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Do humans plan continuous trajectories in kinematic coordinates?
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Experimental setup | track with an internal model a continuous reference trajectory.

Psychometric function and its derivative shown for two subjects (red and blue).

For a symmetric velocity profile, the above manipulation Exper/ment 1 A possible hypothesis could be that we use only a small set of

does not alter the position of the movement end point. The feedback manipulation did not alter the shape of the Experiment 3 control commands, and the dynamics of the musculoskeletal

hand trajectory, but the velocity profile. system result in the observed continuous trajectory.
The velocity profile was skewed in two different directions.
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The velocity was gradually manipulated. Foadseck Original o Subjects did not notice that the velocity was manipulated.
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