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Multisensory body representation 
in autoimmune diseases
Gianluca Finotti1 & Marcello Costantini1,2

Body representation has been linked to the processing and integration of multisensory signals. An 
outstanding example of the pivotal role played by multisensory mechanisms in body representation is 
the Rubber Hand Illusion (RHI). In this paradigm, multisensory stimulation induces a sense of ownership 
over a fake limb. Previous work has shown high interindividual differences in the susceptibility to 
the RHI. The origin of this variability remains largely unknown. Given the tight and bidirectional 
communication between the brain and the immune system, we predicted that the origin of this 
variability could be traced, in part, to the immune system’s functioning, which is altered by several 
clinical conditions, including Coeliac Disease (CD). Consistent with this prediction, we found that 
the Rubber Hand Illusion is stronger in CD patients as compared to healthy controls. We propose a 
biochemical mechanism accounting for the dependency of multisensory body representation upon 
the Immune system. Our finding has direct implications for a range of neurological, psychiatric and 
immunological conditions where alterations of multisensory integration, body representation and 
dysfunction of the immune system co-exist.

It is now firmly established that the nervous system is not an immune-privileged environment. Immune signal-
ling is a noticeable feature not only of many pathological brain conditions, but also of normal brain functions. 
Recent studies, indeed, show that immune molecules of the innate immune system, as well as of the adaptive 
immune system, are expressed in the nervous system and play important but non-immunological roles in neu-
rodevelopment and synaptic plasticity1,2. Evidence for the idea that the immune system is involved in normal 
neurobehavioral processes derive from data showing that cytokines, which are regulators of host responses to 
infection, are expressed in the healthy brain and that neurons and glia can produce and respond to inflammatory 
cytokines3,4. For instance, it has been demonstrated that the secretion of the pro-inflammatory cytokine IL-1β  in 
the hippocampus accompanies long-term potentiation and it is critically involved in maintaining it5. On the same 
vein, chronic exposure to IL-1β  produces marked impairments in spatial memory tested with the water maze par-
adigm, as well as impaired long-term contextual fear memory6,7. Other pro-inflammatory cytokines play a role in 
neural functioning. For instance, many studies demonstrated a detrimental effect of elevated IL-6, IL-8, Tumour 
Necrosis Factor (TNF) and interferon-γ levels on long-term synaptic plasticity8 and neural development9,10.

The pivotal role of immune molecules in normal brain functions allows raising the question as to whether 
the immune system has a role to play in one of the fundamental abilities of our brain, which is the ability to inte-
grate information from different sensory modalities11–13. Specifically, mechanisms of processing and integration 
of a wide range of multisensory signals are considered crucial in constructing a dynamic representation of the 
body11,14–18. An outstanding example of the pivotal role played by multisensory mechanisms in body representa-
tion is the Rubber Hand Illusion19. In this experimental paradigm the simultaneous stroking with two paint-
brushes of a rubber hand and the participant’s hidden hand can induce the experience that the rubber hand is 
their own hand and that it is the rubber hand that “senses” the touch of the paintbrush. Therefore, multisensory 
integration between vision and touch “changes the phenomenal status of the rubber hand from inanimate object 
to part of one’s own body”16.

The pivotal role of multisensory integration in body representation might bridge the gap between the brain 
and the immune system. Indeed, despite its role, multisensory integration is not an innate ability. The earli-
est appearing multisensory neurons in the superior colliculus (SC) are incapable of synthesizing cross-modal 
stimuli20–22. Rather, they require a protracted period of postnatal maturation to develop this capability23. Both 
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animal and human studies of the early stages of life show that, during early development, an alteration to the 
environment or a disruption of processing to one sense can result in a striking degree of neural re-organization 
between the senses24–29. Interestingly, such neural plasticity is deeply intertwined with the immune system and 
pro-inflammatory cytokines. This claim is supported by a recent study showing that prolonged exposure to 
pro-inflammatory cytokines causes premature stabilization of developing synapses within the tectum (i.e., the SC 
in mammals). Therefore, this prevents normal synaptic refinement and elimination that occurs during develop-
ment. Indeed, during development, the tectal circuitry undergoes a significant amount of refinement, both in the 
retino-tectal projection, as well as in the local circuitry within the tectum30.

Given the detrimental effect of chronic exposure to immune molecules, in particular pro-inflammatory 
cytokines, in normal brain functions, neurogenesis and synaptic plasticity, we hypothesized that multisensory 
body representation, as revealed by the rubber hand illusion, is negatively altered in subjects suffering from 
Coeliac Disease, characterized by chronic exposure to systemic high levels of pro-inflammatory cytokines31. The 
strength of the illusion was measured using proprioceptive drift, defined as the subjective estimate of the distance 
between the participant’s real hand and the rubber hand, and subjective reports.

Materials and Methods
Participants. Nineteen female participants with coeliac disease (CD; mean age 25.7) and twenty-five female 
control participants (HC; mean age 21.0) were included in the present study. Participants were recruited via 
public ads. Coeliac cohort was defined as treated coeliac, i.e. adhering to a gluten free diet. All patients had biop-
sy-proven Coeliac Disease and/or had tissue transglutaminase (TTG) IgA antibody serologic tests performed at 
the time of diagnosis. The study was approved by the Ethics committee of the “G. d’Annunzio” University, Chieti, 
and was conducted in accordance with the ethical standards of the 1964 Declaration of Helsinki. All participants 
were volunteers who gave informed written consent, were free to withdraw at will and were naïve to the rationale 
of the experiment.

Experimental design. We used a 2 ×  2 ×  2 mixed design with order of trial conditions counter-balanced 
across participants. The viewed object (rubber hand versus piece of wood) and timing of visuo-tactile stimulation 
(synchronous versus asynchronous) were the within subjects factors. The experimental group (Coeliac Disease 
and Healthy Controls) was the between subjects factor. The four within-subjects conditions were: (i) rubber hand 
synchronous; (ii) rubber hand asynchronous; (iii) wood synchronous; and (iv) wood asynchronous. The rubber 
hand was a realistic prosthetic hand. The piece of wood was a plain wooden block, pale and beige in colour, with a 
thumb-like feature and with one end tapered into a wrist-like shape. This wooden stimulus had comparable over-
all size to the rubber hand. Stimulation was delivered manually by the experimenter with the use of two identical 
paintbrushes. In the synchronous visuo-tactile stimulation conditions, the experimenter manually stroked with 
two paintbrushes both the participant’s hand and the viewed object at the same time and the same locations. In 
the asynchronous visuo-tactile conditions, the experimenter stroked the participant’s hand first, while the viewed 
object was stroked with a latency of 500–1.000 ms in the corresponding location. Each stimulation period lasted 
120 s and was timed with a stopwatch.

Procedure. Participants were welcomed in the laboratory and requested to report their height and weight to 
calculate body mass index (BMI). Participants were also asked to complete the psychological general well-being 
index (PGWBI32,) questionnaire and the Beck Depression Inventory-II (BDI-II33,). BMI, the PGWBI and the 
BDI-II were recorded to ensure that there were not between-group differences in weight, perceived psychological 
well-being and depression that could potentially confound the results in the rubber hand illusion. The psycho-
logical general well-being index is a validated Health Related Quality of Life (HRQoL) measure, widely used in 
clinical trials and epidemiological research to provide a general evaluation of self-perceived psychological health 
and well-being. The Beck Depression Inventory is a 21-question multiple-choice self-report inventory widely 
used for measuring the severity of depression.

Participants were then exposed to the RHI phase. They sat at a table across from the experimenter with their 
right hand placed inside a specially constructed box, measuring 100 cm in width, 40 cm in height and 20 cm in 
depth. The rubber hand rested inside the same box in front of the subject’s midline at the same distance in front 
of the subject’s chest as the subject’s hand was. The lateral distance between the index finger of the subject’s hand 
and the index finger of the rubber hand was 27 cm. The entire box was covered by a mirror, which prevented the 
subject from ever seeing their hand directly. A small half-mirror was set into the mirror just above the rubber 
hand34 (for the experimental setup). Lighting underneath the half-mirror was controlled by the experimenter 
to make the rubber hand appear (during stimulation) and disappear (during position judgment, see below). We 
used the proprioceptively perceived position of the subject’s hand as an implicit, quantitative proxy for the illu-
sion. We presented a standard ruler above the table and reflected in the mirror to appear at the same gaze depth 
as the rubber hand and subject’s hand, and spanning the spatial range between them. Participants were asked, 
“Where is your index finger”? They responded by verbally reporting a number on the ruler. They were instructed 
to judge the position of their finger by projecting a parasagittal line from the centre of their index finger to the 
ruler. During the judgments, there was no tactile stimulation, and subjects were prevented from seeing the rub-
ber hand or any other landmark on the worksurface by switching off the lights under the half-mirror. The ruler 
was always placed with a different random offset for each judgement to prevent subjects from memorising and 
repeating responses given on previous trials. Subjects made a baseline judgement before each stimulation trial, 
and another one afterwards. The difference between these two judgements represented the change in perceived 
hand position due to the stimulation, and was taken as our measure of RHI. A brief rest period followed each 
condition. To prevent transfer of the illusion across conditions, the subjects were encouraged to move the hand 
and body during the rest period. The experimenter then passively replaced the hands in the correct position 
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in preparation for the next trial. After each condition participants were asked to fill in the RHI questionnaire. 
Finally, Interoceptive Awareness was also measured using the well-established heartbeat detection task35. In this 
task, participants counted the number of heartbeats over separate time periods (25, 35, 45, and 100 seconds) while 
the experimenter measured the exact/actual count. The researchers then used an algorithm to yield an “accuracy” 
ratio between 0 (no accuracy) and 1 (perfect accuracy). Interoceptive awareness was measured because previous 
studies have found a linear relation between susceptibility to the rubber hand illusion and interoceptive aware-
ness, with participants scoring lower in the rubber hand illusion performing better in the heartbeat detection 
task36,37.

Rubber hand illusion questionnaire. We adopted a total of 22 questions from Longo and colleagues38 
to measure the RHI. The questions referred to four different components of the experience of embodiment dur-
ing the RHI paradigm: (i) Ten statements referring to the embodiment of the rubber hand. These comprised 
items relating to the feelings that: the rubber hand belonged to the participant, the participant had control over 
the rubber hand, the rubber hand and real hand were in the same location, and the rubber hand had taken on 
features of the actual hand; (ii) six statements referring to the experience of loss of one’s hand. These comprised 
items relating to the feelings of: being unable to move one’s hand, one’s hand disappearing, and one’s hand being 
out of one’s control; (iii) three statements referring to the feeling of movement. These comprised items relating 
to perceived motion of one’s own hand, and to movement of the rubber hand; (iv) three statements referring to 
affect. These comprised items relating to the appeal and enjoyment of the experience, and the touch being pleas-
ant. Participants completed four versions of the questionnaire, one for each experimental condition. Participants 
answered each statement by choosing a number from a 7-point Likert Scale, from “ –3 being strongly in disagree-
ment” to “+ 3 being strongly in agreement”.

Results BMI, PGWBI and BDI. The mean BMI of the CD group was 22.4 kg/m2 (SD 3.3), and for the HC 
group was 21.3 kg/m2 (s.d. 3.4). The difference observed between groups, − 1.09, BCa 95% CI [− 2.853, 0.976] 
was not significant (t(42) =  1.1, p =  0.287). The PGWBI global score for the CD group was 70.3 (SD 10.4), and 
for the HC group was 67.3 (SD 11.7). The observed difference between groups, 3.0, BCa 95% CI [− 9.851, 4.537], 
was not significant (t(39) =  0.85, p =  0.400). Finally, the mean BDI for the CD group was 9.3 (SD 7.6), and for 
the HC group was 8.3 (SD 6.0). The observed difference between groups, 1.0 , BCa 95% CI [− 5.475, 3.326], was 
not significant (t(36) =  0.42, p >  0.677; degrees of freedom are different because PGWBI and BDI-II scores were 
not available from three and six participants, respectively). The mean Interoceptive awareness was 0.6 (SD 0.2) 
for both the CD group and the HC group. The observed difference, 0.026, BCa 95% CI [0.097, 0.140], was not 
significant t(42) =  0.1, p =  0.654.

Proprioceptive drift. We obtained a baseline pre-test judgment about the subjective location of the par-
ticipant’s index finger prior to visuo-tactile stimulation and a post-test judgment after stimulation. The pre-test 
judgments were subtracted from the post- test judgments. The resulting values show the change in the perceived 
position of the hand between the start and end of the stimulation period, across conditions. We refer to this 
quantity with the term proprioceptive drift. A positive drift represents a mislocalization of the participant’s hand 
toward the viewed object (the rubber hand or block of wood), while a negative drift represents a mislocalization of 
the participant’s hand away from the viewed object. Assumptions of normal distribution, independence of resid-
uals and sphericity were verified. The mean proprioceptive drift per subject for each condition was submitted into 
a mixed ANOVA with Viewed object (rubber hand versus piece of wood) and the Timing of visuo-tactile stim-
ulation (synchronous versus asynchronous) as within subject factors; and Group (Healthy Controls and Coeliac 
disease patients) as the between group factor.

The ANOVA revealed a main effect of viewed object (F(1,42) =  14.5, p <  0.01, η p2 =  0.25) and timing of 
visuo-tactile stimulation (F(1,42) =  10.4, p =  0.002; η p2 =  0.19), as well as an interaction between these two 
conditions (F(1,42) =  7.2, p =  0.010; η p2 =  0.147). Given the significant interaction, follow-up t-tests were then 
conducted. Pairwise statistics showed higher proprioceptive drift in the rubber hand synchronous condition 
(M =  2.5 cm, SD =  3.0) as compared to all the other experimental conditions (Rubber Hand asynchronous: 
M =  0.32 cm, SD =  2.12; BCa 95% CI [0.693, 2.886], t(43) =  3.41, p =  0.001, and represented a large effect size 
d =  1.11; Wood synchronous: M =  0.27 cm, SD =  1.80; BCa 95% CI [1.023, 2.614], t(43) =  3.88, p <  0.001, and 
represented a large effect size d =  0.99; Wood asynchronous: M =  − 0.16 cm, SD =  2.41; BCa 95% CI [1. 318, 
3.091], t(43) =  4.39, p <  0.001; and represented a large effect size d =  0.91; see Fig. 1).

Importantly, there was also a significant group by viewed object by timing of visuo-tactile stimulation interac-
tion (F(1,42) =  4.3, p =  0.042; η p2 =  0.09). Greater proprioceptive drift was observed in CD as compared to HC in 
the rubber hand synchronous condition (observed difference, − 1.96 BCa 95% CI [− 3.884, − 0.229], t(42) =  2.2, 
p =  0.031; and represented a medium effect size d =  0.67), but not in all the other experimental conditions (see 
Fig. 1). These differences in proprioceptive drift cannot be explained by differences in perceived baseline location, 
as the initial error did not differ between groups. The mean proprioceptive mislocalization prior to the induction 
period was 1.0 cm (SD =  3.6) for the CD group and 2.34 cm (SD =  4.1) for the HC group, and the between-groups 
difference, 1.28 BCa 95% CI [− 0.644, 3.314] was not significant (t(42) =  1.05, p =  0.284). The absence of a sig-
nificant difference suggests that both the CD and the HC groups had comparable proprioceptive representations 
prior to the induction period.

Rubber hand illusion questionnaire. The mean ratings for the four components of the experience of 
embodiment (Embodiment, Loss of one’s hand, Movement and Affect) were submitted to four separate mixed 
ANOVAs with viewed object (rubber hand versus piece of wood), the timing of visuo-tactile stimulation (syn-
chronous versus asynchronous) and the components of the illusion as within subject factors, and Group (HC 
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vs CD) as the between group factor. The ANOVA on the embodiment component of the illusion revealed a 
main effect of viewed object (F(1,42) =  39.1 p <  0.001; η p2 =  0.48) and timing of visuo-tactile stimulation 
(F(1,42) =  31.4, p <  0.001; η p2 =  0.42). The interaction group by viewed object by timing of visuo-tactile stim-
ulation was significant (F(1,42) =  4.4, p =  0.046; η p2 =  0.09). Paired t-tests indicated that, in both groups, the 
strength of the RHI was greater during synchronous than asynchronous stimulation (BCa 95% CI [0.694, 
0.1.513], t(43) =  4.9, p <  0.001; and it represented a medium effect, d =  0.62). The difference between CD and HC 
in the embodiment component of the illusion was not significant. Also, the other components of the illusion did 
not differ across groups.

Discussion
Given the tight and bidirectional communication between the brain and the immune system we tested the 
hypothesis that multisensory body representation is altered in patients suffering from Coeliac Disease, an auto-
immune disorder characterized by high systemic levels of pro-inflammatory cytokines.

To test our hypothesis we used the rubber hand illusion, a well-known experimental method to investigate 
multisensory body representation. We found a quantitative stronger illusion in CD patients as compared to 
healthy controls. In particular, CD patients showed higher proprioceptive drift as compared to HC. The difference 
in the experience of owning the rubber hand, as measured by the questionnaire, was not significant.

Celiac disease (CD) is an autoimmune disorder of the small intestine caused by a permanent intolerance to 
gluten proteins in predisposed individuals. In these patients, gluten peptides trigger an abnormal autoimmune 
response that causes the typical CD tissue lesion characterized by villous atrophy, crypt hyperplasia, and increased 
numbers of intraepithelial and lamina propria lymphocytes. CD enteropathy is also characterized by elevated sys-
temic level of pro-inflammatory cytokines. For instance, Manavalan and colleagues performed cytokine assays 
on patients suffering from coeliac disease. They found higher levels of pro-inflammatory cytokines, including 
interferon-γ , IL–1ß, TNF, IL-6, IL-4, in patients compared to healthy controls. Although the treatment with a 
gluten-free diet (GFD) usually leads to normalization of mucosal histology, remission of clinical symptoms and 
decreases levels of systemic pro-inflammatory cytokines31,39, the available evidence suggests that serum levels of 
pro-inflammatory cytokines during GFD are still elevated as compared to normal subjects31,40.

How can we account for altered multisensory body representation in CD patients as compared to healthy con-
trols? The hypothesis we put forward pertains the effect of inflammation on the brain oscillatory activity, which is 
the neural mechanism enabling multisensory integration41.

An increasing amount of evidence is accumulating supporting the idea that oscillatory activity of the brain, 
far from being mere noise, represents an instrument that can be used in sensory processing42,43, and multisensory 
integration. This is the case in at least two well-known multisensory illusions, namely the double-flash illusion 
(DFI44 and the McGurk illusion45). The double-flash illusion is a multisensory illusion where one briefly presented 
visual stimulus is accompanied by two rapidly presented either auditory (audio-visual DFI) or tactile stimuli 
(visuo-tactile DFI). Both paradigms frequently induce the perception of a second, illusory visual stimulus. The 
DFI is optimally perceived if the visual stimulus is presented between the two auditory or tactile stimuli and if all 
stimuli are presented within ~100 ms46. This window of integration is, nevertheless, variable across individuals 
and seems to be related to the individual’s alpha frequency peak47. In a recent MEG study, Lange et al.48 investi-
gated how fluctuations of prestimulus neuronal activity influence perception of the visuo-tactile DFI. The authors 
found that the illusory perception of a second visual stimulus was preceded by a reduction of prestimulus alpha 
power in visual cortex relative to the perception of one visual stimulus. Hence, decreased prestimulus alpha power 
correlated with the conscious perception of two stimuli.

Recently, Cecere and colleagues47 provided causal evidence of a link between brain oscillatory activity, espe-
cially in the alpha frequency band, and audio-visual DFI. They firstly recorded EEG while participants performed 
the audio-visual DFI task and found positive correlation between individual’s alpha frequency peak and the size 
of the temporal window of the illusion. Participants then performed the same task while receiving occipital tran-
scranial alternating current stimulation (tACS), to modulate individual alpha frequency peak. Results showed 
that experimentally increasing or decreasing individual alpha frequency peak enlarged and shrunk the temporal 

Figure 1. Mean proprioceptive drift and s.e.m. for each group in each experimental condition. 
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window of illusion, respectively. This empirical evidence strongly supports the view that different temporal fea-
tures of the brain oscillatory activity can predict processing of multisensory stimuli.

Interestingly, high levels of pro-inflammatory cytokines, as in the case of CD patients, change brain oscillatory 
activity49. Such a change is likely to reflect alteration of the excitation/inhibition balance, which is contributed by 
GABAergic interneurons50. Empirical studies have indeed shown that pro-inflammatory cytokines increase the 
protein expression of GABA transporter type 1 and 3, which are the two important subtypes of GATs responsible 
for the regulation of extracellular GABA levels in the brain. In particular, GAT1 transporter removes GABA from 
the synaptic cleft51, while GAT3 mediates uptake of GABA from the synaptic cleft by surrounding glial cells52. 
Overall, the removal of GABA from the synaptic cleft is likely to decrease the inhibitory effect of GABA, altering 
neural oscillatory activity53.

If our argument is at stake, one may formulate interesting hypotheses on the effect of inflammation on mul-
tisensory processing. For instance it could be hypothesized that participants with ongoing inflammation show 
altered temporal window of integration, as measured with a simultaneity judgment task54, and altered perception 
of the double flash illusion.

Despite this evidence, it must be noticed that the role of oscillatory activity in multisensory integration is still 
matter of debate. Classically, convergence of unimodal inputs in multisensory areas has been regarded as the 
primary mechanism for multisensory integration. According to this view, multisensory integration results from 
a linear integration of unimodal stimuli, reflected in a change of firing frequency in multisensory neural popula-
tions55. Although the important role of multisensory integration is largely established, the mechanisms underlying 
multisensory integration are not yet  fully understood. If neural oscillations seem to provide a more flexible model 
(see56) it is clear that it could be not the only mechanism responsible for multisensory integration. For instance, 
it might be argued that altered stimulus-driven neural response, rather than altered oscillatory activity in CD 
patients might account for our results. Such an explanation is not at odds with our proposal. Stimulus-driven neu-
ral response and oscillatory activity are tightly linked to each other, so that the former depends on the latter at the 
time the stimulus impinges on brain oscillatory activity57. For instance, Scheeringa and colleagues (2011), using 
simultaneous electroencephalography as a measure of ongoing activity and functional magnetic resonance imag-
ing (fMRI) as a measure of the stimulus-driven neural response, investigated whether the phase of occipital alpha 
oscillations at the onset of a visual stimulus affected the amplitude of the visually evoked fMRI response. Results 
showed that stimuli arriving at the peak of the alpha cycle yielded a lower blood oxygenation level-dependent 
(BOLD) fMRI response in early visual cortex than stimuli presented at the trough of the cycle57.

Another finding that deserves to be discussed is the dissociation we observed between proprioceptive drift 
and subjective report. Indeed, while CD patients showed higher proprioceptive drift as compared to HC, sub-
jective report did not differ between the two groups. The rubber hand illusion is thought to be the product of the 
three-way interaction between vision, touch and proprioception19. Several findings suggest that proprioceptive 
drift depends upon multisensory integration, while the illusory ownership involves a second mechanism of com-
parison with internal models of the body (for a review see58,59). Our hypothesis of the impact of inflammation 
on multisensory integration fits with this finding, and supports the dissociation sometimes observed between 
proprioceptive drift and subjective report of the RHI60,61.

Whilst results are intriguing and foster a cross-disciplinary work we only provide correlational, rather than 
causal, links between multisensory integration and inflammation. Moreover, a limitation of our study must be 
taken into account. We did not measure the level of systemic pro-inflammatory cytokines in our participants at 
the time of testing, thus, the link between inflammation and Coeliac disease is based on the current literature. 
This also made not possible to test whether patients with more severe inflammation showed higher sensitivity 
to the RHI. This hypothesis would be particularly interesting to investigate as there is already available evidence 
in literature of a link between the IS and the RHI. For instance Barnsley and colleagues found that the rubber 
hand illusion increases histamine reactivity in the real arm of participants62. Despite our patients performed 
clinical tests at the time of diagnosis, the most widely used system of classification of coeliac disease severity, the 
Marsh-Oberhiber classification63, could not be used here as an indicator of severity of inflammation. This system 
categorizes histological modifications, and thus it cannot be used to this end63. What is more, despite coeliac 
patients have higher systemic levels of peripheral pro-inflammatory cytokines, the peripheral cytokine profile 
does not mirror the cytokine profile of the inflamed small intestine mucosa31. Still, the possibility that higher 
levels of pro-inflammatory cytokines at the time of testing would result in altered multisensory integration is a 
compelling one and needs to be further investigated in future research.

References
1. Boulanger, L. M. Immune Proteins in Brain Development and Synaptic Plasticity. Neuron 64, 93–109 (2009).
2. Boulanger, L. M. & Shatz, C. J. Immune signalling in neural development, synaptic plasticity and disease. Nature Reviews 

Neuroscience 5, 521–531 (2004).
3. Yirmiya, R. & Goshen, I. Immune modulation of learning, memory, neural plasticity and neurogenesis. Brain, Behavior, and 

Immunity 25, 181–213 (2011).
4. Bauer, S., Kerr, B. J. & Patterson, P. H. The neuropoietic cytokine family in development, plasticity, disease and injury. Nat Rev 

Neurosci 8, 221–232, doi: nrn205410.1038/nrn2054 (2007).
5. Schneider, H. et al. A neuromodulatory role of interleukin-1β  in the hippocampus. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 

of the United States of America 95, 7778–7783 (1998).
6. Hein, A. M. et al. Sustained hippocampal IL-1β  overexpression impairs contextual and spatial memory in transgenic mice. Brain, 

Behavior, and Immunity 24, 243–253 (2010).
7. Moore, A. H., Wu, M., Shaftel, S. S., Graham, K. A. & O’Banion, M. K. Sustained expression of interleukin-1β  in mouse hippocampus 

impairs spatial memory. Neuroscience 164, 1484–1495 (2009).
8. Xiong, H. et al. Inhibition of long-term potentiation by interleukin-8: implications for human immunodeficiency virus-1-associated 

dementia. J Neurosci Res 71, 600–607, doi: 10.1002/jnr.10503 (2003).



www.nature.com/scientificreports/

6Scientific RepoRts | 6:21074 | DOI: 10.1038/srep21074

9. Kim, I. J., Beck, H. N., Lein, P. J. & Higgins, D. Interferon gamma induces retrograde dendritic retraction and inhibits synapse 
formation. J Neurosci 22, 4530–4539, doi: 20026431 (2002).

10. LaFerla, F. M., Sugarman, M. C., Lane, T. E. & Leissring, M. A. Regional hypomyelination and dysplasia in transgenic mice with 
astrocyte-directed expression of interferon-gamma. Journal of molecular neuroscience : MN 15, 45–59, doi: 10.1385/JMN:15:1:45 
(2000).

11. Blanke, O. Multisensory brain mechanisms of bodily self-consciousness. Nat Rev Neurosci 13, 556–571, doi: 10.1038/
nrn3292nrn3292 (2012).

12. Stein, B. E. & Meredith, M. A. The Merging of the Senses. (1993).
13. Stein, B. E. & Stanford, T. R. Multisensory integration: current issues from the perspective of the single neuron. Nat Rev Neurosci 9, 

255–266 (2008).
14. Gallagher, S. How the Body Shapes the Mind. (Oxford University Press, 2005).
15. Blanke, O. & Metzinger, T. Full-body illusions and minimal phenomenal selfhood. Trends Cogn Sci 13, 7–13, doi: 10.1016/j.

tics.2008.10.003 S1364-6613(08)00250-7 (2009).
16. Ehrsson, H. H. The concept of body ownership and its relation to multisensory integration. 775–792 (MIT Press, 2012).
17. Ionta, S., Gassert, R. & Blanke, O. Multi-sensory and sensorimotor foundation of bodily self-consciousness - an interdisciplinary 

approach. Front Psychol 2, 383, doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2011.00383 (2011).
18. Lenggenhager, B., Tadi, T., Metzinger, T. & Blanke, O. Video ergo sum: manipulating bodily self-consciousness. Science 317, 

1096–1099, doi: 317/5841/109610.1126/science.1143439 (2007).
19. Botvinick, M. & Cohen, J. Rubber hands ‘feel’ touch that eyes see. Nature 391, 756 (1998).
20. Stein, B. E., Labos, E. & Kruger, L. Sequence of changes in properties of neurons of superior colliculus of the kitten during 

maturation. Journal of Neurophysiology 36, 667–679 (1973).
21. Wallace, M. T. & Stein, B. E. Development of multisensory neurons and multisensory integration in cat superior colliculus. Journal 

of Neuroscience 17, 2429–2444 (1997).
22. Wallace, M. T. & Stein, B. E. Sensory and multisensory responses in the newborn monkey superior colliculus. Journal of Neuroscience 

21, 8886–8894 (2001).
23. Wallace, M. T., Perrault, T. J., Jr, Hairston, W. D. & Stein, B. E. Visual experience is necessary for the development of multisensory 

integration. Journal of Neuroscience 24, 9580–9584 (2004).
24. Bavelier, D. & Neville, H. J. Cross-modal plasticity: where and how?. Nature Reviews Neuroscience 3, 443–452 (2002).
25. Calvert, G. A., Spence, C. & Stein, B. E. The Handbook of Multisensory Processes. (MIT Press, 2004).
26. Majewska, A. K. & Sur, M. Plasticity and specificity of cortical processing networks. Trends in Neurosciences 29, 323–329 (2006).
27. Pascual-Leone, A., Amedi, A., Fregni, F. & Merabet, L. B. The Plastic Human Brain Cortex. Annual Review of Neuroscience 28, 

377–401 (2005).
28. Shimojo, S. & Shams, L. Sensory modalities are not separate modalities: Plasticity and interactions. Current Opinion in Neurobiology 

11, 505–509 (2001).
29. Sleigh, M. J. & Lickliter, R. Augmented prenatal auditory stimulation alters postnatal perception, arousal, and survival in bobwhite 

quail chicks. Developmental Psychobiology 30, 201–212 (1997).
30. Lee, B., English, J. A. & Paul, I. A. LP-BM5 infection impairs spatial working memory in C57BL/6 mice in the Morris water maze. 

Brain Research 856, 129–134 (2000).
31. Manavalan, J. S. et al. Serum cytokine elevations in celiac disease: association with disease presentation. Human immunology 71, 

50–57, doi: 10.1016/j.humimm.2009.09.351 (2010).
32. Grossi, E. et al. Development and validation of the short version of the Psychological General Well-Being Index (PGWB-S). Health 

and quality of life outcomes 4, 88, doi: 10.1186/1477-7525-4-88 (2006).
33. Beck, A., Steer, R. & Brown, G. Beck Depression Inventory: second edition manual. (The Psychological Corporation, 1996).
34. Costantini, M. & Haggard, P. The rubber hand illusion: sensitivity and reference frame for body ownership. Conscious Cogn 16, 

229–240 (2007).
35. Schandry, R. Heart Beat Perception and Emotional Experience. Psychophysiology 18, 483–488 (1981).
36. Tsakiris, M., Tajadura-Jiménez, A. & Costantini, M. Just a heartbeat away from one’s body: interoceptive sensitivity predicts 

malleability of body-representations. Proceedings of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences 278, 2470–2476, doi: 10.1098/
rspb.2010.2547 (2011).

37. Tajadura-Jimenez, A., Longo, M. R., Coleman, R. & Tsakiris, M. The person in the mirror: using the enfacement illusion to 
investigate the experiential structure of self-identification. Conscious Cogn  21,  1725–1738, doi: 10.1016/j.
concog.2012.10.004S1053-8100(12)00206-1 (2012).

38. Longo, M. R., Schüür, F., Kammers, M. P. M., Tsakiris, M. & Haggard, P. What is embodiment? A psychometric approach. Cognition 
107, 978 (2008).

39. Penedo-Pita, M. & Peteiro-Cartelle, J. Increased serum levels of interleukin-2 and soluble interleukin-2 receptor in celiac disease. 
Journal of pediatric gastroenterology and nutrition 12, 56–60 (1991).

40. Fornari, M. C. et al. Pre- and post-treatment serum levels of cytokines IL-1beta, IL-6, and IL-1 receptor antagonist in celiac disease. 
Are they related to the associated osteopenia? Am J Gastroenterol 93, 413–418, doi: S000292709700115910.1111/ 
j.1572-0241.1998.00413.x (1998).

41. Lakatos, P., Chen, C. M., O’Connell, M. N., Mills, A. & Schroeder, C. E. Neuronal oscillations and multisensory interaction in 
primary auditory cortex. Neuron 53, 279–292, doi: 10.1016/j.neuron.2006.12.011 (2007).

42. Stefanics, G. et al. Phase entrainment of human delta oscillations can mediate the effects of expectation on reaction speed. J Neurosci 
30, 13578–13585, doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.0703-10.2010 (2010).

43. Buzsaki, G. & Draguhn, A. Neuronal oscillations in cortical networks. Science 304, 1926–1929, doi: 10.1126/
science.1099745304/5679/1926 (2004).

44. Shams, L., Kamitani, Y. & Shimojo, S. Illusions: What you see is what you hear. Nature 408, 788 (2000).
45. McGurk, H. & MacDonald, J. Hearing lips and seeing voices. Nature 264, 746–748 (1976).
46. Shams, L., Kamitani, Y. & Shimojo, S. Visual illusion induced by sound. Brain Res Cogn Brain Res 14, 147–152 (2002).
47. Cecere, R., Rees, G. & Romei, V. Individual Differences in Alpha Frequency Drive Crossmodal Illusory Perception. Curr Biol,  

doi: 10.1016/j.cub.2014.11.034 (2014).
48. Lange, J., Oostenveld, R. & Fries, P. Reduced occipital alpha power indexes enhanced excitability rather than improved visual 

perception. J Neurosci 33, 3212–3220, doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.3755-12.2013 (2013).
49. Doenlen, R. et al. Electrical activity in rat cortico-limbic structures after single or repeated administration of lipopolysaccharide or 

staphylococcal enterotoxin B. Proc Biol Sci 278, 1864–1872, doi: 10.1098/rspb.2010.2040rspb.2010.2040 (2011).
50. Lozano-Soldevilla, D., ter Huurne, N., Cools, R. & Jensen, O. GABAergic modulation of visual gamma and alpha oscillations and its 

consequences for working memory performance. Curr Biol 24, 2878–2887, doi: 10.1016/j.cub.2014.10.017S0960-9822(14)01293-7 
(2014).

51. Hirunsatit, R. et al. Twenty-one-base-pair insertion polymorphism creates an enhancer element and potentiates SLC6A1 GABA 
transporter promoter activity. Pharmacogenet Genomics 19, 53–65, doi: 10.1097/FPC.0b013e328318b21a01213011-200901000-00006 
(2009).



www.nature.com/scientificreports/

7Scientific RepoRts | 6:21074 | DOI: 10.1038/srep21074

52. Zhou, Y. & Danbolt, N. C. GABA and Glutamate Transporters in Brain. Front Endocrinol (Lausanne) 4, 165, doi: 10.3389/
fendo.2013.00165 (2013).

53. Gonzalez-Burgos, G. & Lewis, D. A. GABA neurons and the mechanisms of network oscillations: implications for understanding 
cortical dysfunction in schizophrenia. Schizophr Bull 34, 944–961, doi: 10.1093/schbul/sbn070sbn070 (2008).

54. Keetels, M. & Vroomen, J. In The Neural Bases of Multisensory Processes Frontiers in Neuroscience (eds M. M. Murray & M. T. 
Wallace) (2012).

55. Stanford, T. R., Quessy, S. & Stein, B. E. Evaluating the operations underlying multisensory integration in the cat superior colliculus. 
The Journal of Neuroscience 25, 6499–6508 (2005).

56. Engel, A. K., Senkowski, D. & Schneider, T. R.. In The Neural Bases of Multisensory Processes Frontiers in Neuroscience (eds M. M. 
Murray & M. T. Wallace) (2012).

57. Scheeringa, R., Mazaheri, A., Bojak, I., Norris, D. G. & Kleinschmidt, A. Modulation of visually evoked cortical fMRI responses by 
phase of ongoing occipital alpha oscillations. The Journal of neuroscience 31, 3813–3820 (2011).

58. Tsakiris, M., Schutz-Bosbach, S. & Gallagher, S. On agency and body-ownership: phenomenological and neurocognitive reflections. 
Conscious Cogn 16, 645–660 (2007).

59. Tsakiris, M. My body in the brain: A neurocognitive model of body-ownership. Neuropsychologia 48, 703 (2010).
60. Ionta, S., Sforza, A., Funato, M. & Blanke, O. Anatomically plausible illusory posture affects mental rotation of body parts. Cogn 

Affect Behav Neurosci 13, 197–209, doi: 10.3758/s13415-012-0120-z (2013).
61. Makin, T. R., Holmes, N. P. & Ehrsson, H. H. On the other hand: Dummy hands and peripersonal space. Behavioural Brain Research 

191, 1–10, doi: 10.1016/j.bbr.2008.02.041 (2008).
62. Barnsley, N. et al. The rubber hand illusion increases histamine reactivity in the real arm. Current Biology 21, R945–R946 (2011).
63. Oberhuber, G., Granditsch, G. & Vogelsang, H. The histopathology of coeliac disease: time for a standardized report scheme for 

pathologists. Eur J Gastroenterol Hepatol 11, 1185–1194 (1999).

Acknowledgements
MC was supported by a grant from the BIAL Foundation “The body beyond the body”, grant number 41/12. We 
thank Jeffrey Robinson and Meghan Puglia for their valuable comments on the MS and the English revision of the 
text. We thank Dr. Serpellotti for selecting 4 patients and Dr Costantino for selecting 1 patient.

Author Contributions
M.C. and G.F. conceived and designed the study. G.F. performed the experiment and analysed the data. M.C. and 
G.F. wrote the paper.

Additional Information
Competing financial interests: The authors declare no competing financial interests.
How to cite this article: Finotti, G. and Costantini, M. Multisensory body representation in autoimmune 
diseases. Sci. Rep. 6, 21074; doi: 10.1038/srep21074 (2016).

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License. The images 
or other third party material in this article are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, 

unless indicated otherwise in the credit line; if the material is not included under the Creative Commons license, 
users will need to obtain permission from the license holder to reproduce the material. To view a copy of this 
license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Multisensory body representation in autoimmune diseases
	Materials and Methods
	Participants. 
	Experimental design. 
	Procedure. 
	Rubber hand illusion questionnaire. 
	Results BMI, PGWBI and BDI. 
	Proprioceptive drift. 
	Rubber hand illusion questionnaire. 

	Discussion
	Acknowledgements
	Author Contributions
	Figure 1.  Mean proprioceptive drift and s.



 
    
       
          application/pdf
          
             
                Multisensory body representation in autoimmune diseases
            
         
          
             
                srep ,  (2016). doi:10.1038/srep21074
            
         
          
             
                Gianluca Finotti
                Marcello Costantini
            
         
          doi:10.1038/srep21074
          
             
                Nature Publishing Group
            
         
          
             
                © 2016 Nature Publishing Group
            
         
      
       
          
      
       
          © 2016 Macmillan Publishers Limited
          10.1038/srep21074
          2045-2322
          
          Nature Publishing Group
          
             
                permissions@nature.com
            
         
          
             
                http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/srep21074
            
         
      
       
          
          
          
             
                doi:10.1038/srep21074
            
         
          
             
                srep ,  (2016). doi:10.1038/srep21074
            
         
          
          
      
       
       
          True
      
   




