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The goal of the current study was to use a computerized paradigm to explore 

the mechanisms underlying effects of action on subsequent size perceptions.  

We developed a computer task that required participants to launch a ball over a 

wall into a target box.  Participants made size judgments about the target by 

adjusting a (randomly sized) box until it was the same size as the target.  We 

hypothesized that participants’ size judgments would only be influenced by 

performance when they received feedback about their performance. 

Methods 

Conclusions 

First Estimate: 

• Interviewed softball 

players who had just 

finished playing one or two 

games  

•  recorded batting average for the previous 

game(s) 

• Asked players to choose a circle from an 

array that matched size of softball 

• Significant, positive correlation between 

batting average & perceived size of the ball 

• Motor Simulation Theory – actors 

internally simulate the execution of an 

intended action; outcomes of these motor 

simulations affect the perception of action-

relevant objects 

Goal-driven action effects 
• Participants completed a throwing-and-

catching task that involved throwing a ball 

to a target and catching a second ball that 

was launched after hits 

• When participants would only throw, 

there was a relationship between number 

of hits and the perceived size of the target 

• When participants would throw and 

catch, there was no relationship between 

number of hits and perceived size of the 

target 

•Perceptual accentuation hypothesis - 

objects are perceived as being bigger or 

nearer than they are when they are the 

primary objects for action 

• Many anecdotal reports of objects 

appearing bigger or smaller, depending on 

performance 

Larger 

Smaller 

Done 

Half the participants received feedback before the 

size judgment task: 

 “You made 4 out of 10 tosses” 

Half the participants received feedback after size 

judgment task 

Feedback counterbalanced across participants 

Results 

FEEDBACK 

•N = 34 

• Mean estimate = 

125.65 

• Pearson’s r = .21, 

p=.23  

NO FEEDBACK 

•N = 33 

• Mean estimate = 

123.94 

• Pearson’s  

r = -.13, p=.48  

Second Estimate: 

• Feedback after 

every trial 

   Hit!     or       Miss 

• 1 practice block  

• 10 throws, no 

estimate 

 

• 2 experimental 

blocks  

• 10 throws,1 estimate 

at end of bock 

 

• 1 experimental 

block  

• 10 throws, estimates 

after every throw 

FEEDBACK 

•N = 34 

• Mean estimate = 

123.41 

• Pearson’s r = -.19, 

p=.30  
NO FEEDBACK 

•N = 33 

• Mean estimate = 

123.94 

• Pearson’s  

r = -.11, p=.54  

Estimates after every trial: 

Estimates after hits: 125.24 

Estimates after misses: 124.64 

Actual target size: 120.00 

N=49 
*removed 

participants who 

made 2 or fewer 

adjustments total 

t<1 
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• Some evidence of a relationship between performance and subsequent size estimates (although 

it is not significant) 

• There is only evidence for this relationship on the very first estimate 

• This relationship seems to be modulated by whether or not participants are explicitly informed 

of their overall performance in a given block; feedback appears to play an important role in 

action-specific perception 

• When estimates are recorded after every  throw, there evidence of a small increase in estimates 

following hits as compared to misses (not significant) 

Order of Events: 
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