence for all five points; in particular,
few data are available for the first and last point. As regards development, at 2–3 months
infants produce their first directed movements (such as grasping) that, though uncoordi-
nated, are explicitly aimed at an object [43]. Some studies indicate that directed actions
might already be available at birth, but the movement is so jerky and irregular that it is dif-
ficult to tease apart the effects of inaccurate target specification and faulty execution [137].
At seven months infants adjust grasping movements (e.g., hand aperture) correctly, and
they do it even when the object is not visible [138]. This finding suggests that they use
a mental representation of object size to adapt their grasp. While infants start to rotate
objects at 22 months to fit them in appropriate holes, they can actively participate in mental
rotation experiments only when they are 4–5 years old [139,140]. Finally, the mental rota-
tion abilities of 5–6 year-old children correlate with their motor competency. These figures
thus support the first prediction of the theory.

The second point finds good support from several studies on the laterality judgment
of body parts. For example, Parsons [127] showed that for subjects holding their hands
palm-down a rotation judgment on hands that matched this position was easier than
for hands shown palm-up. In several other experiments, he showed that the time to
decision depended on the extent of biomechanical constraints imposed on a movement
that would have been necessary to produce the depicted orientation. These are strong
and robust findings that have been confirmed by several other studies [126,141,142]. A
more recent study found that the initial position of the participants’ arms (extended vs.
flexed) influenced their hand laterality judgments [143]. These studies thus reveal a direct
relationship between the trajectory through which the subject’s hand would have to be
moved and oriented to match the depicted hand and the mental transformation that the
subject performed during the task.

Regarding the third prediction, extensive functional imaging evidence shows over-
lapping activations in tasks related to motor planning and mental rotation. Unfortunately,
many studies examined motor imagery as a measure of motor planning, and this often
includes limb laterality judgment, which is itself a mental rotation task. Comparisons
between motor imagery and action execution identified common activations in the pri-
mary motor and somatosensory cortex, as well as the ventral and dorsal premotor cortex,
including the supplementary motor area (SMA; [144–146]). The limb laterality judgment
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task (i.e., identifying a body-part as belonging to the left or right side of the body) shows
stronger activation of the superior parietal lobe (SPL) and dorsal premotor cortex, while
kinesthetic imagery activates the ventral premotor cortex [147]. Several meta-analyses
of mental rotation also revealed bilateral activations of the dorsal parietal and premotor
cortex [148–150]. A closer look at studies comparing the mental rotation of body parts and
objects directly suggests some differences, with body parts generally activating more the
premotor cortex than objects, while the latter more consistently activate the SPL [151–155].
Despite this difference, when each condition is compared with the baseline, robust bilateral
premotor and parietal activations are revealed whether mental rotation involves bodily or
non-bodily stimuli [151]. However, though the functional imaging literature is rich on the
topic of mental rotation and motor planning, it is often difficult to disentangle cognitive
processes that are specifically related to kinematic plans and the transformation component
necessary for mental rotation. For this reason, though the overlapping activations suggest
recruitment of similar neural resources, a possible confound is that task-related decision
processes, visual imagery or effector selection affected previous findings.

While functional imaging generally supports the bilateral involvement of the dorsal
frontoparietal cortex in mental rotation, early lesion studies have suggested a specialization
of the right posterior cortex [156,157]. More recent studies have expanded this observation
by reporting that left anterior damage impairs the mental rotation of body parts or when
subjects use a manual strategy, while right hemisphere damage impairs performance with
objects or when participants use a visual strategy [158–160]. Unfortunately, the number
of participants with damage to specific brain areas was low in all these studies. Finally,
a study examined the effects of the inhibitory stimulation of the dorsal premotor cortex,
an area that is crucially involved in motor planning [161]. The authors found impaired
mental rotation of objects, and to a lesser degree hands, after premotor inhibition. Thus,
though the evidence from lesion or inhibition studies is relatively modest, they support
the conclusion that brain areas which crucially contribute to spatial processing and motor
planning (parietal and dorsal frontal cortex) are also involved in mental rotation.

The fourth prediction of the emulation theory is that motor planning and mental
rotation use shared cognitive resources. This prediction is supported by the observation
that manual and motor rotation times show nearly indistinguishable patterns when all
other task conditions are equal [162]. More importantly, when manual movements and
mental rotation are performed simultaneously, interference is observed for movements
executed along discordant directions [162,163]. The locus of interference has been identified
at the level of movement planning [164], which is compatible with the prediction of the
emulation theory. Another line of supporting data has been obtained with amputees or
patients with chronic pain syndromes. One study found that upper limb amputees are
slower than healthy participants when performing hand mental rotation [165], particularly
if amputation concerned their dominant hand. More interestingly, patients with severe
arm or shoulder pain were impaired both in terms of speed and accuracy in hand laterality
judgment when the depicted hand was shown at large rotational angles [142]. This finding
suggests that even though no actual arm movement was involved, patients adopted a
strategy of mentally rotating their arm to find a match with the target hand. The link
between motor planning and mental rotation appears to be so strong that even mental
rotation hurts!

The final point predicted by the theory is that the mental rotation of non-bodily and
bodily stimuli should only differ regarding the involvement of effector selection in the latter.
This point is hard to prove since it is difficult to disentangle effector selection from the
definition of kinematic plans. Though functional imaging studies show that bodily stimuli
activate the premotor cortex and some parietal regions more than non-bodily stimuli,
both stimulus types overwhelmingly share frontoparietal activations [155]. However, it
is possible that functional MRI simply lacks the temporal resolution necessary to reveal
specific activations due to kinematic planning. Using EEG, a recent study found that
mental rotation is associated with a sequence of electrophysiological processes, suggesting
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several stages of processing [166]. The study found that while early processes (<150 ms) are
characterized by pure effects of stimulus type (which is compatible with perceptual analysis
before the mental transformation starts), later processes (>300 ms) reflect the rotational
component irrespective of stimulus type [167,168] and are associated with activation of the
right parietal lobe. This finding of common neural activation during the critical period
when the mental transformation takes place supports a shared cognitive process for bodily
and non-bodily stimuli. However, though this partly supports the prediction of the theory,
more evidence is needed to distinguish the temporal stages of effector selection from the
specification of kinematics.

7. Conclusions, Limitations and Open Questions

The aim of this article was to discuss the properties and advantages of neural reuse
for theories of cognitive function. While we have focused on mental rotation, many other
examples could be mentioned that support the reuse of phylogenetically older neural
areas by more recent functions. For example, according to some authors, conceptual
representations are rooted within, or at least sustained by, brain areas originally involved
in motor and sensory functions [2,3]. There is also evidence that spatial representations in
the parietal cortex have been reused for number cognition [169], or that a part of the spatial
reorienting system is involved in social perspective taking [50]. Yet another example of
neural reuse is the interaction between emotion and action control [170,171], as emotional
stimuli may affect motor cortex excitability [172]. Finally, some studies indicate that the
human episodic memory system emerged from a spatial orienting system within the medial
temporal lobes [173]. This is only a short and non-exhaustive list of how higher—and often
culturally more modern—functions rely on original neural resources.

Though there are strong arguments for neural reuse, the concept also has several
shortcomings, which make some of our conclusions provisional. One point concerns the
temporal scale at which reuse can affect functional reorganization. As we have pointed
out previously, some theorists consider reuse to be a fundamental organizational principle
that is effective at the species level, while others focus on more individual, developmental
effects. In addition, network measures suggest even faster intraindividual adaptations
that might be observed across different tasks. Applying the term neural reuse to all these
phenomena presents the risk that it be considered a one-for-all principle that explains
any plastic change in the brain. Another problem is that it is difficult to identify the
driving force behind reuse, since it might be spontaneous, genetically determined or driven
by functional demands [174]. A further point is that there must be some biological and
functional constraints on neural reuse that have not yet been fully understood. For example,
each of the above examples of neural reuse reflect systems that have high functional
similarity (e.g., magnitude representation is reused for number representation; spatial
reorienting is reused for spatial perspective taking, etc.). The precise boundaries that
constrain the borrowing of sub-functions across functional domains must therefore further
be determined.

By focusing on mental rotation, we were much less radical and courageous than other
theorists, as even strong critics of embodiment concede that some form of embodiment may
underlie mental rotation [175]. Yet, the neural reuse framework is only in its beginnings,
and several serious questions remain to be answered before it becomes widely acceptable.
One of these questions concerns ontological aspects of cognitive functions. Cognitive
science utilizes terms to describe functions that are derived from concepts which have
their roots in different disciplines (psychology, philosophy and linguistics), are relevant
to parts of folk psychology or simply relate to subjective constructs [176–179]. The scien-
tific taxonomy used to describe functions of networks or specific processes assigned to
network nodes does not easily fit on such traditional definitions of function. A network
configuration relates more to computational outputs, data visualization and cognitive
processes that are possibly common to different tasks. We currently lack a vocabulary that
would adequately characterize ‘functions’ in the sense of a network configuration [180].
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The dilemma becomes visible in the equivocal names that are given to certain networks
(e.g., frontoparietal, control, saliency, dorsal attention, visual, etc. network) [150]. To
develop a new taxonomy of functions that does not refer to subjective constructs is a major
endeavor for cognitive science.

A second question presents, we believe, a challenge to critics of functional modular-
ity. As we have shown, the dependence of response time with rotational angle and its
correlation with actual rotational movement are well-established characteristics of mental
rotation. Simulation theories build on this or similar observations relating imagined and
performed movement. The question we would like to ask is: why does there have to be
such a dependence? Why is cognition not free to perform the task differently, for example
by ‘rotating’ faster with larger rotational angles instead of maintaining the same speed?
Additionally, why is this pattern of response so similar across different participants? The
answers appear to be obvious: because cognition cannot do otherwise and because all people
do the task in a similar way. In other words, mental rotation has at least some characteristics
that would be ascribed to a functionally modular system: it performs the task automati-
cally, always in the same way, produces always the same output and is encapsulated and
universal. This observation suggests that some form of modularity must be present in
complex systems such as the brain, even if encapsulation of information is a relative rather
than an absolute characteristic.

A final point relates to the methodological approaches used to study neural reuse.
For the last 30 years cognitive neuroscience has seen a strong shift towards functional
neuroimaging as the prevailing paradigm of study. This dominance of one paradigm is
accompanied with a tendency to disregard some shortcomings of the method, such as the
sluggishness of the blood-oxygenation response, or the difficulty to decide whether the link
between activation of a brain region and its underlying function is causal or epiphenomenal.
We believe that a combination of approaches provides an opportunity to compensate for
such weaknesses and thus to substantiate the claims and principles of neural reuse made
in this article.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, R.P.; writing—original draft preparation, R.P., N.D. and
A.B.; writing—review and editing, R.P., N.D. and A.B.; funding acquisition, R.P. All authors have
read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by the Swiss National Science Foundation, grant number 32003B-
184702.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Karmiloff-Smith, A. Development itself is the key to understanding developmental disorders. Trends Cogn. Sci. 1998, 2, 389–398.

[CrossRef]
2. Barsalou, L.W. Grounded cognition. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 2008, 59, 617–645. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
3. Gallese, V.; Lakoff, G. The Brain’s concepts: The role of the Sensory-motor system in conceptual knowledge. Cogn. Neuropsychol.

2005, 22, 455–479. [CrossRef]
4. Dehaene, S.; Cohen, L. Cultural recycling of cortical maps. Neuron 2007, 56, 384–398. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
5. Anderson, M.L. Neural reuse: A fundamental organizational principle of the brain. Behav. Brain Sci. 2010, 33, 245–313. [CrossRef]
6. Broca, P. Perte de la parole, ramolissement chronique et destruction partielle du lobe antérieur gauche du cerveau. Bull. Soc. Fr.

D’anthropol. 1861, 2, 235–238.
7. Lissauer, H. Ein Fall von Seelenblindheit nebst einem Beitrag zur Theorie derselben. Arch. Psychiatr. 1890, 21, 222–270. [CrossRef]
8. Bálint, R. Seelenlähmung des ‘Schauens’, optische Ataxie, räumliche Störung der Aufmerksamkeit. Msschr. Psychiat. Neurol. 1909,

25, 51–66. [CrossRef]
9. Gerstmann, J. Reine taktile Agnosie. Mschr. Psychiat. Neurol. 1918, 44, 330–343. [CrossRef]
10. Lashley, K.S. Basic neural mechanisms in behavior. Psychol. Rev. 1930, 37, 1–24. [CrossRef]
11. Lashley, K.S. Integrative functions of the cerebral cortex. Physiol. Rev. 1933, 13, 1–42. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/S1364-6613(98)01230-3
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.59.103006.093639
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17705682
http://doi.org/10.1080/02643290442000310
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2007.10.004
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17964253
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X10000853
http://doi.org/10.1007/BF02226765
http://doi.org/10.1159/000210464
http://doi.org/10.1159/000190776
http://doi.org/10.1037/h0074134
http://doi.org/10.1152/physrev.1933.13.1.1


Brain Sci. 2021, 11, 1652 15 of 20

12. Geschwind, N. Disconnection syndromes in animals and man. Part II. Brain 1965, 88, 585–644. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
13. Geschwind, N. Disconnexion syndromes in animals and man. Part I. Brain 1965, 88, 237–294. [CrossRef]
14. Edelman, G.M. Neural Darwinism: Selection and reentrant signaling in higher brain function. Neuron 1993, 10, 115–125.

[CrossRef]
15. Di Lollo, V.; Enns, J.T.; Rensink, R.A. Competition for consciousness among visual events: The psychophysics of reentrant visual

processes. J. Exp. Psychol. Gen. 2000, 129, 481–507. [CrossRef]
16. Price, C.J.; Friston, K.J. Degeneracy and cognitive anatomy. Trends Cogn. Sci. 2002, 6, 416–421. [CrossRef]
17. Tononi, G.; Sporns, O.; Edelman, G.M. Measures of degeneracy and redundancy in biological networks. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci.

USA 1999, 96, 3257–3262. [CrossRef]
18. Sutherland, S. Parallel distributed processing. Nature 1986, 323, 486. [CrossRef]
19. Farah, M.J. Neuropsychological inference with an interactive brain: A critique of the “locality” assumption. Behav. Brain Sci. 1994,

17, 43–104. [CrossRef]
20. McClelland, J.L. The organization of memory. A Parallel Distributed Processing perspective. Rev. Neurol. 1994, 150, 570–579.
21. Bibby, P.A. Distributed Knowledge: In the Head, in the World or in the Interaction? In Models in the Mind. Theory, Perspective and

Applications; Academic Press: New York, NY, USA, 1992; pp. 93–99.
22. Zeki, S.; Shipp, S. The functional logic of cortical connections. Nature 1988, 335, 311–317. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
23. Thomas, R.K., Jr. Mass function and equipotentiality: A reanalysis of Lashley’s retention data. Psychol. Rep. 1970, 27, 899–902.

[CrossRef]
24. Milner, B.; Corkin, S.; Teuber, H.-L. Further analysis of the hippocampal amnesic syndrome: 14-year follow-up study of H.M.

Neuropsychologia 1968, 6, 215–234. [CrossRef]
25. Scoville, W.B.; Milner, B. Loss of recent memory after bilateral hippocampal lesions. J. Neurol. Neurosurg. Psychiatry 1957, 20,

11–21. [CrossRef]
26. Bornstein, B.; Kindron, D.P. Prosopagnosia. J. Neurol. Neurosurg. Psychiatry 1959, 22, 124–131. [CrossRef]
27. Luria, A.R. Disorders of "simultaneous perception” in a case of bilateral occipito-parietal brain injury. Brain 1959, 82, 437–449.

[CrossRef] [PubMed]
28. Kinsbourne, M.; Warrington, E.K. A study of finger agnosia. Brain 1962, 85, 47–66. [CrossRef]
29. Gazzaniga, M.S.; Bogen, J.E.; Sperry, R.W. Observations on visual perception after disconnexion of the cerebral hemispheres in

man. Brain 1965, 88, 221–236. [CrossRef]
30. Caramazza, A. The Logic of Neuropsychological Research and the Problem of Patient Classification in Aphasia. Brain. Lang. 1984,

21, 9–20. [CrossRef]
31. Caramazza, A. On Drawing Inferences about the Structure of Normal Cognitive Systems from the Analysis of Patterns of

Impaired Performance: The Case for Single-Patient Studies. Brain. Cogn. 1986, 5, 41–66. [CrossRef]
32. Sternberg, S. The discovery of processing stages: Extensions of Donder’s method. Acta Psychol. 1969, 30, 276–315. [CrossRef]
33. Sternberg, S. Modular processes in mind and brain. Cogn. Neuropsychol. 2011, 28, 156–208. [CrossRef]
34. Fodor, J.A. The Modularity of Mind; MIT Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 1983.
35. Shallice, T. From Neuropsychology to Mental Structure; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, 1988.
36. Kanwisher, N.; McDermott, J.; Chun, M.M. The fusiform face area: A module in human extrastriate cortex specialized for face

perception. J. Neurosci. 1997, 17, 4302–4311. [CrossRef]
37. Epstein, R.; Kanwisher, N. A cortical representation of the local visual environment. Nature 1998, 392, 598–601. [CrossRef]

[PubMed]
38. Downing, P.E.; Jiang, Y.; Shuman, M.; Kanwisher, N. A cortical area selective for visual processing of the human body. Science

2001, 293, 2470–2473. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
39. Phillips, M.L.; Young, A.W.; Senior, C.; Brammer, M.; Andrew, C.; Calder, A.J.; Bullmore, E.T.; Perrett, D.I.; Rowland, D.; Williams,

S.D.R.; et al. A specific neural substrate for perceiving facial expressions of disgust. Nature 1997, 389, 495–498. [CrossRef]
40. Anderson, M.L. Massive redeployment, exaptation, and the functional integration of cognitive operations. Synthese 2007, 159,

329–345. [CrossRef]
41. Quartz, S.R.; Sejnowski, T.J. The neural basis of cognitive development: A constructivist manifesto. Behav. Brain Sci. 1997, 20,

537–556. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
42. Jeannerod, M. Neural simulation of action: A unifying mechanism for motor cognition. NeuroImage 2001, 14, S103–S109.

[CrossRef] [PubMed]
43. Thelen, E. Grounded in the world: Developmental origins of the embodied mind. Infancy 2000, 1, 3–28. [CrossRef]
44. Wilson, M. Six views of embodied cognition. Psychon. Bull. Rev. 2002, 9, 625–636. [CrossRef]
45. Gallese, V.; Goldman, A. Mirror neurons and the simulation theory of mind-reading. Trends Cogn. Sci. 1998, 2, 493–501. [CrossRef]
46. Rizzolatti, G.; Arbib, M.A. Language within our grasp. Trends Neurosci. 1998, 21, 188–194. [CrossRef]
47. Hauk, O.; Johnsrude, I.; Pulvermüller, F. Somatotopic representation of action words in human motor and premotor cortex.

Neuron 2004, 41, 301–307. [CrossRef]
48. Moore, T.; Armstrong, K.M.; Fallah, M. Visuomotor origins of covert spatial attention. Neuron 2003, 40, 671–683. [CrossRef]
49. Rizzolatti, G.; Riggio, L.; Dascola, I.; Umiltà, C. Reorienting attention across the horizontal and vertical meridians: Evidence in

favor of a premotor theory of attention. Neuropsychologia 1987, 25, 31–40. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1093/brain/88.3.585
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/5318824
http://doi.org/10.1093/brain/88.2.237
http://doi.org/10.1016/0896-6273(93)90304-A
http://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.129.4.481
http://doi.org/10.1016/S1364-6613(02)01976-9
http://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.96.6.3257
http://doi.org/10.1038/323486a0
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X00033306
http://doi.org/10.1038/335311a0
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3047584
http://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1970.27.3.899
http://doi.org/10.1016/0028-3932(68)90021-3
http://doi.org/10.1136/jnnp.20.1.11
http://doi.org/10.1136/jnnp.22.2.124
http://doi.org/10.1093/brain/82.3.437
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14419007
http://doi.org/10.1093/brain/85.1.47
http://doi.org/10.1093/brain/88.2.221
http://doi.org/10.1016/0093-934X(84)90032-4
http://doi.org/10.1016/0278-2626(86)90061-8
http://doi.org/10.1016/0001-6918(69)90055-9
http://doi.org/10.1080/02643294.2011.557231
http://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.17-11-04302.1997
http://doi.org/10.1038/33402
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9560155
http://doi.org/10.1126/science.1063414
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11577239
http://doi.org/10.1038/39051
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11229-007-9233-2
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X97001581
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10097006
http://doi.org/10.1006/nimg.2001.0832
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11373140
http://doi.org/10.1207/S15327078IN0101_02
http://doi.org/10.3758/BF03196322
http://doi.org/10.1016/S1364-6613(98)01262-5
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-2236(98)01260-0
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0896-6273(03)00838-9
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0896-6273(03)00716-5
http://doi.org/10.1016/0028-3932(87)90041-8


Brain Sci. 2021, 11, 1652 16 of 20

50. Corbetta, M.; Patel, G.; Shulman, G.L. The reorienting system of the human brain: From environment to theory of mind. Neuron
2008, 58, 306–324. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

51. Dehaene, S.; Pegado, F.; Braga, L.W.; Ventura, P.; Nunes Filho, G.; Jobert, A.; Dehaene-Lambertz, G.; Kolinsky, R.; Morais, J.;
Cohen, L. How learning to read changes the cortical networks for vision and language. Science 2010, 330, 1359–1364. [CrossRef]

52. Anderson, M.L. After Phrenology. Neural Reuse and the Interactive Brain; The MIT Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2014.
53. Anderson, M.L.; Kinnison, J.; Pessoa, L. Describing functional diversity of brain regions and brain networks. NeuroImage 2013, 73,

50–58. [CrossRef]
54. Poldrack, R.A. Can cognitive processes be inferred from neuroimaging data? Trends Cogn. Sci. 2006, 10, 59–63. [CrossRef]
55. Bassett, D.S.; Sporns, O. Network neuroscience. Nat. Neurosci. 2017, 20, 353–364. [CrossRef]
56. Petersen, S.E.; Sporns, O. Brain networks and cognitive architectures. Neuron 2015, 88, 207–219. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
57. Hermundstad, A.M.; Bassett, D.S.; Brown, K.W.; Aminoff, E.M.; Clewett, D.; Freeman, S.; Frithsen, A.; Johnson, A.; Tipper, C.M.;

Miller, M.B.; et al. Structural foundations of resting-state and task-based functional connectivity in the human brain. Proc. Natl.
Acad. Sci. USA 2013, 110, 6169–6174. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

58. Pessoa, L. Understanding brain networks and brain organization. Phys. Life Rev. 2014, 11, 400–435. [CrossRef]
59. Bressler, S.L.; Menon, V. Large-scale brain networks in cognition: Emerging methods and principles. Trends Cogn. Sci. 2010, 14,

277–290. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
60. Sporns, O.; Tononi, G.; Kotter, R. The human connectome: A structural description of the human brain. PLoS Comput. Biol. 2005,

1, e42. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
61. Yeo, B.T.; Krienen, F.M.; Sepulcre, J.; Sabuncu, M.R.; Lashkari, D.; Hollinshead, M.; Roffman, J.L.; Smoller, J.W.; Zollei, L.; Polimeni,

J.R.; et al. The organization of the human cerebral cortex estimated by intrinsic functional connectivity. J. Neurophysiol. 2011, 106,
1125–1165. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

62. Modha, D.S.; Singh, R. Network architecture of the long-distance pathways in the macaque brain. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2010,
107, 13485–13490. [CrossRef]

63. Power, J.D.; Schlaggar, B.L.; Lessov-Schlaggar, C.N.; Petersen, S.E. Evidence for hubs in human functional brain networks. Neuron
2013, 79, 798–813. [CrossRef]

64. Buckner, R.L.; Sepulcre, J.; Talukdar, T.; Krienen, F.M.; Liu, H.; Hedden, T.; Andrews-Hanna, J.R.; Sperling, R.A.; Johnson, K.A.
Cortical hubs revealed by intrinsic functional connectivity: Mapping, assessment of stability, and relation to Alzheimer’s disease.
J. Neurosci. 2009, 29, 1860–1873. [CrossRef]

65. Cole, M.W.; Reynolds, J.R.; Power, J.D.; Repovs, G.; Anticevic, A.; Braver, T.S. Multi-task connectivity reveals flexible hubs for
adaptive task control. Nat. Neurosci. 2013, 16, 1348–1355. [CrossRef]

66. Guggisberg, A.G.; Rizk, S.; Ptak, R.; Di Pietro, M.; Saj, A.; Lazeyras, F.; Lovblad, K.-O.; Schnider, A.; Pignat, J.-M. Two intrinstic
coupling types for resting-state integration in the human brain. Brain Topogr. 2015, 28, 318–329. [CrossRef]

67. van den Heuvel, M.P.; Hulshoff Pol, H.E. Exploring the brain network: A review on resting-state fMRI functional connectivity.
Eur. Neuropsychopharmacol. 2010, 20, 519–534. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

68. Raichle, M.E. Two views of brain function. Trends Cogn. Sci. 2010, 14, 180–190. [CrossRef]
69. Gratton, C.; Laumann, T.O.; Nielsen, A.N.; Greene, D.J.; Gordon, E.M.; Gilmore, A.W.; Nelson, S.M.; Coalson, R.S.; Snyder, A.Z.;

Schlaggar, B.L.; et al. Functional Brain Networks Are Dominated by Stable Group and Individual Factors, Not Cognitive or Daily
Variation. Neuron 2018, 98, 439–452. [CrossRef]

70. Fox, M.D.; Snyder, A.Z.; Vincent, J.L.; Corbetta, M.; Van Essen, D.C.; Raichle, M.E. The human brain is intrinsically organized into
dynamic, anticorrelated functional networks. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2005, 102, 9673–9678. [CrossRef]

71. Bola, M.; Sabel, B.A. Dynamic reorganization of brain functional networks during cognition. NeuroImage 2015, 114, 398–413.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

72. Bassett, D.S.; Wymbs, N.F.; Porter, M.A.; Mucha, P.J.; Carlson, J.M.; Grafton, S.T. Dynamic reconfiguration of human brain
networks during learning. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2011, 108, 7641–7646. [CrossRef]

73. Dresler, M.; Shirer, W.R.; Konrad, B.N.; Muller, N.C.J.; Wagner, I.C.; Fernandez, G.; Czisch, M.; Greicius, M.D. Mnemonic Training
Reshapes Brain Networks to Support Superior Memory. Neuron 2017, 93, 1227–1235. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

74. Gratton, C.; Nomura, E.M.; Perez, F.; D’Esposito, M. Focal brain lesions to critical locations cause widespread disruption of the
modular organization of the brain. J. Cogn. Neurosci. 2012, 24, 1275–1285. [CrossRef]

75. Alstott, J.; Breakspear, M.; Hagmann, P.; Cammoun, L.; Sporns, O. Modeling the impact of lesions in the human brain. PLoS
Comput. Biol. 2009, 5, e1000408. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

76. Carter, A.R.; Astafiev, S.V.; Lang, C.E.; Connor, L.T.; Rengachary, J.; Strube, M.J.; Pope, D.L.; Shulman, G.L.; Corbetta, M. Resting
interhemispheric functional magnetic resonance imaging connectivity predicts performance after stroke. Ann. Neurol. 2010, 67,
365–375. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

77. Dubovik, S.; Pignat, J.-M.; Ptak, R.; Aboulafia, T.; Allet, L.; Gillabert, N.; Magnin, C.; Albert, F.; Momjian-Mayor, I.; Nahum, L.;
et al. The behavioral significance of coherent resting-state oscillations after stroke. NeuroImage 2012, 61, 249–257. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

78. Ptak, R.; Bourgeois, A.; Cavelti, S.; Doganci, N.; Schnider, A.; Iannotti, G.R. Discrete patterns of cross-hemispheric functional
connectivity underlie impairments of spatial cognition after stroke. J. Neurosci. 2020, 40, 6638–6648. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2008.04.017
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18466742
http://doi.org/10.1126/science.1194140
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2013.01.071
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2005.12.004
http://doi.org/10.1038/nn.4502
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2015.09.027
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26447582
http://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1219562110
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23530246
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.plrev.2014.03.005
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2010.04.004
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20493761
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pcbi.0010042
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16201007
http://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00338.2011
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21653723
http://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1008054107
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2013.07.035
http://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.5062-08.2009
http://doi.org/10.1038/nn.3470
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10548-014-0394-2
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.euroneuro.2010.03.008
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20471808
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2010.01.008
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2018.03.035
http://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0504136102
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2015.03.057
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25828884
http://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1018985108
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2017.02.003
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28279356
http://doi.org/10.1162/jocn_a_00222
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pcbi.1000408
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19521503
http://doi.org/10.1002/ana.21905
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20373348
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2012.03.024
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22440653
http://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.0625-20.2020


Brain Sci. 2021, 11, 1652 17 of 20

79. Ptak, R.; Pedrazzini, E. Insular Cortex Mediates Attentional Capture by Behaviorally Relevant Stimuli after Damage to the Right
Temporoparietal Junction. Cereb. Cortex 2021, 31, 4245–4258. [CrossRef]

80. Gao, W.; Alcauter, S.; Smith, J.K.; Gilmore, J.H.; Lin, W. Development of human brain cortical network architecture during infancy.
Brain Struct. Funct. 2015, 220, 1173–1186. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

81. de Bie, H.M.; Boersma, M.; Adriaanse, S.; Veltman, D.J.; Wink, A.M.; Roosendaal, S.D.; Barkhof, F.; Stam, C.J.; Oostrom, K.J.;
Delemarre-van de Waal, H.A.; et al. Resting-state networks in awake five- to eight-year old children. Hum. Brain Mapp. 2012, 33,
1189–1201. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

82. Farrant, K.; Uddin, L.Q. Asymmetric development of dorsal and ventral attention networks in the human brain. Dev. Cogn.
Neurosci. 2015, 12, 165–174. [CrossRef]

83. McIntosh, A.R. Towards a network theory of cognition. Neural Netw. 2000, 13, 861–870. [CrossRef]
84. Caplan, D. On the Role of Group Studies in Neuropsychological and Pathopsychological Research. Cogn. Neuropsychol. 1988, 5,

535–548. [CrossRef]
85. Shallice, T.; Cooper, R.P. The Organisation of Mind; Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 2011.
86. McCloskey, M.; Caramazza, A. Theory and Methodology in Cognitive Neuropsychology: A Response to our Critics. Cogn.

Neuropsychol. 1988, 5, 583–623. [CrossRef]
87. Warrington, E.K.; Shallice, T. Category specific semantic impairments. Brain 1984, 107, 829–854. [CrossRef]
88. Benson, D.F.; Greenberg, J.P. Visual form agnosia. Arch. Neurol. 1969, 20, 82–89. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
89. Campion, J.; Latto, R. Apperceptive agnosia due to carbon monoxide poisoning. An interpretation based on critical band masking

from disseminated lesions. Behav. Brain Res. 1985, 15, 227–240. [CrossRef]
90. Coltheart, M. Assumptions and Methods in Cognitive Neuropsychology. In The Handbook of Cognitive Neuropsychology; Rapp, B.,

Ed.; Taylor & Francis: Philadelphia, PA, USA, 2001; pp. 3–21.
91. McCarthy, R.; Warrington, E.K. Cognitive Neuropsychology. A Clinical Introduction; Academic Press: San Diego, CA, USA, 1990.
92. Rorden, C.; Karnath, H.-O. Using human brain lesions to infer function: A relic from a past era in the fMRI age? Nat. Rev. Neurosci.

2004, 5, 813–819. [CrossRef]
93. Farah, M.J. The Cognitive Neuroscience of Vision; Blackwell: Malden, MA, USA, 2000.
94. Price, C.J. The evolution of cognitive models: From neuropsychology to neuroimaging and back. Cortex 2018, 107, 37–49.

[CrossRef]
95. Gelb, A.; Goldstein, K. Zur Psychologie des optischen Wahrnehmungs- und Erkennungsvorganges. In Psychologische Analysen

Hirnpathologischer Fälle; Gelb, A., Goldstein, K., Eds.; Johann Ambrosius Barth: Leipzig, Germany, 1920; Volume 1, pp. 1–142.
96. Marr, D. Vision; Freeman and Co.: San Francisco, CA, USA, 1982.
97. Riddoch, M.J.; Humphreys, G.W. A case of integrative visual agnosia. Brain 1987, 110, 1431–1462. [CrossRef]
98. Riesenhuber, M.; Poggio, T. Hierarchical models of object recognition in cortex. Nat. Neurosci. 1999, 2, 1019–1025. [CrossRef]
99. Riesenhuber, M.; Poggio, T. Models of object recognition. Nat. Neurosci. 2000, 3, 1199–1204. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
100. Farah, M.J. Relations among the agnosias. In Case Studies in the Neuropsychology of Vision, Humphreys, G.W., Ed.; Psychology Press:

Hove, UK, 1999; pp. 181–200.
101. Ptak, R. Definition: Visual object agnosia. Cortex 2021, 143, 281. [CrossRef]
102. Anaki, D.; Kaufman, Y.; Freedman, M.; Moscovitch, M. Associative (prosop)agnosia without (apparent) perceptual deficits: A

case-study. Neuropsychologia 2007, 45, 1658–1671. [CrossRef]
103. Fery, P.; Morais, J. A case study of visual agnosia without perceptual processing or structural descriptions impairment. Cogn.

Neuropsychol. 2003, 20, 595–618. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
104. Behrmann, M.; Kimchi, R. What does visual agnosia tell us about perceptual organization and its relationship to object perception?

J. Exp. Psychol. Hum. Percept. Perf. 2003, 29, 19–42. [CrossRef]
105. Humphreys, G.W.; Riddoch, M.J. Features, objects, action: The cognitive neuropsychology of visual object processing, 1984-2004.

Cogn. Neuropsychol. 2006, 23, 156–183. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
106. Rubens, A.B.; Benson, D.F. Associative visual agnosia. Arch. Neurol. 1971, 24, 305–316. [CrossRef]
107. Farah, M.J. Visual Agnosia, 2nd ed.; MIT Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2004.
108. Ptak, R.; Turri, F.; Doganci, N. Object Recognition and Visual Agnosia. In Encyclopedia of Behavioral Neuroscience, 2nd ed.; Elsevier:

New York, NY, USA, 2022; pp. 587–596.
109. Teuber, H. Alteration of perception and memory in man. In Analysis of Behavioral Change; Weiskrantz, L., Ed.; Harper & Row:

New York, NY, USA, 1968.
110. Farah, M.J. Patterns of co-occurrence among the associative agnosias: Implications for visual object representation. Cogn.

Neuropsychol. 1991, 8, 1–19. [CrossRef]
111. Feinberg, T.E.; Schindler, R.J.; Ochoa, E.; Kwan, P.C.; Farah, M.J. Associative visual agnosia and alexia without prosopagnosia.

Cortex 1994, 30, 395–411. [CrossRef]
112. Rice, G.E.; Kerry, S.J.; Robotham, R.J.; Leff, A.P.; Lambon Ralph, M.A.; Starrfelt, R. Category-selective deficits are the exception

and not the rule: Evidence from a case-series of 64 patients with ventral occipito-temporal cortex damage. Cortex 2021, 138,
266–281. [CrossRef]

113. Haxby, J.V.; Gobbini, M.I.; Furey, M.L.; Ishai, A.; Schouten, J.L.; Pietrini, P. Distributed and overlapping representations of faces
and objects in ventral temporal cortex. Science 2001, 293, 2425–2430. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhab082
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00429-014-0710-3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24469153
http://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.21280
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21520347
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.dcn.2015.02.001
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0893-6080(00)00059-9
http://doi.org/10.1080/02643298808253273
http://doi.org/10.1080/02643298808253276
http://doi.org/10.1093/brain/107.3.829
http://doi.org/10.1001/archneur.1969.00480070092010
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/4303441
http://doi.org/10.1016/0166-4328(85)90177-9
http://doi.org/10.1038/nrn1521
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2017.12.020
http://doi.org/10.1093/brain/110.6.1431
http://doi.org/10.1038/14819
http://doi.org/10.1038/81479
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11127838
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2021.07.007
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2007.01.003
http://doi.org/10.1080/02643290242000880
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20957586
http://doi.org/10.1037/0096-1523.29.1.19
http://doi.org/10.1080/02643290542000030
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21049326
http://doi.org/10.1001/archneur.1971.00480340037003
http://doi.org/10.1080/02643299108253364
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0010-9452(13)80337-1
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2021.01.021
http://doi.org/10.1126/science.1063736
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11577229


Brain Sci. 2021, 11, 1652 18 of 20

114. Ishai, A.; Ungerleider, L.G.; Martin, A.; Schouten, J.L.; Haxby, J.V. Distributed representation of objects in the human ventral
visual pathway. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 1999, 96, 9379–9384. [CrossRef]

115. Denys, K.; Vanduffel, W.; Fize, D.; Nelissen, K.; Peuskens, H.; Van Essen, D.; Orban, G.A. The processing of visual shape in
the cerebral cortex of human and nonhuman primates: A functional magnetic resonance imaging study. J. Neurosci. 2004, 24,
2551–2565. [CrossRef]

116. Grill-Spector, K.; Kushnir, T.; Edelman, S.; Avidan, G.; Itzchak, Y.; Malach, R. Differential processing of objects under various
viewing conditions in the human lateral occipital complex. Neuron 1999, 24, 187–203. [CrossRef]

117. Malach, R.; Reppas, J.B.; Benson, R.R.; Kwong, K.K.; Jiang, H.; Kennedy, W.A.; Ledden, P.J.; Brady, T.J.; Rosen, B.R.; Tootell, R.B.
Object-related activity revealed by functional magnetic resonance imaging in human occipital cortex. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA
1995, 92, 8135–8139. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

118. Behrmann, M.; Plaut, D.C. Distributed circuits, not circumscribed centers, mediate visual recognition. Trends Cogn. Sci. 2013, 17,
210–219. [CrossRef]

119. Konen, C.S.; Behrmann, M.; Nishimura, M.; Kastner, S. The functional neuroanatomy of object agnosia: A case study. Neuron
2011, 71, 49–60. [CrossRef]

120. James, T.W.; Culham, J.; Humphrey, G.K.; Milner, A.D.; Goodale, M.A. Ventral occipital lesions impair object recognition but not
object-directed grasping: An fMRI study. Brain 2003, 126, 2463–2475. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

121. Cavina-Pratesi, C.; Kentridge, R.W.; Heywood, C.A.; Milner, A.D. Separate channels for processing form, texture, and color:
Evidence from FMRI adaptation and visual object agnosia. Cereb. Cortex 2010, 20, 2319–2332. [CrossRef]

122. Ptak, R.; Lazeyras, F.; Di Pietro, M.; Schnider, A.; Simon, S.R. Visual object agnosia is associated with a breakdown of object-
selective responses in the lateral occipital cortex. Neuropsychologia 2014, 60, 10–20. [CrossRef]

123. Ptak, R.; Lazeyras, F. Functional connectivity and the failure to retrieve meaning from shape in visual object agnosia. Brain. Cogn.
2019, 131, 94–101. [CrossRef]

124. Grush, R. The emulation theory of representation: Motor control, imagery, and perception. Behav. Brain Sci. 2004, 27, 377–396.
[CrossRef]

125. Shepard, R.N.; Metzler, J. Mental rotation of three-dimensional objects. Science 1971, 171, 701–703. [CrossRef]
126. Searle, J.A.; Hamm, J.P. Mental rotation: An examination of assumptions. Wiley Interdiscip. Rev. Cogn. Sci. 2017, 8. [CrossRef]

[PubMed]
127. Parsons, L.M. Imagined spatial transformations of one’s hands and feet. Cogn. Psychol. 1987, 19, 178–241. [CrossRef]
128. Wong, A.L.; Haith, A.M.; Krakauer, J.W. Motor Planning. Neuroscientist 2015, 21, 385–398. [CrossRef]
129. Seidler, R.D.; Noll, D.C.; Thiers, G. Feedforward and feedback processes in motor control. NeuroImage 2004, 22, 1775–1783.

[CrossRef] [PubMed]
130. Wolpert, D.M.; Diedrichsen, J.; Flanagan, J.R. Principles of sensorimotor learning. Nat. Rev. Neurosci. 2011, 12, 739–751. [CrossRef]

[PubMed]
131. Haar, S.; Donchin, O. A Revised Computational Neuroanatomy for Motor Control. J. Cogn. Neurosci. 2020, 32, 1823–1836.

[CrossRef]
132. Franklin, D.W.; Wolpert, D.M. Computational mechanisms of sensorimotor control. Neuron 2011, 72, 425–442. [CrossRef]
133. Shadmehr, R.; Krakauer, J.W. A computational neuroanatomy for motor control. Exp. Brain Res. 2008, 185, 359–381. [CrossRef]

[PubMed]
134. Pickering, M.J.; Clark, A. Getting ahead: Forward models and their place in cognitive architecture. Trends Cogn. Sci. 2014, 18,

451–456. [CrossRef]
135. Wolpert, D.M.; Ghahramani, Z. Computational principles of movement neuroscience. Nat. Neurosci. 2000, 3 (Suppl. S3),

1212–1217. [CrossRef]
136. Haar, S.; Dinstein, I.; Shelef, I.; Donchin, O. Effector-Invariant Movement Encoding in the Human Motor System. J. Neurosci. 2017,

37, 9054–9063. [CrossRef]
137. Adolph, K.E.; Franchak, J.M. The development of motor behavior. Wiley Interdiscip. Rev. Cogn. Sci. 2017, 8. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
138. McCarty, M.E.; Clifton, R.K.; Ashmead, D.H.; Lee, P.; Goubet, N. How infants use vision for grasping objects. Child. Dev. 2001, 72,

973–987. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
139. Frick, A.; Daum, M.M.; Walser, S.; Mast, F.W. Motor processes in children’s mental rotation. J. Cogn. Dev. 2009, 10, 18–40.

[CrossRef]
140. Frick, A.; Hansen, M.A.; Newcombe, N.S. Development of mental rotation in 3- to 5-year-old children. Cogn. Dev. 2013, 28,

386–399. [CrossRef]
141. Sekiyama, K. Kinesthetic aspects of mental representations in the identification of left and right hands. Percept. Psychophys. 1982,

32, 89–95. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
142. Coslett, H.B.; Medina, J.; Kliot, D.; Burkey, A.R. Mental motor imagery indexes pain: The hand laterality task. Eur. J. Pain 2010, 14,

1007–1013. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
143. de Lange, F.P.; Helmich, R.C.; Toni, I. Posture influences motor imagery: An fMRI study. NeuroImage 2006, 33, 609–617. [CrossRef]
144. Hardwick, R.M.; Caspers, S.; Eickhoff, S.B.; Swinnen, S.P. Neural correlates of action: Comparing meta-analyses of imagery,

observation, and execution. Neurosci. Biobehav. Rev. 2018, 94, 31–44. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.96.16.9379
http://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.3569-03.2004
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0896-6273(00)80832-6
http://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.92.18.8135
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7667258
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2013.03.007
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2011.05.030
http://doi.org/10.1093/brain/awg248
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14506065
http://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhp298
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2014.05.009
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.bandc.2018.12.007
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X04000093
http://doi.org/10.1126/science.171.3972.701
http://doi.org/10.1002/wcs.1443
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28387440
http://doi.org/10.1016/0010-0285(87)90011-9
http://doi.org/10.1177/1073858414541484
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2004.05.003
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15275933
http://doi.org/10.1038/nrn3112
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22033537
http://doi.org/10.1162/jocn_a_01602
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2011.10.006
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-008-1280-5
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18251019
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2014.05.006
http://doi.org/10.1038/81497
http://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1663-17.2017
http://doi.org/10.1002/wcs.1430
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27906517
http://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00329
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11480949
http://doi.org/10.1080/15248370902966719
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cogdev.2013.06.002
http://doi.org/10.3758/BF03204268
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7145594
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejpain.2010.04.001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20638306
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2006.07.017
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2018.08.003
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30098990


Brain Sci. 2021, 11, 1652 19 of 20

145. Grezes, J.; Decety, J. Functional anatomy of execution, mental simulation, observation, and verb generation of actions: A
meta-analysis. Hum. Brain Mapp. 2001, 12, 1–19. [CrossRef]

146. Hanakawa, T.; Dimyan, M.A.; Hallett, M. Motor planning, imagery, and execution in the distributed motor network: A time-course
study with functional MRI. Cereb. Cortex 2008, 18, 2775–2788. [CrossRef]

147. Hetu, S.; Gregoire, M.; Saimpont, A.; Coll, M.P.; Eugene, F.; Michon, P.E.; Jackson, P.L. The neural network of motor imagery: An
ALE meta-analysis. Neurosci. Biobehav. Rev. 2013, 37, 930–949. [CrossRef]

148. Zacks, J.M. Neuroimaging studies of mental rotation: A meta-analysis and review. J. Cogn. Neurosci. 2008, 20, 1–19. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

149. Cona, G.; Scarpazza, C. Where is the “where” in the brain? A meta-analysis of neuroimaging studies on spatial cognition. Hum.
Brain Mapp. 2019, 40, 1867–1886. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

150. Ptak, R.; Schnider, A.; Fellrath, J. The Dorsal Frontoparietal Network: A Core System for Emulated Action. Trends Cogn. Sci. 2017,
21, 589–599. [CrossRef]

151. Kosslyn, S.M.; DiGirolamo, G.J.; Thompson, W.L.; Alpert, N.M. Mental rotation of objects versus hands: Neural mechanisms
revealed by positron emission tomography. Psychophysiology 1998, 35, 151–161. [CrossRef]

152. Jordan, K.; Wustenberg, T.; Heinze, H.J.; Peters, M.; Jancke, L. Women and men exhibit different cortical activation patterns
during mental rotation tasks. Neuropsychologia 2002, 40, 2397–2408. [CrossRef]

153. Milivojevic, B.; Hamm, J.P.; Corballis, M.C. Functional neuroanatomy of mental rotation. J. Cogn. Neurosci. 2009, 21, 945–959.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

154. Lamm, C.; Windischberger, C.; Moser, E.; Bauer, H. The functional role of dorso-lateral premotor cortex during mental rotation:
An event-related fMRI study separating cognitive processing steps using a novel task paradigm. NeuroImage 2007, 36, 1374–1386.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

155. Tomasino, B.; Gremese, M. Effects of Stimulus Type and Strategy on Mental Rotation Network: An Activation Likelihood
Estimation Meta-Analysis. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 2015, 9, 693. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

156. Ditunno, P.L.; Mann, V.A. Right hemisphere specialization for mental rotation in normals and brain damaged subjects. Cortex
1990, 26, 177–188. [CrossRef]

157. Ratcliff, G. Spatial thought, mental rotation and the right cerebral hemisphere. Neuropsychologia 1979, 17, 49–54. [CrossRef]
158. Tomasino, B.; Toraldo, A.; Rumiati, R.I. Dissociation between the mental rotation of visual images and motor images in unilateral

brain-damaged patients. Brain. Cogn. 2003, 51, 368–371. [CrossRef]
159. Tomasino, B.; Rumiati, R.I. Effects of strategies on mental rotation and hemispheric lateralization: Neuropsychological evidence.

J. Cogn. Neurosci. 2004, 16, 878–888. [CrossRef]
160. Buiatti, T.; Mussoni, A.; Toraldo, A.; Skrap, M.; Shallice, T. Two qualitatively different impairments in making rotation operations.

Cortex 2011, 47, 166–179. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
161. Cona, G.; Panozzo, G.; Semenza, C. The role of dorsal premotor cortex in mental rotation: A transcranial magnetic stimulation

study. Brain. Cogn. 2017, 116, 71–78. [CrossRef]
162. Wohlschlager, A.; Wohlschlager, A. Mental and manual rotation. J. Exp. Psychol. Hum. Percept. Perform. 1998, 24, 397–412.

[CrossRef]
163. Wexler, M.; Kosslyn, S.M.; Berthoz, A. Motor processes in mental rotation. Cognition 1998, 68, 77–94. [CrossRef]
164. Wohlschlager, A. Mental object rotation and the planning of hand movements. Percept. Psychophys. 2001, 63, 709–718. [CrossRef]
165. Nico, D.; Daprati, E.; Rigal, F.; Parsons, L.; Sirigu, A. Left and right hand recognition in upper limb amputees. Brain 2004, 127,

120–132. [CrossRef]
166. Menendez Granda, M.; Iannotti, G.R.; Darque, A.; Ptak, R. Does mental rotation emulate motor processes? An electrophysiological

study of objects and body parts. J. Prepr. 2021. [CrossRef]
167. Thayer, Z.C.; Johnson, B.W. Cerebral processes during visuo-motor imagery of hands. Psychophysiology 2006, 43, 401–412.

[CrossRef]
168. Jansen, P.; Render, A.; Scheer, C.; Siebertz, M. Mental rotation with abstract and embodied objects as stimuli: Evidence from

event-related potential (ERP). Exp. Brain Res. 2020, 238, 525–535. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
169. Dehaene, S.; Dehaene-Lambertz, G.; Cohen, L. Abstract representation of numbers in the animal and human brain. Trends

Neurosci. 1998, 21, 355–361. [CrossRef]
170. Borgomaneri, S.; Serio, G.; Battaglia, S. Please, don’t do it! Fifteen years of progress of non-invasive brain stimulation in action

inhibition. Cortex 2020, 132, 404–422. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
171. Battaglia, S.; Serio, G.; Scarpazza, C.; D’Ausilio, A.; Borgomaneri, S. Frozen in (e)motion: How reactive motor inhibition is

influenced by the emotional content of stimuli in healthy and psychiatric populations. Behav. Res. 2021, 146, 103963. [CrossRef]
172. Borgomaneri, S.; Vitale, F.; Battaglia, S.; Avenanti, A. Early Right Motor Cortex Response to Happy and Fearful Facial Expressions:

A TMS Motor-Evoked Potential Study. Brain Sci. 2021, 11, 1203. [CrossRef]
173. Eichenbaum, H.; Cohen, N.J. Can we reconcile the declarative memory and spatial navigation views on hippocampal function?

Neuron 2014, 83, 764–770. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
174. Aisenberg, D.; Henik, A. Reuse or re-function? Behav. Brain Sci. 2010, 33, 266–267. [CrossRef]
175. Goldinger, S.D.; Papesh, M.H.; Barnhart, A.S.; Hansen, W.A.; Hout, M.C. The poverty of embodied cognition. Psychon Bull. Rev.

2016, 23, 959–978. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://doi.org/10.1002/1097-0193(200101)12:1&lt;1::AID-HBM10&gt;3.0.CO;2-V
http://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhn036
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2013.03.017
http://doi.org/10.1162/jocn.2008.20013
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17919082
http://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.24496
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30600568
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2017.05.002
http://doi.org/10.1111/1469-8986.3520151
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0028-3932(02)00076-3
http://doi.org/10.1162/jocn.2009.21085
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18702586
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2007.04.012
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17532647
http://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2015.00693
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26779003
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0010-9452(13)80349-8
http://doi.org/10.1016/0028-3932(79)90021-6
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0278-2626(02)00570-5
http://doi.org/10.1162/089892904970753
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2009.10.006
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19914616
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.bandc.2017.06.002
http://doi.org/10.1037/0096-1523.24.2.397
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0010-0277(98)00032-8
http://doi.org/10.3758/BF03194431
http://doi.org/10.1093/brain/awh006
http://doi.org/10.21203/rs.3.rs-155317/v1
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8986.2006.00404.x
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-020-05734-w
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31970433
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-2236(98)01263-6
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2020.09.002
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33045520
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.brat.2021.103963
http://doi.org/10.3390/brainsci11091203
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2014.07.032
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25144874
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X10000981
http://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-015-0860-1
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27282990


Brain Sci. 2021, 11, 1652 20 of 20

176. Churchland, P.M. Matter and Consciousness; The MIT Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2013.
177. Anderson, B. There is no such thing as attention. Front. Psychol. 2011, 2, 1–8. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
178. Hommel, B.; Chapman, C.S.; Cisek, P.; Neyedli, H.F.; Song, J.H.; Welsh, T.N. No one knows what attention is. Atten Percept.

Psychophys 2019, 81, 2288–2303. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
179. Genon, S.; Reid, A.; Langner, R.; Amunts, K.; Eickhoff, S.B. How to Characterize the Function of a Brain Region. Trends Cogn. Sci.

2018, 22, 350–364. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
180. Anderson, M.L. Mining the brain for a new taxonomy of the mind. Philos. Compass 2015, 10, 68–77. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2011.00246
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21977019
http://doi.org/10.3758/s13414-019-01846-w
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31489566
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2018.01.010
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29501326
http://doi.org/10.1111/phc3.12155

	Introduction 
	Local or Distributed: Two Views of the Structure-Function Relationship 
	Theories of Neural Reuse 
	Functional Networks Provide the Necessary Conditions for Neural Reuse 
	Integrating Neural Data and Behavior: The Case of Visual Object Processing 
	A Motor Process for a Cognitive Function: The Emulation Theory of Mental Rotation 
	Conclusions, Limitations and Open Questions 
	References

