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Supplemental Material S6. Mean response accuracy per participant as a function of
condition at training, retention test, and follow-up.

Training® Retention test Follow-up test

Participant Training Spacing Lag M M M
Condition

Pl Naming Massed 1 .65 17 17

Spaced 5 .53 17 22

Spaced 15 49 21 22

Spaced 30 34 .19 13

Repetition Massed 1 .96 13 14

Spaced 5 .94 17 14

Spaced 15 .89 18 15

Spaced 30 .86 14 18

P2 Naming Massed 1 .86 .61 53

Spaced 5 97 78 .69

Spaced 15 97 81 .64

Spaced 30 97 75 .67

Repetition Massed 1 97 53 47

Spaced 5 97 .50 44

Spaced 15 .87 72 .58

Spaced 30 .86 53 53

P3 Naming Massed 1 .82 40 40

Spaced 5 .89 .69 40

Spaced 15 .84 .67 49

Spaced 30 .67 .62 Sl

Repetition Massed 1 .98 31 27

Spaced 5 .98 .50 37

Spaced 15 1.00 42 .36

Spaced 30 1.00 .67 49

P4 Naming Massed 1 1.00 24 22

Spaced 5 .96 40 27

Spaced 15 .87 Sl 31

Spaced 30 71 53 40

Repetition Massed 1 1.00 36 .20

Spaced 5 1.00 .29 24

Spaced 15 .98 49 33

Spaced 30 .98 44 .29

Note. TAverage accuracy of the final training trial per item.





