RESULTS

Across Experiments

PROCEDURAL LEARNING IN THE
SERIAL REACTION TIME TASK: A
LONG WAY TO STABILITY

* Participants show evidence of sequence learning on all sessions of the three
experiments(Improbable RTs > Probable RTs) (Figure 4, 5, 6);

* Within session reliability is good and higher than across session reliability;
e Stability of the SRT task is suboptimal in all experiments (r < .70)
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We conducted three separate experiments as described in table 1. @L_M_Henderson

All experiments had a 1-week interval between sessions.

Table 1. Characteristics of the experiments using regression slopes;

* Sequence learning, but not stability, increases with the similarity of the input;
e Stability of sequence learning increases with practice, and is most evident when
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