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COMPARISON	 OF	 VISUAL	 INFORMATION	 BETWEEN	 THE	MOTOR	 AND	 VISUAL	
GROUPS	
In order to verify that subjects in both groups were exposed to similar visual information during the 

familiarization blocks, we compared the kinematic information contained in the trials based on three 

features. Specifically, we compared sets of trials using the features: mean absolute pole angle (maPA), 

mean pole angle velocity (maPAV) and mean pole angle acceleration (maPAA). Since all subjects in 

the group VF watched the same familiarization stimuli (Nstimuli=100) but subjects in the group MF 

were exposed to their own, individual balancing attempts, we tested whether the set of familiarization 

stimuli (setVF) is a likely sample from the set of all balancing attempts generated by the subjects in 

the group MF (NBA=682). To this end, we first drew Nsets=10000 sets of size Nstimuli=100 from the set 

of all balancing attempts generated by the subjects in the group MF (bootstrapping). We then 

compared the stimulus setVF to every drawn set by comparing the distributions of the three features 

using Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests. For each feature, we counted for how many of the drawn sets the 

stimulus setVF is significantly different. We found that for 13.4% of the drawn sets at least one of the 

three tests revealed a significant difference, 2.4% at least two tests were significant and for none (0%) 

of the drawn sets all three tests were significant. This result strongly suggests that the set of presented 

stimuli is not significantly different from the sets drawn in the bootstrapping process. Thus, if we had 

first recorded all motor familiar subjects and then drawn from those a random set of balancing 

attempts for visual familiarization, the resulting set would not have been statistically distinguishable 

from the set we used. This also suggests that there is no difference in visual information (measured 

by the three features) during the familiarization blocks in the two conditions. 


