LEARNING TO INTERCEPT TARGETS DRIVEN BY FORCE FIELDS: EFFECTS OF MODULUS AND ORIENTATION VARIABILITY
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In previous studies we observed that intercepting a target may require modeling the force field which\

drives its motion. The question we address in this study is what force field parameters are to be modeled. M O d e I S
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Therefore, we performed an experiment to understand whether force field direction and modulus are both
involved in the modeling process. We investigated how the stability of these force field features affects the
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If there is complete force field stability, subjects direct their hand to the real (parabolic) v ; i
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arrival point of the ball. In the other cases they are nearer to a tangential approximation of E Lo

the target arrival point. 0.2 111
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