Changes compared to the pre-registration:
· The used questionnaire, as Scripts/R/main.R, the questions (replace ID mapping by “Absolute”, “Relative-Aligned”, or “Relative-Full”):
· In which screen did you mostly focus while extruding 3D volumetric selection shapes using the <ID mapping> mapping?             AR View                 Tablet
Was replaced by
· In which screen did you mostly focus while extruding 3D volumetric selection shapes using the <ID mapping> mapping?
· For the Galaxy Dataset               AR View                 Tablet
· For the Cylinder Dataset            AR View                 Tablet
· For the Spring Dataset               AR View                 Tablet

· We changed datasets at the last minutes but prior running the user study, as all log files (see, for each JSON files, the command “OpenCloudPointDataset”) show. 
Instead of having: 
· D1 → Represents a basic sphere and a regular cube. 
· D2 → Represents a cylinder. The participant needs to select the outer shell of the cylinder.
· D3 → Represents a spring.
We had:
· D1 → Represents a spring.
· D2 → Represents a cylinder. The participant needs to select the outer shell of the cylinder.
· D3 → Represents the collision of galaxies.

i.e., we changed the order of the datasets and replace the former “D1” (formerly simple geometries) with the collision of galaxies dataset as used by Besançon et. al.

· We formerly said: “We counter-balanced the presenting order of the datasets by using a cyclic latin square on pID mod 3, and the order of the mapping on (pID / 3) mod 3 (integer division), where pID ranges from 0 to 17 and is unique per participant.” In the source code, however, the computation of the dataset and the technique IDs were interchanged, i.e., “We counter-balanced the presenting order of the mappings by using a cyclic latin square on pID mod 3, and the order of the datasets on (pID / 3) mod 3 (integer division), where pID ranges from 0 to 17 and is unique per participant.” As we rely on cyclic latin-square, the same conditions were preserved. 

· We added pair-wise comparisons (using differences) data analyses on the “constraint” variable (see the new main.R data analyses file). The joint article emphasizes that this new analysis was not pre-registered.

· We added pair-wise comparisons and raw analyses of the time users took during their trials following their technique order; see learningEffect.pdf and PWLearningEffect.pdf. The joint article emphasizes that this new analysis was not pre-registered.

· We changed, as the pre-registration said, graphisms and aesthetics, and correct all errors in the original data analyses files. As we were using ratios for pair-wise comparisons, some invalid operations were performed (e.g., division by zero and negative values). As such, we added, to all the RAW Nasa-TLX values, a value of +1 for pair-wise comparisons to avoid divisions by zero, and do now a pair-wise comparison, using differences, for the MCC metric instead of ratios as previously performed, as this metric can be negative.
