Differentiating serial cue prediction from motor sequence learning during long term skill training
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The Cue Group (N=15, 6 male): repeated sequence of visual cues over all 5 training days. D3ays
Based on post-session questionnaires, all subjects became
explicitly aware of the sequence at the same rate.
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: PN

The Motoric group(N=15, 6 male): repeated sequence of motoric actions over all 5 training days.
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The Control Group(N=15, 5 male): repeated sequence of actions & cues over all 5 training days.
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Conclusion

Learning a sequence of symbolic cues happens at a faster rate

: than learning a sequence of motoric actions.
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There was no effect of group in the degree of
response chunking (F(4,8)=1.399, p=0.227).
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