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Actions The Perception-Action Model (PAM) Stimuli & Conditions Ganel and Goodale (2003) showed an apparent
[Dorsal} assumes that visual information s <« Irrelevant/ Length ————» perception-action  dissociation in  Garner

interference. In Garner’s task, participants have
to classify stimuli like rectangular blocks along
one dimension (e.g., width) while ignoring the
other dimension (e.g., length). Participants are
faster (lower reaction time, RT) when only the
width changes (baseline) compared to when

processed and represented differently in
the ventral and dorsal streams for
perception and action respectively. It was
proposed based on perception-action
double dissociations in brain lesion patients.
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