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ABSTRACT
Often, we depart from an intended course of events to react to sudden situational
demands (an intervening event) before resuming the originally planned action.
Executing an action to an intervening event can be delayed if the features of this
action plan partly overlap with an action plan retained in working memory (WM)
compared to when they completely overlap or do not overlap. This delay is referred
to as a partial repetition cost (PRC). PRCs are typically attributed to code confusion
between action plans in WM. We tested this by training the component action plans
extensively to reduce their reliance on WM. If PRCs are caused by code confusion within
WM, then PRCs should be reduced and possibly eliminated with extensive practice.
To test this, participants performed a partial repetition (PR) task after 0, 4 and 8.5
sessions of stimulus-response (S-R) training. In the PR task, participants saw two visual
events. They retained an action to the first event while executing a speeded action to
a second (intervening) event; afterwards, they executed the retained action. The two
action plans either partly overlapped or did not overlap. Results showed that extensive
(S-R and PR task) practice reduced but did not eliminate PRCs. A reduction in PRCs
(code confusion) with practice is compatible with memory models that assume action
events become more specific and less reliant on WM with practice. These findings merit
expansions of PR tasks to other domains and broader conceptions of action plans that
incorporate the formal structure of memory models.
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INTRODUCTION
To successfully interact within our environment, we must know what to do and when to do
it. This involves generating action plans and coordinating their execution. Action plans are
assumed to be cognitive representations of the stimulus environment, external actions, and
the anticipated effects of these actions (Cattaneo, Caruana, Jezzini, & Rizzolatti, 2009; Elsner
& Hommel, 2001; Frings et al., 2020; Greenwald, 1970; Hommel, 2019; Hommel, Müsseler,
Aschersleben & Prinz, 2001; Jeannerod, 1997; Logan, 2018; Miller, Galanter & Pribram, 1960;
Prinz, 1990; 1997; Rosenbaum, 2009; Shin, Proctor, & Capaldi, 2010). These representations
can consist of “if-then” production rules such as: If current stimulus is a green square, then
immediately press center key followed by the upper key on a keypad with the left hand (e.g.,
Anderson, 1992; Cohen et al., 1990; Davelaar, 2011; Logan, 1985; Miller et al., 1960; Rougier,
Noelle, Braver, Cohen, & O’Reilly, 2005). Both the perception and action elements relevant to
the goal (in the example above: the shape, color, hand, and key-press locations, and meaning
e.g., “left-hand upper movement”) form the cognitive codes or “features” of the action plan
(e.g., Davelaar, 2011; Henson, Eckstein, Waszak, Frings, & Horner, 2014; Frings et al., 2020;
Hommel, 2019; Hommel et al., 2001; Jeannerod, 1997; Mattson & Fournier, 2008; Pfister &
Kunde, 2013; Prinz, 1990).
Our ability to coordinate the execution of different action plans is critical for many complex,
goal-directed behaviors such as sailing, cooking a meal, and performing surgery. Such
coordination often requires one to depart from an intended course of events to react to
sudden situational demands before resuming the originally planned action. Research shows
that executing an action to an intervening event can be delayed if the features of this action
plan partly overlap with an action plan retained in working memory (WM) compared to when
they completely overlap or do not overlap (e.g., Behmer & Fournier, 2014; Fournier, Behmer &
Stubblefield, 2014a; Hommel et al., 2001; Meyer & Gordon, 1985; Mattson, Fournier & Behmer,
2012; Richardson, Pfister & Fournier, 2021; Sevald & Dell, 1994; Stoet & Hommel, 1999; 2002;
Yaniv, Meyer, Gordon, Huff, & Sevald, 1990). For example, executing a left-hand action can be
delayed if it shares a feature (“left”) with an action plan retained in memory (“left-hand move
up”) compared to when it does not (“right-hand move up”; Wiediger & Fournier, 2008). This
delay is referred to as a partial repetition cost.
Partial repetition costs (PRCs) are assumed to occur when a feature code from the action plan
corresponding to the intervening event (e.g., “left”) shares a feature code with the action plan
retained in WM (e.g., “left hand move up”) and reactivates (primes) that action. We call this
the working memory (WM) hypothesis. The action features are integrated in the action plan,
so reactivating (priming) one feature code (e.g., “left” in the action plan “left hand move up”)
should activate other features with which it is integrated. The reactivation of the retained
action plan creates a temporary confusion as to which action plan is relevant for the current
task: the action plan activated by the intervening event or the action plan recently reactivated
in WM (e.g., Frings et al. 2020; Hommel, 2004, 2005; 2019; Mattson & Fournier, 2008; Mattson,
Fournier, & Behmer, 2012). To resolve this confusion (code confusion), the irrelevant action plan
must be inhibited, and the time required to inhibit it delays selection of the action plan for the
current, intervening task (see also Fournier, Behmer, & Stubblefield, 2014a; Fournier, Hansen,
Stubblefield & Van Dongen, 2020; Fournier, Gallimore, Feiszli & Logan, 2014b; Meyer & Gordon,
1985; Sevald & Dell, 1994; Yaniv, Meyer, Gordon, Huff, & Sevald, 1990).1 On the other hand, if
there is no feature overlap between action plans, then there should be no delays in selecting
the action plan for the intervening event due to such confusion. Also, if there is complete
feature overlap between action plans, then the retained action plan could prime the action
to the intervening event—leading to faster responding compared to when there is no overlap.
The theory that PRCs reflect competition between action plans in WM implies that PRCs
should be reduced or eliminated when action plans do not rely on WM. Consistent with this
hypothesis, PRCs occur if both actions rely on stimulus identity where the stimulus-response
(S-R) mappings are generated offline (prior to response execution), are newly learned, and rely
on WM—even if these actions do not share the same motor response (e.g., manual and vocal
responses; Fournier et al., 2010). In contrast, PRCs do not occur if the intervening action is a
1
Whether inhibition occurs at a local feature level or central level is debated (See Fournier et al., 2014b;
Fournier et al., 2020; Hommel, Proctor, & Vu, 2004; Kühn, Keizer, Colzato, Rombouts, & Hommel, 2011).

Fournier et al.
Journal of Cognition
DOI: 10.5334/joc.230

2

reach action generated online (during action execution) based on the spatial metrics of the
stimulus, without reference to stimulus identity, S-R mappings, or reliance on memory (e.g.,
Fournier et al., 2015; Wiediger & Fournier, 2008; see also review by Thomaschke, Hopkins &
Miall, 2012) even if the actions require similar motor movements (e.g., responses with the same
limb, Fournier, Wiediger, & Taddesse, 2015; Wiediger & Fournier, 2008; see also Glover, 2004;
Glover, Wall & Smith, 2012). Online actions do not rely on access to WM (e.g., Goodale, 2014;
Goodale & Milner, 1992) and hence would not compete with the retained action plan in terms
of response selection due to common code confusion. Instead, the shared action features
retained in WM could prime motor responses common with the intervening, online action,
facilitating its execution (i.e., leading to a partial repetition benefit, PRB; Fournier, Wiediger &
Tadesse, 2015; Wiediger & Fournier, 2008). In short, research suggests that PRCs occur if the
intervening action is generated offline and relies on WM, and PRBs occur if the intervening
action is generated online, and hence does not rely on WM.
To date, PRCs are typically observed for intervening actions that are newly learned and have
arbitrary S-R mappings. There is some evidence that the size of PRCs may be reduced when
action plans generated offline impose less of a demand on WM (e.g., word reading, Fournier et
al., 2010; stimuli are ideomotor compatible, Fournier & Richardson, 2021; or individuals have
higher WM spans, Fournier et al., 2014a; Behmer & Fournier, 2014). The present experiment
tested the long-term memory hypothesis, asking whether PRCs can be eliminated for extensive
practice with individual action plans. Extensive practice should increase reliance on longterm memory (LTM; Logan, 1978; 1988) and reduce reliance on WM (Logan, 1979; Shiffrin &
Schneider, 1977). Less reliance on WM should reduce the opportunity for code confusion and
therefore reduce the magnitude of the PRCs.
We investigated whether PRCs for actions generated offline are reduced or eliminated for action
plans that are highly practiced. The long-term memory (LTM) hypothesis is consistent with
association theories applied to skill learning and memory (e.g., ACT, Anderson, 1992; Instance
theory, Logan, 1988) and feature integration theories applied to perception (Treisman &
Gelade, 1980). We assumed the following: Novel action plans (i.e., unpracticed, newly learned,
with arbitrary S-R mappings) have weak associations and require WM to maintain feature
bindings and S-R rules (see also Davelaar, 2011). Thus, both the retained and intervening action
plans would need to utilize WM at the same time and hence would be susceptible to code
confusion. Practiced, more familiar action plans (with arbitrary S-R mappings) have stronger
associations and impose less of a demand on WM to maintain them (e.g., Logan, 1979; Posner
& Snyder, 1975; Shiffrin & Schneider, 1977). Over extensive practice, action plans (with arbitrary
S-R mappings) transition from WM to LTM (e.g., Anderson, 1982; 1992; Anderson, Fincham, &
Douglass, 1999; Jueptner et al., 1997; Logan, 1988; Posner & Snyder, 1975; Shiffrin & Schneider,
1977). When association strength is sufficiently high, each action plan can be retrieved directly
from LTM as a single, integrated representation (e.g., Anderson, 1992; Anderson et al., 1999;
Fitts & Posner, 1967; Logan, 1979, 2018; Logan & Etherton, 1994; Newell & Rosenbloom, 1981;
Rosenbloom & Newell, 1986; Sakai, Kitaguchi, & Hikosaka, 2003; Verwey, 1999; Woltz, 1988). As
a result, the retained and intervening action plans do not need to be represented in WM at the
same time and hence would not be susceptible to code confusion.
Anderson’s (1982) production system approach to skill acquisition provides another concrete
example. Novel action plans are represented by binding stimulus events to conditions and
actions of generic production rules that allow the task to be executed. The bindings are held
in WM and may compete when they are both activated by a common component of their
action plans. With practice, performance shifts from declarative representations in WM to
procedural representations in LTM. The stimuli relevant to the action plan become embedded
in the condition (“if” part) of the production and do not need to be bound in WM to be executed.
When the action is executed, there is no confusion about which codes are bound in WM and so,
the PRC is reduced or eliminated.
Our hypothesis that automatized action plans may not produce PRCs receives some support in
studies of skilled typewriting that present prime words followed by probes to be typed. Some
probes required the letters that were bound to the prime word to be typed in a new context.
These probes should show PRCs relative to controls. Crump and Logan (2010) presented
word primes followed by a repetition of the same word, a single letter from the word (partial
repetition), or a single letter from another word. Skilled typists typed probe letters from the prime
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word more quickly than probe letters from another word, showing a partial repetition benefit
instead of a cost. Snyder and Logan (2014) presented prime words (e.g., OCEAN) followed by a
go signal (*****) or a word to type. The probe word was either identical to the prime (OCEAN), an
anagram of the prime (CANOE), sharing common letters, or different from the prime, sharing
no letters with it (GULPS). Anagram primes were no slower than different primes. There was
no PRC. These results replicated in subsequent experiments with probes that consisted of a
mixture of letters that did and did not appear in the prime (e.g., SSDD, DDSS, SDDS, DSSD, SDDD,
SSSD where S = same as prime and D = different from prime). There was no PRC (compared to
all different letters) in any experiment. The typists were well practiced, having typed for about
10 years and spending about 4 hours typing each day (Logan & Crump, 2011), so their motor
plans were highly automatic (Logan, 2018). By our hypothesis, they should not show PRCs.
We used the partial repetition (PR) task (e.g., Fournier et al., 2014a, b; Stoet & Hommel, 1999)
to investigate whether partial repetition costs found for novel action plans (newly learned,
arbitrary S-R mappings) are reduced or eliminated with extensive practice. Participants saw
two, visual events presented in a sequence. At the presentation of the first event (event A),
a response to event A was planned and retained in WM. During this retention period, the
second event (event B) appeared, and a speeded response was made to this intervening event.
Afterwards, the retained action plan to event A was recalled and executed. For both events A
and B, the stimuli and response mappings were arbitrary (e.g., a letter or symbol mapped to
a series of different key-press responses, executed by the left or right hand). We manipulated
action overlap between event A and B by requiring the same hand (overlap) or different hands
(no overlap) to execute a series of key-press responses. We also manipulated the amount of
S-R training for event A and event B stimuli and examined the PRC effect with no S-R practice,
four sessions of S-R practice (1200 and 600 trials for each event B and event A stimulus,
respectively), and eight and a half sessions of S-R practice (2460 and 1230 trials for each event
B and event A stimulus, respectively).
Consistent with the WM hypothesis, we expected to find PRCs when the intervening action (to
event B) and the retained action (to event A) were not practiced (PR session 1). In this case,
both actions would be represented in WM, so code confusion can occur, which would delay
responses to the intervening event. Consistent with the LTM hypothesis, we expected that the
PRCs initially observed prior to S-R practice (PR session 1) would be significantly reduced or
eliminated after extensive S-R practice with event A and event B stimuli (PR session 3).

METHOD
PARTICIPANTS
Fifteen students from Washington State University and one non-student, resident of Pullman,
Washington participated for monetary compensation. One participant’s data were incomplete
due to a program error, and hence data were analyzed for 14 participants (mean age 25.6
years, standard deviation 5.8 years, all right-handed, 11 female). Effect sizes for partial
F
37.31
= 0.80 for
dz =
repetition costs were reported to be large in several previous studies (e.g., =
n
59
the critical pairwise comparison of overlap and no-overlap trials in Fournier et al. (2014a), and
18.42
=
dz = 1.01 for the same comparison in Experiment 1 of Stoet & Hommel (1999). Assuming
18
that PRCs come with a large effect size of dz = 0.80, a power analysis suggested a sample
size of eight participants would be necessary to detect a significant interaction between the
within-subjects factors of action overlap (overlap and no overlap) and session (i.e., first, middle,
and last PR task session: session 1, 6 and 11), with a power of 1–β = .80 and an effect size of
.60. To ensure sufficient power, we planned to collect data from 14 total participants, a priori.
This study was approved by the Washington State University Institutional Review Board (IRB,
15378), and informed consent was obtained from all participants.

APPARATUS
Visual stimuli appeared in white, Arial font with a black background on a 17” CRT monitor,
located approximately 52 cm in front of the participant. Responses were recorded using a
custom response keypad (X-Keys XK80 USB Keyboard, Williamston, MI), placed on a desk,
centered at the participant’s midline. Participants responded using three vertically aligned keys
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located at the bottom left and at the bottom right of the keypad. The horizontal separation
between the left and right response keys (center-to-center) was 20 cm. The immediately
surrounding keys were blocked from access with rigid, black key caps. Responses were made
with the index fingers of the left and right hands; left-hand responses were executed on the left
side of the keypad and right-hand responses on the right side. Participants rested their index
fingers on the left and right center keys before and during each trial. The participant’s hands
and keypad were visible when looking down. E-Prime software (version 2.0.10.356; Psychology
Software Tools, Inc., Sharpsburg, PA) was used for stimulus generation, stimulus presentation,
and data collection.
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STIMULUS EVENTS AND RESPONSE MAPPINGS
Event A
Event A was one of five arrowhead stimuli appearing (0.17° visual angle) above a central
fixation dot. One stimulus consisted of two arrowheads pointing outward (< >) and the other
four consisted of an arrowhead (0.67° visual angle) pointing to the left (<) or right (>) with an
asterisk (*; 0.45° visual angle) above or below the arrowhead. For the stimuli composed of
two arrowheads pointing outward (< >), no response was required. For all other stimuli, the
arrowhead direction (left or right) indicated the response hand (left or right, respectively) and
the asterisk’s location (above or below the arrowhead) indicated the three, keypress sequence.
The asterisk located above the arrowhead required a “center key, upper key (toward CRT), and
center key” response and the asterisk located below the arrowhead required a “center key,
lower key (toward participant’s body), and center key” response. This created four different
action plans mapped to the arrowhead-asterisk stimuli: left hand-move up, left hand-move
down, right hand-move up, and right hand-move down. The four event A stimuli and their
corresponding responses are shown in Table 1.

EVENT A

EVENT B

STIMULUS

*
<

<
*

*
>

>
*

C

S

Response Hand

Left

Left

Right

Right

Left

Right

Keys

Center Up
Center

Center Down
Center

Center Up
Center

Center Down
Center

Center
Center

Center
Center

Event B
Event B was one of two capitalized letters, C or S (0.79° visual angle), superimposed on a central
fixation dot (shifted slightly below center of the dot, so that the dot was visible). The letters C
and S were consistently mapped to a left or right response. Half the participants pressed the
left center key twice with their left index finger in response to the letter C and pressed the right
center key twice with their right index finger in response to the letter S; the other half had the
opposite stimulus-response mapping. See Table 1. Event B required two presses of the center
key, so that action B and action A represented two distinctly different sequences of keypresses
(see Stoet & Hommel, 1999).

PROCEDURE
Participants completed 11 sessions, one session (60–90 minutes) per day, within 15 days.
Participants performed the partial repetition (PR) task in sessions 1, 6, and 11, and performed
the stimulus-response (S-R) training task in sessions 2–10. The PR and S-R training tasks
occurred on separate days except for session 6; here, the PR task was performed first followed
by a shortened, S-R training task. Figure 1 shows the order of PR and S-R training tasks across
sessions along with the breakdown of trial blocks for the tasks in each session. For both tasks,
the instructions (self-paced) appeared on the CRT, and stimulus-response mappings were
identical. Participants completed a 10-question strategy survey at end of session 11.

Table 1 Stimulus types and
associated response mappings
for each event A and event B
stimulus, respectively.

PR TASK
Participants saw two stimulus events (A and B) in a sequence. They were instructed as follows:
Plan an action (action A) to the first event (A) and retain this action in memory while executing
an immediate action (action B) to the second event (B) as quickly and accurately as possible.
After executing action B, recall and execute the action A as accurately as possible. If the first
event (A) does not require an action (i.e., the stimulus was “< >”), do not plan or retain an
action to this event. Also, do not execute any part of action A until after executing action B.
Finally, do not move fingers or use external cues to help remember action A –maintain action
A in memory.2

Figure 1 The figure shows
the order of PR tasks and
S-R training tasks across
sessions with a breakdown
of blocks for each task. The
amount of practice for each
S-R mapping was as follows:
Session 1 represented no
previous S-R practice, session
6 represented a moderate
amount of S-R practice
(1200 trials for each event B
stimulus, S and C; 600 trials
for each event A stimulus, 4
different arrowhead-asterisk
combinations), and session
11 represented extensive
S-R practice (2460 trials for
each event B stimulus, S
and C; and 1230 total trials
for each event A stimulus, 4
different arrowhead-asterisk
combinations).

Figure 2 shows the sequence and timing of trial events for the PR task. Each trial began with
an initiation screen that read “Press the center keys to continue”. After pressing these keys
simultaneously, a central fixation dot appeared for 500 ms, followed by event A for 500
ms, and then the fixation dot alone for 1200 ms. During the appearance of event A and the
fixation that followed, participants planned the action for event A (if applicable). Then, event
B appeared for 100 ms, followed by the fixation dot alone until action B was executed or 2500
ms elapsed. Action B RT was recorded from the onset of event B to the first key-press response.
After executing action B, a blank screen appeared for a maximum of 2000 ms. During this time,
participants executed action A (if applicable) or waited. Afterwards, performance feedback for
action B (RT and accuracy) and action A (accuracy only) appeared respectively, for 600 ms each.
Then, the initiation screen re-appeared, and participants initiated the next trial when ready.
Figure 2 The sequence of
trial events for the partial
repetition (PR) task. The
frames in the center and on
the left represent the trials in
which participants planned
and retained an action for
event A (plan trials). The
frames in the center and on
the right represent the trials in
which no action was planned
to event A (no plan, control
trials).

2

One participant violated these instructions.

Two factors were manipulated within participants: action overlap and session. For action
overlap, action B and action A either required the same hand (overlap) or different hands (no
overlap). The condition in which event A did not require a response (< >) was not analyzed,
as this condition served only as a control to ensure that any lack of differences in action B
responses found between overlap and no overlap conditions could not be attributed to a
floor effect in RTs. The factor of session represented three different levels of S-R practice for
both event B and event A stimuli: session 1 represented no previous S-R practice, session 6
represented a moderate amount of S-R practice (1200 trials for each event B stimulus, S and C;
600 trials for each event A stimulus, 4 different arrowhead-asterisk combinations), and session
11 represented extensive S-R practice (2460 trials for each event B stimulus, S and C; and 1230
total trials for each event A stimulus, 4 different arrowhead-asterisk combinations).
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The PR task required approximately 60 min. Participants completed eight experimental
blocks of 48 trials with mandatory 10 sec breaks at the end of each block. Within each block,
there were 16 overlap, 16 no overlap, and 16 no plan (control) trials. Also, event B stimuli
were equally paired with event A stimuli and event pairs occurred in a random order within
each block. In session 1, participants received one block of practice trials identical to the
experimental blocks.

S-R TRAINING
Participants received S-R training for event A stimuli and event B stimuli in separate, alternating
blocks within and across sessions. Figure 3 shows an example of the sequence of events for
training trials for both event A and event B stimulus blocks. Each block started with a message
indicating which type of stimuli (event A or event B) would be presented. Trials always started
with a message “Press the center keys to continue” (initiation screen). Participants started each
trial by simultaneously pressing the center keys with their index fingers. Then, 500 ms later, a
stimulus appeared. For event A stimulus blocks, stimulus A was present for 500 ms; for event
B stimulus blocks, stimulus B was present for 100 ms. Participants had 2000 ms to execute the
correct key-press response. Participants were encouraged to respond as quickly and accurately
as possible. Performance feedback (RT and accuracy for event B blocks and accuracy only for
event A blocks) appeared 500 ms after their last key-press response for a duration of 600 ms.
Then, the initiation screen re-appeared, and participants started the next trial when ready.
We recorded response RT (from onset of the stimulus to onset of the first key-press response
for event B stimuli and to the last key-press response for event A stimuli) and accuracy (to all
required keypresses) for each trial.
Figure 3 The sequence of trial
events for the S-R training task.
The sequence for the event A
stimulus blocks is shown in
the central and left frames.
The sequence for the event B
stimulus blocks is shown in the
central and right frames.

Participants completed 30 blocks of 40 trials of S-R training (15 blocks each for event
A and event B) in sessions 2–5 and 7–10, and 6 blocks of 40 trials (3 blocks each for event
A and event B) in session 6. The specific number of training trials for each stimulus within
the event A stimulus set and event B stimulus set prior to each PR task session is reported
under manipulations of the PR task (see above) and in the caption for Figure 1.

RESULTS

Fournier et al.
Journal of Cognition
DOI: 10.5334/joc.230

8

S-R TRAINING TASK
To test the LTM hypothesis that extensive practice with S-R mappings reduces or eliminates the
PRC effect, we must first demonstrate that practice on S-R mapping improves performance.
Analyses of both RTs and error rates provide evidence that S-R training led to more automatic
retrieval of action plans (action B and action A) associated with event B and event A stimulus
sets. Separate, repeated-measures ANOVAs with the factor of session (2–10) were conducted
on median correct RTs and mean error rates for each action B response (2 types: left and right)
and each action A response (4 types: left up, left down, right up, and right down). Action B
correct RTs were evaluated based on the first key-press response, and action A correct RTs
were evaluated based on the third key-press response (i.e., the first response to action A).
Responses were considered accurate only if all required key-press responses were executed
in the correct order. For each type of action B and action A response, there was a significant
effect of session found for RTs; no session effects were found for error rates with the exception
of the action A response of “right up”. The ANOVA results for each response type are presented
in Table 2.
RESPONSE TYPE

FACTOR

SIGNIFICANCE

ηP2

MEDIAN CORRECT RT
action B, left

Session

F(8, 104) = 6.20, p < .001

0.32

action B, right

Session

F(8, 104) = 5.22, p = .001

0.29

action A, left up

Session

F(8, 104) = 15.22, p < .001

0.54

action A, left down

Session

F(8, 104) = 20.14, p < .001

0.61

action A, right up

Session

F(8, 104) = 14.20, p < .001

0.53

action A, right down

Session

F(8, 104) = 17.20, p < .001

0.57

MEAN ERROR RATES
action B, left

Session

F(8, 104) = 1.61, p = .208

0.11

action B, right

Session

F(8, 104) = 2.45, p = .07

0.16

action A, left up

Session

F(8, 104) = 1.78, p = .09

0.12

action A, left down

Session

F<1

action A, right up

Session

F(8, 104) = 2.19, p = .034

action A, right down

Session

F<1

0.14

Correct RTs
Figures 4 and 5 show the median correct RTs for the first key-press response to event B stimuli
(action B) and third key-press response to event A stimuli (action A), respectively, for each hand
and key-press sequence by S-R training session. Both figures show a speed up in correct RTs
across sessions which is consistent with the power law of learning (e.g., Logan, 1988). Paired
t tests assessed whether RTs for each action B response and each action A response achieved
asymptote toward the end of the training sessions (See Appendix A). If three or more sessions,
starting with the last session (session 10) did not significantly differ, and the average RT across
these sessions were shown to be significantly faster than any prior session (session 7, 6, 5, 4,
etc.), asymptote was assumed. Results reported in Appendix A suggest that all correct RTs
for action B and action A responses were at asymptote in sessions 8–10. Thus, these findings
indicate that retrieval of action B and action A were more automatic prior to performing the
final session of the PR task (session 11) compared to the first (session 1) and second (session
6) sessions of the PR task. This suggests that action control was transferred from WM to LTM,
consistent with the LTM hypothesis.

Table 2 S-R training trials:
One-way, repeated-measures
ANOVAs with the factor
of training session were
conducted separately on
response reaction times (RT)
and error rates for each action
B and action A response type.
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Figure 4 Action B, median
correct RTs (first, key-press
response) and percent error
rates for each response type in
each S-R training task session.

Figure 5 Action A, median
correct RTs (third, key-press
response) and percent error
rates for each response type in
each S-R training task session.

Error Rates
No significant effects of session were found for action B or action A error rates except for the
action A response of “right up”. For these responses, error rates increased across sessions
(session 1 = 4.36% and session 8 = 7.21%) suggesting that the correct RTs across sessions
for this response (but not the other action A responses) may be partly attributed to a speedaccuracy tradeoff. Importantly, the action B error rates do not compromise any action B RT
interpretations above.

PR TASK
Action B correct RT and error rate analyses were restricted to trials in which action A was
accurate. Also, action B correct RTs represent the interval between stimulus B onset to the first

key-press for trials in which both action B key-presses were accurately executed. Action A error
rates were analyzed without a contingency on action B accuracy.3
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ACTION B MEAN RESPONSE ANALYSES
Repeated-measures ANOVAs with the factors of action overlap (no overlap, overlap) and
session (1, 6, 11) were conducted separately on means for action B correct RTs and error rates.
Figure 6 shows the mean, action B correct RTs and error rates for the action overlap conditions
across the three, PR task sessions. The no planning (control) condition is represented in the
figure to show that small RT differences between overlap and no overlap conditions (i.e., PRCs)
were not due to a floor effect.

Mean correct RT
As expected, RTs were greater for the overlap compared to the no overlap condition indicating
a partial repetition cost (PRC) [main effect of action overlap, F(1, 13) = 26.59, p < .001, ηp2 =
0.67)]. Also as expected, RTs decreased for both action overlap conditions across session [main
effect of session, F(2, 26) = 28.02, p < .001, ηp2 = 0.68)]. Moreover, the interaction was significant
[F(2, 26) = 6.26, p = .006, ηp2 = 0.32)] indicating that the RT differences between the overlap
and no overlap conditions (PRCs) were significantly reduced across sessions. See Figure 6.
The size of PRCs was approximately 33, 23, and 16 ms for session 1, 6, and 11 respectively.
Planned comparisons showed that the size of the PRC was significantly reduced in session 11
compared to session 1 [t(13) = 2.50, p = .027, d = .67]4 but the PRC was not eliminated. PRCs
were significant for each session [session 1, t(13) = 5.47, p < .001, d = 1.46; session 6, t(13) =
4.06, p = .001, d = 1.09; and session 11, t(13) = 3.68, p = .003, d = 0.98].
Figure 6 Action B mean
correct RT (first key-press
response) and action B
percent errors for the action
overlap conditions (no overlap
and overlap) and the no plan
(control) condition by each
partial repetition (PR) task
session (1, 6, and 11). Error
bars represent the withinsubjects standard errors
(Loftus & Mason, 1994).

Mean error rates
For error rates, there were no significant effects of action overlap [F(1, 13) = 3.20, p = .097)],
session [F(2, 26) = 1.12, p = .312], or the interaction [F(2, 26) = 2.65, p = .090]. Figure 6 shows that
overall error rates were less than 5% across sessions. The trend toward higher error rates for the
overlap compared to the no overlap condition is consistent with the PRCs reported for correct RTs.
3
Assessing response accuracy to event A was necessary to ensure participants retained the action plan to the
first event in memory while executing their response to the interruption (event B). These results for event A have
to be interpreted with caution as participant inclusion required that they achieve 80% accuracy. Also, we did not
analyze RT for event A for two reasons. First, we told participants that we were not concerned with how fast they
responded to event A, only how accurate they responded. Second, RT for event A was confounded with responses
executed to event B. That is, when there was partial overlap (i.e., responses to events A and B shared the same
response hand), the motor response for event A had to wait for the response to event B to finish before it could
start; but when there was no overlap, the motor response for event A did not necessarily have to wait for the
motor response to event B to finish before it could start.
4
Correct RT, cumulative probability density functions (CDFs; bin size of 1 ms) for the overlap and no overlap
conditions across PR task sessions is available in Appendix B.

ACTION A ERROR RATES
A repeated-measures ANOVA with the factors of action overlap (no overlap, overlap) and
session (1, 6, 11) was conducted on action A error rates. Table 3 reports the error rates for the
no overlap and overlap conditions by session. Error rates were greater for the overlap (5.93%)
compared to the no overlap (4.60%) condition [main effect of action overlap, F(1, 13) = 5.11,
p = .042, ηp2 = 0.28], consistent with previous studies (e.g., Fournier, Behmer, et al., 2014;
Richardson et al., 2020). No significant effects of practice were found (main effect of session
and the interaction, Fs < 1, respectively). Importantly, error rates were low overall, indicating
that participants were generally able to accurately recall the retained action.
PR-TASK SESSION

ACTION OVERLAP

MEAN ERROR %

SE %

1

Overlap

6.79

1.15

No Overlap

5.21

1.01

Overlap

5.57

1.10

No Overlap

4.57

0.94

Overlap

5.43

1.06

No Overlap

4.00

1.12

6

11

DISCUSSION
We found that partial repetition costs (PRCs) were reduced but not eliminated when responses
corresponding to specific perceptual events were highly practiced (i.e., eight and a half sessions
of S-R practice; 2460 and 1230 trials for each event B and event A stimulus, respectively).
The results early in practice are consistent with the WM hypothesis, which says that PRCs
result from code confusion between action plans held in WM. The results late in practice are
consistent with the LTM hypothesis, which says that extensively practiced action plans can
be retrieved directly from LTM (Logan, 1988, 2018). We attribute the reduction in the size of
PRCs across PR task sessions to extended practice on the S-R training task, but it could (also)
be due to practice on the PR task, or practice on both tasks. However, there were only two
sessions of practice on the PR task (384 and 128 trials for each event B and event A stimulus,
respectively) compared to eight and a half sessions with each S-R task (2460 and 1230 trials
for each event B and event A stimulus, respectively), so S-R training may have contributed
more to the results.
We assumed that with extensive practice, intervening action plans would no longer rely on WM
and instead would be directly retrieved from LTM. Our results showed that correct responses
for the intervening action became faster across the three PR task sessions suggesting that
the action plan retrieval became more efficient over time—consistent with a decrease in WM
demands. However, PRCs were not eliminated with extensive practice, which suggests that
code confusion between action plans persisted in our study. Thus, extensive practice did not
allow the representations of the retained and intervening actions to rely entirely on LTM and
so avoid code confusion. It is unclear whether more practice (such as the amount of practice
in our typing example; Crump & Logan, 2010; Snyder & Logan, 2014) would have eliminated
code confusion. Importantly, however, the reduction of code confusion with practice found
in our study is compatible with several memory models that explain improvements in
performance with practice.
Anderson’s (1982) ACT theory specifically predicts that practice produces a transition
from performance based on declarative WM to procedural LTM. Novel tasks are performed
by binding relevant stimuli and responses to generic production rules that represent the
instructions declaratively. Through proceduralization, the stimuli and responses become
embedded directly in the condition and action terms of task-specific productions, so they no
longer require binding in WM. Thus, PRCs should occur early in practice but not late in practice.
In ACT, reliance on procedural and declarative memory is strategic. The persisting PRCs in the
last practice session may reflect a reluctance to abandon the WM strategy entirely and trust
LTM retrieval to do the task.
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Table 3 Mean recall error rates
and within-subject standard
errors (SEs) for the retained
action plan (action A) by
PR-task session and action
overlap condition.

More generally, our results suggest that chunking of features stored in LTM within or across
action events could contribute to a reduction in code confusion with practice (Logan, 2018).
Chunking could reduce confusion between action events and improve retrieval by integrating
contextual cues making each chunked action event more distinct from other chunks (e.g.,
Yamaguchi & Logan, 2016; Yamaguchi, Randle, Wilson & Logan, 2016) or by transforming the
original feature codes representing each action event into a new representation (e.g., Anderson,
1983; Fitts & Posner, 1967). Eventually, with sufficient practice (more extensive practice than
in the current study) the individually chunked action events could become sufficiently distinct
such that two different chunks would rarely be confusable (but see Schneider & Logan 2015
regarding chunk boundaries). Chunking could also occur across the different action event
pairings (retained and intervening event pairs) due to training in the PR task. As the retained and
intervening action events are being transformed into one, integrated chunk, code confusion
would be reduced and eventually eliminated as there would no longer be two distinct action
events that could partly overlap and create code confusion. In sum, chunking predicts that
code confusion should be reduced and perhaps eliminated if there is sufficient practice. It
could be argued that more extensive training in the current study would have eliminated code
confusion due to chunking within and/or across action events.
Memory models that do not rely on chunking and instead assume that action events become
more differentiated or distinct with practice, can also account for the reduction in code
confusion with extensive practice. For these models, feature codes that are distinct between
the two action events become more salient (e.g., weighted more heavily) with practice. This
weighting of distinct features would be expected to occur during PR task training but could also
occur during S-R task training. For example, a code (e.g., “up”) associated with the retained
action (e.g., “left up”) that is not shared with the intervening action (e.g., “left”) may become
more salient or weighted more heavily with experience which would allow the two action plans
(e.g., “left up” and “left”) to be more quickly distinguished. Also, the context (e.g., Logan, 2018;
Polyn, Norman & Kahana, 2009) with which the retained and intervening events occur (e.g.,
retained action event always occurs first, intervening action always occurs second) in the PR
task could be encoded as well. This could provide a further distinction among feature codes
between the two action events with continued practice within the same context [e.g., temporal
code associated with first event (e.g., “first=left up”) differentiates this event and its associated
features from that of the second event (e.g., “second=left”)]. Here, both the temporal code of
“first” and the response code of “up” could distinguish the retained event (“first=left up”) from
the intervening, event (e.g., “second=left”). Thus, extended practice would lead to an overall
reduction in the size of code confusion, as code confusion could be resolved more quickly and
hence result in a smaller PRC.
This account for why PRCs were reduced in our study is consistent with memory models that
assume each instance of an item contributes to a single growing memory trace that becomes
enriched or differentiated with each additional encounter (p. 37, Cox & Criss, 2020; e.g., Kilic,
Criss, Malmberg & Shiffrin, 2017; McClelland & Chappell, 1998; Shiffrin, Ratcliff, & Clark, 1990;
Shiffrin & Steyvers, 1997; see Cox & Criss, 2020 for an overview). It is also consistent with
memory models that assume multiple traces of item instances are stored as separate traces
(Hintzman, 1988; Logan, 1988, 2002, 2018; Rosenbaum, Loukopoulos, Meulenbroek, Vaughan,
& Engelbrecht, 1995; Rosenbaum, Meulenbroek, Vaughan & Jansen, 2001). Each additional
encounter amplifies the similarity among instances of the same task and the dissimilarity
between instances of different tasks.
While we provide evidence that code confusion for offline actions can be reduced with
practice, we cannot conclude that it can be eliminated with more extensive practice. The
typing data suggest it can be eliminated (Crump & Logan, 2010; Snyder & Logan, 2014),
but the tasks were different from the usual PRC procedures, so some uncertainty remains.
However, our results make it clear that practice is an important modulator of PRCs and that
motivates further research into practice effects. Our findings are consistent with memory
models that assume action events become more specific and less reliant on WM with
practice. Our interpretations of the reduction of the PRC effect in terms of memory models
provide new perspectives on the PRC effect and that motivates expansions of the PR tasks to
other domains and broader conceptions of action plans that incorporate the formal structure
of the memory models.

Fournier et al.
Journal of Cognition
DOI: 10.5334/joc.230

12

APPENDIX A
S-R Training. Paired t tests suggested that all correct RTs for action B and action A were at
asymptote in sessions 8–10. For action B responses (see Figure 4), left-hand key-press RTs
appeared to asymptote by session 8 [t(13) < 1.36, p > .198 for sessions 8–10; and t(13) = 3.33,
p = .005 for session 7 vs. average among sessions 8–10], and right-hand key-press responses
appeared to asymptote by session 6 [t(13) < 0.64, p > .146 for sessions 6–10; and t(13) = 2.76,
p = .016 for session 5 vs. average of sessions 6–10]. For action A (see Figure 5), “left hand down”
responses appeared to asymptote by session 8 [t(13) < 0.53, p > .229 for sessions 8–10; and
t(13) = 4.89, p < .001 for session 7 vs. average among sessions 8–10], “left hand up” responses
appeared to asymptote by session 8 [t(13) < 0.13, p > .333 for sessions 8–10; and t(13) = 3.58,
p = .003 for session 7 vs. average among sessions 8–10], “right hand down” responses appeared
to asymptote by session 8 [t(13) < 0.17, p > .065 for sessions 8–10; and t(13) = 4.21, p = .001
for session 7 vs. average among sessions 8–10] and “right hand up” responses appeared to
asymptote by session 8 [t(13) < 0.11, p > .671 for sessions 8–10; and t(13) = 3.84, p = .002 for
session 7 vs. average among sessions 8–10].

APPENDIX B
Cumulative probability density functions (CDFs) for correct action B RTs (first key press) for the
overlap (black solid line), no overlap (black dotted line) and no plan (control; gray dashed line)
condition for each partial repetition (PR) task session (1, 6, and 11). Correct RT bin size was 1 ms.

DATA ACCESSIBILITY STATEMENT
Data is accessible at the following repository: http://doi.org/10.7273/000001465.

ETHICS AND CONSENT
All procedures performed in studies involving human participants were in accordance with the
ethical standards of the institutional and/or national research committee and with the 1964
Helsinki declaration and its later amendments or comparable ethical standards. Informed
consent was obtained from all individual participants included in the study.

FUNDING INFORMATION
Funding for this project was provided by Advance at WSU to Lisa R. Fournier.

COMPETING INTERESTS
The authors have no competing interests to declare.

Fournier et al.
Journal of Cognition
DOI: 10.5334/joc.230

13

AUTHOR AFFILIATIONS
Lisa R. Fournier
orcid.org/0000-0002-6831-7181
Department of Psychology, Washington State University, Pullman, Washington 99164-4820, USA
Benjamin P. Richardson
orcid.org/0000-0002-7261-3223
Department of Psychology, Washington State University, Pullman, Washington 99164-4820, USA
Gordon D. Logan
orcid.org/0000-0002-8301-7726
Department of Psychology, Vanderbilt University, Nashville, Tennessee 37240, USA

REFERENCES
Anderson, J. R. (1982). Acquisition of cognitive skill. Psychological Review, 89(4), 369–406. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1037/0033-295X.89.4.369
Anderson, J. R. (1983). A spreading activation theory of memory. Journal of Verbal Learning and Verbal
Behavior, 22(3), 261–295. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-5371(83)90201-3
Anderson, J. R. (1992). Automaticity and the ACT theory. The American Journal of Psychology, 105(2),
165–180. DOI: https://doi.org/10.2307/1423026
Anderson, J. R., Fincham, J. M., & Douglass, S. (1999). Practice and retention: A unifying analysis. Journal
of Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 25(5), 1120–1136. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1037/0278-7393.25.5.1120
Behmer, L. P., Jr., & Fournier, L. R. (2014). Working memory modulates neural efficiency over motor
components during a novel action planning task: An EEG study. Behavioural Brain Research, 260, 1–7.
DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bbr.2013.11.031
Cattaneo, L., Caruana, F., Jezzini, A., & Rizzolatti, G. (2009). Representation of goal and
movements without overt motor behavior in the human motor cortex: a transcranial magnetic
stimulation study. Journal of Neuroscience, 29(36), 11134–11138. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1523/
JNEUROSCI.2605-09.2009
Cohen, J. D., Dunbar, K., & McClelland, J. L. (1990). On the control of automatic processes: a parallel
distributed processing account of the Stroop effect. Psychological Review, 97(3), 332–407. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.97.3.332
Cox, G. E., & Criss, A. H. (2020). Similarity leads to correlated processing: A dynamic model of encoding
and recognition of episodic associations. Psychological Review, 127(5), 792–828. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1037/rev0000195
Crump, M. J. C., & Logan, G. D. (2010). Hierarchical control and skilled typing: Evidence for word level
control over the execution of individual keystrokes. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning,
Memory, and Cognition, 36(6), 1369–1380. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020696
Davelaar, E. J. (2011). Processes versus representations: cognitive control as emergent, yet componential.
Topics in Cognitive Science, 3(2), 247–252. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1756-8765.2011.01138.x
Elsner, B., & Hommel, B. (2001). Effect anticipation and action control. Journal of experimental
psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 27(1), 229–240. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1037//00961523.27.1.229
Fitts, P. M., & Posner, M. I. (1967). Human performance. Belmont, CA: Brooks/Cole.
Fournier, L. R., Behmer, L. P., & Stubblefield, A. M. (2014a). Interference due to shared features between
action plans is influenced by working memory span. Psychonomic Bulletin & Review, 21(6), 1524–
1529. DOI: https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-014-0627-0
Fournier, L. R., Gallimore, J. M., Feiszli, K. R., & Logan, G. D. (2014b). On the importance of being first:
Serial order effects in the interaction between action plans and ongoing actions. Psychonomic
Bulletin & Review, 21(1), 163–169. DOI: https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-013-0486-0
Fournier, L. R., Hansen, D. A., Stubblefield, A. M., & Van Dongen, H. P. (2020). Action plan interrupted:
resolution of proactive interference while coordinating execution of multiple action plans during
sleep deprivation. Psychological Research, 84(2), 454–467. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/s00426-0181054-z
Fournier, L. R., & Richardson, B. P. (2021). Partial repetition between action plans delays responses
to ideomotor compatible stimuli. Psychological Research (pp. 1–15). DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/
s00426-021-01491-9
Fournier, L. R., Wiediger, M. D., McMeans, R., Mattson, P. S., Kirkwood, J., & Herzog, T. (2010). Holding
a manual response sequence in memory can disrupt vocal responses that share semantic features
with the manual response. Psychological Research, 74(4), 359–369. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/
s00426-009-0256-9
Fournier, L. R., Wiediger, M. D., & Tadesse, E. F. (2015). Action plans can interact to hinder or facilitate
reach performance. Attention, Perception, & Psychophysics, 77(8), 2755–2767. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.3758/s13414-015-0959-5

Fournier et al.
Journal of Cognition
DOI: 10.5334/joc.230

14

Frings, C., Hommel, B., Koch, I., Rothermund, K., Dignath, D., Giesen, C., Kiesel, A., Kunde, W., Mayr, S.,
Moeller, B., Möller, M., Pfister, R., & Philipp, A. (2020). Binding and retrieval in action control (BRAC).
Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 24(5), 375–387. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2020.02.004
Glover, S. (2004). Planning and control in action. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 27(1), 57–69. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X04520022
Glover, S., Wall, M. B., & Smith, A. T. (2012). Distinct cortical networks support the planning and online
control of reaching‐to‐grasp in humans. European Journal of Neuroscience, 35(6), 909–915. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-9568.2012.08018.x
Goodale, M. A. (2014). How (and why) the visual control of action differs from visual perception.
Proceedings of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 281, 1785–1794. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1098/
rspb.2014.0337
Goodale, M. A., & Milner, A. D. (1992). Separate visual pathways for perception and action. Trends in
Neuroscience, 15, 22–25. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/0166-2236(92)90344-8
Greenwald, A. G. (1970). Sensory feedback mechanisms in performance control: with special reference
to the ideo-motor mechanism. Psychological Review, 77(2), 73–99. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1037/
h0028689
Henson, R. N., Eckstein, D., Waszak, F., Frings, C., & Horner, A. J. (2014). Stimulus–response bindings in
priming. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 18(7), 376–384. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2014.03.004
Hintzman, D. L. (1988). Judgments of frequency and recognition memory in a multiple-trace memory
model. Psychological Review, 95(4), 528–551. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.95.4.528
Hommel, B. (2004). Event files: Feature binding in and across perception and action. Trends in Cognitive
Sciences, 8, 494–500. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2004.08.007
Hommel, B. (2005). How much attention does an event file need? Journal of Experimental Psychology:
Human Perception and Performance, 31, 1067–1082. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1037/00961523.31.5.1067
Hommel, B. (2019). Theory of Event Coding (TEC) V2. 0: Representing and controlling perception and
action. Attention, Perception, & Psychophysics, 81(7), 2139–2154. DOI: https://doi.org/10.3758/
s13414-019-01779-4
Hommel, B., Müsseler, J., Aschersleben, G., & Prinz, W. (2001). The theory of event coding (TEC): A
framework for perception and action planning. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 24(5), 849–937. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X01000103
Hommel, B., Proctor, R. W., & Vu, K. P. L. (2004). A feature-integration account of sequential effects in the
Simon task. Psychological Research, 68(1), 1–17. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/s00426-003-0132-y
Jeannerod, M., & Jeannerod, M. (1997). The Cognitive Neuroscience of Action (Vol. 1997). Oxford:
Blackwell.
Jueptner, M., Stephan, K. M., Frith, C. D., Brooks, D. J., Frackowiak, R. S., & Passingham, R. E. (1997).
Anatomy of motor learning. I. Frontal cortex and attention to action. Journal of Neurophysiology,
77(3), 1313–1324. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.1997.77.3.1313
Kilic, A., Criss, A. H., Malmberg, K. J., & Shiffrin, R. M. (2017). Models that allow us to perceive the world
more accurately also allow us to remember past events more accurately via differentiation. Cognitive
Psychology, 92, 65–86. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cogpsych.2016.11.005
Kühn, S., Keizer, A. W., Colzato, L. S., Rombouts, S. A., & Hommel, B. (2011). The neural underpinnings
of event-file management: Evidence for stimulus-induced activation of and competition among
stimulus–response bindings. Journal of Cognitive Neuroscience, 23(4), 896–904. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1162/jocn.2010.21485
Logan, G. D. (1978). Attention in character-classification tasks: Evidence for the automaticity of
component stages. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 107(1), 32–63. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1037/0096-3445.107.1.32
Logan, G. D. (1979). On the use of a concurrent memory load to measure attention and automaticity.
Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 5(2), 189–207. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.1037/0096-1523.5.2.189
Logan, G. D. (1985). Executive control of thought and action. Acta Psychologica, 60, 193–210. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.1016/0001-6918(85)90055-1
Logan, G. D. (1988). Toward an instance theory of automatization. Psychological Review, 95(4), 492–527.
DOI: https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.95.4.492
Logan, G. D. (2018). Automatic control: How experts act without thinking. Psychological Review, 125,
453–485. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1037/rev0000100
Logan, G. D., & Crump, M. (2011). Hierarchical control of cognitive processes: The case for skilled
typewriting. In B. Ross (Ed.). The Psychology of Learning and Motivation, 54, 1–27. Burlington:
Academic Press. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-385527-5.00001-2
Mattson, P. S., & Fournier, L. R. (2008). An action sequence held in memory can interfere with response
selection of a target stimulus, but does not interfere with response activation of noise stimuli.
Memory & Cognition, 36(7), 1236–1247. DOI: https://doi.org/10.3758/MC.36.7.1236

Fournier et al.
Journal of Cognition
DOI: 10.5334/joc.230

15

Mattson, P. S., Fournier, L. R., & Behmer, L. P. (2012). Frequency of the first feature in action sequences
influences feature binding. Attention, Perception, & Psychophysics, 74(7), 1446–1460. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.3758/s13414-012-0335-7
McClelland, J. L., & Chappell, M. (1998). Familiarity breeds differentiation: A subjective-likelihood
approach to the effects of experience in recognition memory. Psychological Review, 105(4), 724–760.
DOI: https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.105.4.734-760
Meyer, D. E., & Gordon, P. C. (1985). Speech production: Motor programming of phonetic features. Journal
of Memory and Language, 24(1), 3–26. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-596X(85)90013-0
Miller, G. A., Galanter, E., & Pribram, K. H. (1960). Plans and the Structure of Behavior. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1037/10039-000
Newell, A., & Rosenbloom, P. S. (1981). Mechanisms of skill acquisition and the law of practice. Cognitive
Skills and Their Acquisition, 1, 1–55.
Pfister, R., & Kunde, W. (2013). Dissecting the response in response–effect compatibility. Experimental
Brain Research, 224(4), 647–655. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-012-3343-x
Polyn, S. M., Norman, K. A., & Kahana, M. J. (2009). A context maintenance and retrieval model of
organizational processes in free recall. Psychological Review, 116(1), 129–156. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1037/a0014420
Posner, M., & Snyder, C. (1975). Attention and cognitive control. In R. L. Solso (Ed.), Information Processing
and Cognition (pp. 55–85). Hillsdale.
Prinz, W. (1990). A common coding approach to perception and action. In: O. Neumann & W. Prinz
(Eds.), Relationships Between Perception and Action. Berlin, Heidelberg: Springer. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1007/978-3-642-75348-0_7
Prinz, W. (1997). Perception and action planning. European Journal of Cognitive Psychology, 9(2), 129–154.
DOI: https://doi.org/10.1080/713752551
Richardson, B., Pfister, R., & Fournier, L. R. (2020). Free-choice and forced-choice actions: Shared
representations and conservation of cognitive effort. Attention, Perception, & Psychophysics, 82(5),
2516–2530. DOI: https://doi.org/10.3758/s13414-020-01986-4
Rosenbaum, D. A., Loukopoulos, L. D., Meulenbroek, R. G., Vaughan, J., & Engelbrecht, S. E. (1995).
Planning reaches by evaluating stored postures. Psychological Review, 102(1), 28–67. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1037/0033-295X.102.1.28
Rosenbaum, D. A., Meulenbroek, R. J., Vaughan, J., & Jansen, C. (2001). Posture-based motion planning:
Applications to grasping. Psychological Review, 108, 709–734. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1037/0033295X.108.4.709
Rosenbloom, P. S., & Newell, A. (1986). The chunking of goal hierarchies: A generalized model of practice.
Machine learning: An Artificial Intelligence Approach, 2, 247–288.
Rougier, N. P., Noelle, D. C., Braver, T. S., Cohen, J. D., & O’Reilly, R. C. (2005). Prefrontal cortex and
flexible cognitive control: Rules without symbols. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences,
102(20), 7338–7343. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0502455102
Sakai, K., Kitaguchi, K., & Hikosaka, O. (2003). Chunking during human visuomotor sequence learning.
Experimental Brain Research, 152(2), 229–242. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-003-1548-8
Sevald, C. A., & Dell, G. S. (1994). The sequential cuing effect in speech production. Cognition, 53(2),
91–127. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/0010-0277(94)90067-1
Shiffrin, R. M., Ratcliff, R., & Clark, S. E. (1990). List-strength effect: II. theoretical mechanisms. Journal
of Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 16(2), 179–195. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1037/0278-7393.16.2.163
Shiffrin, R. M., & Schneider, W. (1977). Controlled and automatic human information processing: II.
Perceptual learning, automatic attending and a general theory. Psychological Review, 84(2), 127–190.
DOI: https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.84.2.127
Shiffrin, R. M., & Steyvers, M. (1997). A model for recognition memory: REM—retrieving effectively from
memory. Psychonomic Bulletin & Review, 4(2), 145–166. DOI: https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03209391
Shin, Y. K., Proctor, R. W., & Capaldi, E. J. (2010). A review of contemporary ideomotor theory.
Psychological Bulletin, 136(6), 943–974. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020541
Snyder, K. M., & Logan, G. D. (2014). The problem of serial order in skilled typing. Journal of Experimental
Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 40, 1697–1717. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1037/
a0037199
Stoet, G., & Hommel, B. (1999). Action planning and the temporal binding of response codes. Journal
of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 25, 1625–1640. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1037//0096-1523.25.6.1625
Stoet, G., & Hommel, B. (2002). Feature integration between perception and action. In W. Prinz &
B. Hommel (Eds.), Common mechanisms in perception and action: Attention and Performance,
19, 538–552. Oxford: Oxford University Press. PMID: 25909766. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
cogpsych.2015.02.005

Fournier et al.
Journal of Cognition
DOI: 10.5334/joc.230

16

Thomaschke, R., Hopkins, B., & Miall, R. C. (2012). The planning and control model (PCM) of motorvisual
priming: reconciling motorvisual impairment and facilitation effects. Psychological Review, 119(2),
388–407. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027453
Treisman, A. M., & Gelade, G. (1980). A feature integration theory of attention. Cognitive Psychology, 12,
97–136. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/0010-0285(80)90005-5
Verwey, W. B. (1999). Evidence for a multistage model of practice in a sequential movement task. Journal
of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 25(6), 1693–1708. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1037/0096-1523.25.6.1693
Wiediger, M. D., & Fournier, L. R. (2008). An action sequence withheld in memory can delay execution
of visually guided actions: The generalization of response compatibility interference. Journal of
Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 34(5), 1136–1149. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1037/0096-1523.34.5.1136
Woltz, D. J. (1988). An investigation of the role of working memory in procedural skill acquisition.
Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 117(3), 319–331. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1037/00963445.117.3.319
Yaniv, I., Meyer, D. E., Gordon, P. C., Huff, C. A., & Sevald, C. A. (1990). Vowel similarity, connectionist
models, and syllable structure in motor programming of speech. Journal of Memory and Language,
29(1), 1–26. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-596X(90)90007-M

Fournier et al.
Journal of Cognition
DOI: 10.5334/joc.230

17

TO CITE THIS ARTICLE:
Fournier, L. R., Richardson, B. P.,
& Logan, G. D. (2022). Partial
Repetition Costs are Reduced
but not Eliminated with
Practice. Journal of Cognition,
5(1): 37, pp. 1–17. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.5334/joc.230
Submitted: 03 December 2021
Accepted: 03 June 2022
Published: 23 June 2022
COPYRIGHT:
© 2022 The Author(s). This
is an open-access article
distributed under the terms
of the Creative Commons
Attribution 4.0 International
License (CC-BY 4.0), which
permits unrestricted use,
distribution, and reproduction
in any medium, provided the
original author and source
are credited. See http://
creativecommons.org/
licenses/by/4.0/.
Journal of Cognition is a peerreviewed open access journal
published by Ubiquity Press.

