Is there Garner Interference in Manual Estimation?
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1. BACKGROUND
1A. Perception-Action Model (PAM) 1B. Garner’s Speeded-Classification Task 1C. Tasks & Design
Goodale & Milner (1992) [1] . Garner (1974) [2] Stimuli Ganel & Goodale (2003) [3] *Grasping and manual
* Separate and parallel Actions *Interaction between U B ~ G BUSEEEE  cstimation have similar
streams: ventral [Dorsal] stimulus dimensions and % ‘ m tast (;Iemands (comparable
u ” perceptual information of c 0 —_ - asks
( what ) and dorsal rocessin . 2.2 *Irrelevant features cannot
("hOW”) [1] P . 5 . WIDE ENETH ~ beignored in perception
° leferent prOCGSSIng ganlne. taSk'|rre|evant NARCF){FOW? :>G|Ifoundf|n perceptionb
: ' ' ' *Irrelevant features can be
for different purposes V1 F.IITG?SIOF; C(Ln.StarI]t t Baseline Filtering ignored in actions
: : ‘ritering: task-irreievan !
of visual perception [Ventral] : g 5 A || ¢ A 5|8 - =Gl not found in actions
and visuomotor Perception dimension changes e[ c [ o C D |3 * Different processing in
actlons Irrelevant Irrelevant > N — perception versus action

2. REPLICATION RESULTS

* ns Reaction [ Reaction | ManEst Reaction| IV Two replications of | u. | “* | ™ | H Reaction |Reaction| ManEst |Reaction| MGA
’ Time Time Time Time Time . . BF>13 H, H, BF<83 ) i ] - ]
p<0.05 | p<0.1 | p>0.1 ms ms ms ms ms [3’5] with |mprgved 1<BF<3 |0.3<BF<1 : Time Time Time Ime Time
Gl = Filtering - Baseline| Speeded- Manual Graspin design were Gl = Filtering - Baseline Speeded- Manual Grasping
Mean + SEM Classification| Estimation PIng performed Bayes Factors Classification Estimation
. :
Ganel & Goodale |pcn=17 Both FrquentISt Ganel & Goodale |psN=12
2003 [3] N=8 2319 31+13 | 48+ 20 -1 -8 and BayeS|an 2003 [3] N=8 2.69 1.94 1.97
Ganel & Goodale analyses. show the. Ganel & Goodale
2014 [5] N=40 22+ 10 -2 same thing: there is 2014 [5] N=40 1.47
— no clear evidence —
Replication Replication
2021 N=24 43 + 12 6+11 45+ 22 | -3.5+4 |-2.4 £6.5 for Garner 2021 N=24 23.6 0.26 1.25 0.30 0.24
Replication interference in Replication )
2022 N=24 85> | 16%3 manual estimation 2022 N=24 0.65 | 0.4

4. SET-UP
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3. ALTERNATIVE EXPLANATION?
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5. PRELIMINARY RESULTS 6. DISCUSSION

Garner effect in Start Time Garner effect in Manual Estimation Time *Evidence supporting PAM: Gl present in
perceptual tasks but absent in action tasks
= Mealzer ° | eNss | T *We show lack of evidence for this dissociation
Eo - Eo. _ regarding manual estimation
: : 1 *Decision amplitude can account for Gl in
% =" - % = speeded-classification [4]
2 T £ *We tested this hypothesis for manual estimation
EO : E 1 *Gl eliminated in a long decision amplitude
E?- E‘? *G| seems present in a short decision amplitude
- 1 S *Outlook: confirmatory study investigating
; Short Long Short - Long 0 Short Long Short - Long decision amplitude and Gl in manual estimation
and grasping
*Inferring processing differences (PAM) from
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