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Abstract 

Hemiparetic stroke patients with ‘pusher syndrome’ use their non-paretic extremities to push 

towards their paralyzed side and actively resist external posture correction. The disorder is 

associated with a distorted perception of postural vertical combined with a maintained, or little 

deviating perception of visual upright. With the aim of reducing this mismatch, and thus reducing 

pushing behavior, we manipulated the orientation of visual input in a virtual reality setup. We 

presented healthy subjects and an acute stroke patient with severe pusher syndrome a 3D visual 

scene that was either upright or tilted in roll plane by 20°. By moving the sitting participants in 

roll plane to the left and right, we assessed the occurrence of active pushing behavior, namely the 

active resistance to external posture manipulation. With the 3D visual scene oriented upright, the 

patient with pusher syndrome showed the typical active resistance against tilts towards the 

ipsilesional side. He used his non-paretic arm to block the examiner’s attempt to move the body 

axis towards that side. With the visual scene tilted to the ipsiversive left, his pathological 

resistance was significantly reduced. Statistically, the tolerated body tilt angles no longer differed 

from those of healthy controls. We conclude that even short presentations of tilted 3D visual 

input can reduce pusher symptoms. The technique provides potential for a new treatment method 

of pusher syndrome and offers a simple, straightforward approach that can be effortlessly 

integrated in clinical practice. 
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Introduction 

An unimpaired perception of upright body orientation is crucial for balance in everyday life. 

Stroke patients with ‘pusher syndrome’ suffer from a specific disturbance in the perception of 

own body orientation (1). They perceive their bodies as ‘upright’ when actually tilted in roll 

plane towards the ipsilesional side (1,2) by on average 18° in the acute phase of stroke (1). 

Clinically, patients use their non-paretic hand (e.g., when sitting on a patient couch) or leg (when 

standing) to push actively towards the contralesional side until reaching postural instability and 

falling towards that side. External attempts to correct posture to true vertical are responded with 

active resistance by abducting and extending the non-paretic extremities, blocking the external 

movement (for review, see (3)).  

Contraversive pushing occurs in around ten percent of acute stroke patients with 

hemiparesis (4,5) and is associated with prolonged rehabilitation times (5). A variety of therapy 

methods have been developed, like the use of visual feedback for upright body adjustment (6–

10), machine supported gait training (11,12), lateral sitting training on a tilted plane (13,14), 

trunk strengthening (15), or a balance-based intervention program (16). Further approaches used 

stimulation techniques, like galvanic vestibular stimulation (12,17,18), transcranial direct current 

stimulation (17,19) or electromyographic activity-based electrical stimulation (20).  

The objective of the present study was to test a new therapy approach using virtual reality 

(VR). The method was based on the observation that patients with pusher syndrome show a 

dissociation between a misaligned perception of own body orientation in space ('subjective 

postural vertical' [SPV]) (1,2) and a maintained, or little deviating perception of visual upright in 

relation to the body ('subjective visual vertical' [SVV]) (1,25). A possible explanation for the 

occurrence of pushing behavior has been seen in the patients’ attempt to compensate for this 
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mismatch (3). In order to diminish the conflict between SPV and SVV percepts, we created a VR 

setup that allowed tilting a 3D scene in roll plane. By presenting visual input that was tilted 

towards the ipsilesional side of a patient with pusher syndrome, we aimed for an alignment of 

visual and (distorted) postural percept of verticality. Based on the reported average extend of 

SPV displacement in patients with pusher syndrome (1), we chose a tilt angle of 20° for the 

visual scene. We hypothesized that such visual manipulation might correct for postural 

distortions and pushing behavior in pusher syndrome. 

 

Methods 

Participants 

The presented patient with pusher syndrome (‘P1’, letters do not refer to the patients initials) is an 

Italian in his late 40’s. He was found lying on the floor of his apartment and admitted to the local 

Centre of Neurology presenting with reduced vigilance and right-sided hemiparesis. 

Neuroimaging revealed a hemorrhagic stroke of the left basal ganglia combined with 

intraventricular hemorrhage. He underwent successful decompression surgery. A figure of the 

computed tomographic scans at the time of admission and 17 days post-stroke had to be removed 

from the manuscript due to medRxiv restrictions but can be obtained from the corresponding 

author on reasonable request. Motor function was assessed by the BMRC (British Medical 

Research Council) scale (0: no movement, 1: palpable flicker, 2: movement without gravity, 3: 

movement against gravity 4: movement against resistance, 5: normal movement). His right arm 

was plegic (0/5), his right leg severely paretic (proximal: 2/5, distal: 1/5). He presented with 

severe pusher syndrome, as assessed by the ‘Scale for Contraversive Pushing (SCP)’ (1,26,27) 27 

days after admission and at the time of experimental testing 29 days after admission. SCP results 

were unchanged between the two time points of testing with scores of 2 (‘Spontaneous body 
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posture’) and 2 (‘Use of the non-paretic extremities [abduction & extension]’). ‘Resistance to 

passive correction of tilt posture’ could only be tested during sitting and showed a value of 1 at 

both time points. Neurological examination revealed no clinical signs of visual extinction, spatial 

neglect, or visual field defects; P1 suffered from aphasia and understood only rudimentary 

instructions in Italian. Formal neuropsychological testing was not possible. 

As a control sample, we included 13 older subjects (mean age: 67.5 ± 6.6 [SD] years; 4 

females) in order to provide a baseline of healthy individuals’ behavior during our experimental 

manipulation. The experiment was conducted in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki and 

was approved by the ethics committee of the medical faculty, University of Tübingen. All 

participants gave written informed consent before participation.  

 
 

Figure 1 – please contact the corresponding author. 
 
Fig. 1. Computed tomography scans of P1’s brain showing A) a hyperdense hemorrhagic 
stroke of the left basal ganglia and intraventricular hemorrhage with midline shift before 
decompression surgery at admission, and B) the lesion 17 days after surgery. The figure had to be 
removed due to medRxiv policy but can be obtained from the corresponding author on request. 
 

 

Stimuli and Procedure 

Subjects were seated on a patient couch with their feet hanging freely. Via a head-mounted-

display (HTC Vive, HTC Corporation, Taoyuan City, Taiwan), they were presented with the 

scene of a beach (adapted from (28); cf. Fig. 2A). Note that in contrast to the monocular view in 

Figure 2A, the presented scene was three-dimensional with the participants seated on the 

footbridge. They were instructed to naturally view the presented scene and not to close their eyes 

during the experiment.  
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Fig. 2. Experimental setup. (A) The virtual environment presented via a head-mounted-display
The scene was presented either aligned with the true vertical or tilted in roll plane. Note that in
contrast to the monocular view in this figure, in VR the presented scene was three-dimensional,
and participants were located on the footbridge. (B) The experimenter stood behind the
participants and moved them at their shoulders to the left and to the right [due to the medRxiv
policy we may only display a sketch of the setup, the original picture can be obtained from the
corresponding author on request]. Spherical reflective markers attached to the subjects’ trunk as
well as to shoulder, elbow, and wrist allowed motion capturing. Their rough location is indicated
by black dots. In the right panel, the active resistance behavior of pusher patient P1 (using left
arm and hand) that occurred for tilt movements towards his left is illustrated. (C) Schematic
illustration of the determination of body tilt from the position of VICON body markers in two
consecutive trials. Dark colors represent the markers’ positions in an initial trial t0; light colors in
the consecutive time point t1. The three dots in a row represent the markers applied at a
participant’s chest [left, middle, right]. The single dot below represents the marker applied
approximately at the belly button. As indicator for the body’s longitudinal axis, we determined
the vector between the mid-chest marker and the marker located at the belly button (red line). The
change in body orientation was calculated as the angle α between this vector at two consecutive
time points t0 and t1. (D) Resulting angles from each time point of each trial were cumulated in
order to receive the overall amount of body tilt to the left and right. In the displayed example, the
overall tilt γ would be calculated as γ = α1 + α2 + α3 and the angle δ as δ = ß1 + ß2 + ß3. 
 

 

In P1, the experiment consisted of three consecutive conditions: In ‘condition 1’, the

scene was aligned with the true vertical, in ‘condition 2’, the scene was tilted by 20° to the

ipsiversive left (cf. Fig. 2A), and in ‘condition 3’, the scene was again aligned with the true

vertical. The center of rotation was located 0.5m below the coordinates of the headset, which in a

person of average height is slightly above the belly button. In controls, conditions 1 and 3 were
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performed identically. In condition 2, the direction of scene tilt was balanced across subjects in 

order to avoid any bias potentially associated with tilt side. This was done by presenting a scene 

tilted by 20° to the left in half of the sample and 20° to the right in the other half. Each condition 

consisted of ten trials. Due to P1’s severe medical condition, we reduced trials for him by only 

recording five trials in condition 1 and seven trials in condition 3.  

P1 suffered from severe pusher syndrome and was not able to sit unassisted without 

pushing himself to the side and falling over. We thus assessed the effect of experimental 

intervention on the active resistance towards external attempts of posture manipulation towards 

the ipsilesional side, which is the typical behavior of patients with pusher syndrome. In each trial, 

the experimenter stood behind the participants and moved them in roll plane to the left and to the 

right, securely holding the subjects at their shoulders (Fig. 2B). Participants were always aware 

that the experimenter would prevent falling and (in line with the instructions from the SCP) they 

were asked to allow the experimentally induced movements. Start and end positions were always 

at the upright body orientation. At the beginning of each trial, the hands were positioned on the 

lap, but participants were intentionally not encouraged to keep their hands on the lap at all costs, 

as this would have contradicted the experimentally intended possibility of using the hands to 

resist postural manipulation. Tilt movements were terminated either by the subject by actively 

resisting against more extreme body tilts (see right panel of Figure 2B for an example) or by the 

experimenter who did not exceed lateral tilt angles of 30° to 40°. In P1, the initial movement in 

all three conditions was towards the contraversive right, in healthy subjects always towards the 

direction of scene tilt chosen in condition 2. The duration of each trial was 9.0 ± 2.8 seconds in 

P1 and 5.4 ± 0.7 in controls.  

Participants’ longitudinal body axis was continuously tracked with a VICON MX-3-

Series motion capturing system (Vicon Motion Systems Ltd, Yarnton, United Kingdom) using 
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five infrared cameras. We attached one spherical reflective marker to the headset, three 

horizontally at the chest and one at the above location of the belly button (see Fig. 2B). Further 

markers were applied to both shoulders, elbows, and wrists to be able to capture the typical active 

resistance of patients with pusher syndrome to posture manipulation towards the ipsilesional side 

(7). 

 

Data analysis 

The VICON Nexus Software (http://www.vicon.com/products/software/nexus) was used for 

recording and pre-processing. Motion was captured at a sample rate of 250Hz. We applied the 

core processing routine and filled trajectory gaps using a Woltering filter. Figure 2C 

schematically illustrates the determination of participants’ body orientation from the position of 

the VICON markers. As indicator of body orientation, we determined the vector between the 

mid-chest marker and the marker located at the belly button. Mathematically, the change in body 

orientation was calculated as the angle α between this vector at time point t0 and t1 and all 

subsequent time points. The initial starting position was determined as participant’s average 

upright orientation for trials of condition 1. For each trial, data were smoothed by excluding time 

points, where the calculated angle differed more than two standard deviations from the mean. 

Resulting angles were cumulated, resulting in an overall amount of body tilt for movements to 

the left and right in each trial. A schematic illustration is shown in Figure 2D, where the overall 

tilt γ is calculated as γ = α1 + α2 + α3 and the angle δ is calculated as δ = ß1 + ß2 + ß3.  

In healthy controls, we excluded single trials of participants as outliers if the calculated 

tilt angle differed more than two standard deviations from the average of all trials in all 

participants and conditions (n = 13). One further trial had to be excluded because of technical 

constraints. The remaining dataset consisted of 376 trials. In order to avoid removing information 
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specific for pusher syndrome, we did not exclude any trials from P1’s data. His data set consisted 

of tilt angles from 22 trials, which were averaged per condition and tilt side.  

For better comparability of P1’s and control subjects’ data, we coded movements towards 

the direction of scene tilt as ‘contralesional’ and movements away from the direction of scene tilt 

as ‘ipsilesional’. To check, whether the experimentally induced tilt in the group of healthy 

controls differed significantly between the conditions, we calculated a mixed ANOVA with the 

aov() function provided by R’s stats package (29). We included the between-subjects factors 

Visual Scene Orientation (‘Baseline Upright’, ‘Tilted’, ‘Post Upright’) and Tilt Side 

(‘Ipsilesional’, ‘Contralesional’), as well as their interaction. Repeated measurements were 

accounted for by including the within-subjects factor Participant. Data were centered at the 

baseline mean by subtracting the ipsilesional mean in condition 1 from all ipsilesional trials and 

the contralesional mean from contralesional trials accordingly. To assess patient P1’s behavior in 

relation to the control group, we used the Crawford-Garthwaite Bayesian test for single-case 

analysis (30) as implemented in R’s psycho package (31).  

 

Results 

In the group of healthy controls, none of the subjects resisted experimental tilt movements in any 

trial of the three conditions. Tilt angles thus corresponded with the manipulation applied by the 

experimenter. As revealed by a mixed ANOVA, we observed no statistically significant effect of 

tilt side (F = 0.37, p = 0.545) or condition (F = 1.54, p = 0.223) on the amount of experimentally 

applied body tilt. P1 did not show resistance for tilts towards his contralesional side. However, as 

expected, he resisted body tilting towards his ipsilesional side by moving his non-paretic hand 

from the lap to the patient couch, blocking the movement by abducting and extending the left 
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arm. This forceful resistance was observed in each trial of ipsiversive tilt and was documented

through the VICON markers positioned at the patient’s shoulder, elbow, and wrist.  

As the experimental intervention aimed at reducing resistance in P1, we assessed a

potential normalization of his behavior in the second and third condition by comparing his data to

the baseline of healthy controls. In baseline condition 1, controls were tilted on average 33.07° to

the right and 32.44° to the left; the amount of tilt to the left and right did not differ significantly

(paired t-test: t = 0.41, p = 0.683). For further analyses, we thus calculated an overall average tilt

angle (32.75°, SD = 11.08), which the patient’s data was compared to by using the Crawford-

Garthwaite Bayesian test for single-case analysis (30). Data are illustrated in Figure 3. 

 

Fig. 3. Visual scene presented via the head-mounted-display and corresponding results.
Density plots of healthy controls’ baseline data with body tilts of the patient P1 in the three
experimental conditions. Tilt angles are displayed on the x-axis. Patient P1’s averaged
contralesional body tilt is represented by blue dashed vertical lines, his averaged body tilts
towards the ipsilesional side by red dashed lines. P1 blocked movements to the ipsilesional side
in each trial of each condition.  
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In condition 1, patient P1’s body tilt towards the contralesional side did not differ 

statistically significant from healthy controls’ data (P1: 18.42°, SD = 4.23°, Z = -1.29, p = 0.119). 

In contrast, he allowed significantly smaller tilts towards his ipsilesional side (P1: 8.77°,  

SD = 3.00°; Z = -2.17, p = 0.030). With the VR scene tilted by 20° towards his ipsilesional side 

(condition 2), we observed a reduction of P1’s resistance towards the experimentally applied 

ipsiversive tilt. P1 now allowed tilts of on average 16.90° (SD = 3.14°) to his ipsilesional side and 

19.91° (SD = 1.85°) to his contralesional side. Statistically, P1’s ipsiversive body tilt did no 

longer differ significantly from the control subjects’ baseline in condition 1 (Z = -1.43, p = 

0.095). In condition 3, in which the VR-scene was again aligned with the true vertical, we 

observed an aftereffect of our intervention: P1 allowed an average ipsiversive tilt of 13.60° (SD = 

5.46°) which was not significantly different from the controls’ baseline (Z = -1.73, p = 0.060). 

Towards his contralesional side, he was moved by on average 22.11° (SD = 4.15°). 

 

Discussion 

The presented experiment aimed at reducing the mismatch between visual and postural percepts 

of upright in pusher syndrome that had been observed in previous studies (1,2,25). We observed 

that tilting a 3D visual scene towards a patient’s ipsilesional side by 20° reduced his pathological 

resistance against external posture manipulations. Under this experimental condition, body tilt 

angles towards the ipsilesional side no longer differed statistically significant between the patient 

with severe pusher syndrome and healthy controls. 

The brain is believed to generate a percept of upright as the weighted average of available 

information about verticality (33–36). In the case of experimentally induced misalignment of 

visual and postural verticality information, this integration results in a bias of body upright 
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orientation in the direction of visual scene tilt, especially pronounced in older subjects (37). This 

observation is in line with the previously reported prominent importance of visual information for 

the perception of upright (38,39). It also corresponds to the alterations in visual and postural 

percepts of verticality, caused by a rotation of the visual surroundings (40,41). Nonetheless, 

integrative processes seem to be based on only a subset of reliable information, when information 

about verticality differs too much between modalities (36).  

Based on these insights, the misalignment between the SPV and SVV of a patient with 

pusher syndrome should result in an overall body orientation aligned with an intermediate 

orientation between postural and visuo-vestibular percept or � if the model of partial integration 

holds � with either the SPV or SVV. However, patients with pusher syndrome align their bodies 

with neither of them but push towards the contralesional side (1). While at the first glance this 

seems contradictive, a closer look reveals that pusher syndrome differs significantly from 

experimental manipulations induced in healthy participants. Experiments with healthy controls 

only allow a manipulation of visual input, while in patients with pusher syndrome the SPV is 

distorted. Based on these considerations, adaptations of body posture towards the true upright 

orientation are conceivable if visual and postural percepts become re-aligned as in our 

experiment. This would reduce the diversity of available verticality information (3,24) and, in 

consequence, should decrease pushing behavior. Our very promising observations in patient P1 

support this hypothesis and offer a simple, straightforward therapy approach.  

At a first glance, our present findings might seem different from observations in a recent 

study by Mansfield et al. (32). Among other stroke patients and healthy controls, the authors 

investigated one patient with active pushing behavior for his ability to remain seated upright on a 

motion platform, which was oriented either upright or tilted to the ipsi- or contralesional side in 

roll plane by 18°, with or without a (consistently) tilted surrounding visual scene. Interestingly, 
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participants with stroke − including the one patient with active pushing behavior − did not appear 

to adjust their posture in response to visual scene tilt during upright motion platform to a greater 

extent than control participants. However, participants were seated on a plinth without anything 

near their hands or feet that they could have touched and hence used to actively push to the side. 

In other words, their setting did not allow the participating patient with pusher syndrome to show 

the pathological behavior of active pushing to the side, namely the use of the non-paretic arm or 

leg to cause the pathological lateral tilt of the body. The latter is only observed if patients with 

pusher syndrome can make contact to the ground, i.e. to the surface of a bed, patient couch, or to 

the floor (6,7). The possibility of making contact to the ground is also the decisive feature to 

provoke and observe the typical blocking behavior of patients with pusher syndrome: any 

external manipulation aiming at shifting the body weight towards the non-paretic side elicits 

active resistance by the patients, who increase the force of the extended non-paretic extremity, 

blocking any movement (6,7). In contrast to the setup used by Mansfield et al. (32), our present 

experiment was especially designed to allow and provoke these features of active pushing 

behavior: participants were free to use hands and arms to make contact to the ground and block 

external posture manipulations.  

It will be interesting for future studies to investigate long-term effects of immediate VR-

driven perceptional alterations (42). The same applies to possible side effects caused by a longer 

exposure to tilted 3D visual scenes, like motion sickness, that could occur during or after 

treatment. If necessary, parameters will need to be adjusted for a viable therapeutic approach. 

Two further aspects related to future studies should be considered. First, P1 suffered from severe 

pusher syndrome and was not able to sit unsupported. We were therefore only able to investigate 

the effect of intervention on active resistance against posture manipulation. This important aspect 

of pusher syndrome plays an essential role during the rehabilitation process of pusher syndrome 
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and thus receives justified attention. Nevertheless, the presented treatment method should also be 

applied to less impaired patients in future research. We expect that in such patients our treatment 

method allows unsupported sitting by reducing the urge of compensating the experienced 

mismatch in verticality perception. Second, because of P1’s aphasia, it was not possible to 

instruct him sufficiently, which would have allowed us to determine the exact extent of his 

individual SPV perception on a lateral tilt chair. With this value, it would have been possible to 

individually adjust the tilt angle of the visual scene. Instead, we chose an ipsiversive tilt of the 

visual scene of 20°, which corresponded roughly to the previously measured average 

misalignment of SPV in a group of acute stroke patients with pusher syndrome (1). As originally 

intended, we suggest that future studies using our approach should choose a degree of visual 

scene tilt that corresponds to the degree of individual SPV distortion.  

To conclude, in the present experiment we observed a reduction of pushing behavior 

when a patient was presented with a 3D VR scene that was tilted to the ipsilesional side in roll 

plane. Our single case study suggests that VR might become a promising tool in the treatment of 

pusher syndrome to reduce rehabilitation time and improve functional mobility.  
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