Amputees misperceive the size of artificial limbs
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Experiment |B
Question: How do amputees percelve the size of pros-
thetic limbs?

Experiment 2

Design: Question: Do amputees and non-amputees show a
similar bias In percelving the intact limb?
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Introduction: Prosthetists report creating a prosthetic
Imb smaller than the corresponding intact limb due to
the patients report that the prosthetic appears too ‘bulky
T exactly matched in size to the intact imb. These experi-
ments Investigated the veracity of this perceptual bias In
both non-amputees and amputees.
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Predictions for Amputee Population
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Pilot Experiment
Question: Do prosthetists make artificial limbs smaller
than the corresponsing intact limb?
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Overall Conclusion: There Is a striking disconnect between what non-amputees and amputees perceive versus what prosthetists
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