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1.

Practice dose—that is, the amount of practice required to achieve a change in
performance (Edeal & Gildersleeve-Neumann, 2011). Here high frequency
practice (100—150 trials per session) has been shown to promote better motor
learning than low frequency practice.

Practice distribution—that is, the distribution of the amount of practice over a
length of time (Klingels et al., 2013; Maas et al., 2014) e.g., four times a week for
three weeks has been shown to promote better motor learning than distributed
practice of once per week for 12 weeks.

Practice variability—Varied practice targets are preferred over constant
(consistent) practice targets, although constant practise is more effective in the
acquisition of new skills (Demers et al., 2021; Park &Shea, 2005).

Practice schedule—that is, targets movements are each practised in separate
blocks, or they are combined in random order. Random practice is believed more
effective than blocked practice (e.g., Prado et al., 2017), but other studies show
inconsistent findings between random and blocked practice in the acquisition of
new skills (Maas & Farinella, 2012; Scheiner et al., 2014 ).

Attentional focus—that is, internal (individual movements or sensations) or
external (achievement of the movement goal) focus of attention. Here an external
focus is shown to promote better motor learning than an internal focus (Lisman &
Sadagopan, 2013).

Target complexity—Complex targets are preferred over simple targets (Maas et
al., 2019).

Feedback conditions—there is inconclusive evidence on the effectiveness of
feedback about knowledge of performance over knowledge of results, although
knowledge of results is known to be more effective in the retention of skills than
knowledge of performance (Knock et al., 2000).

Feedback frequency—that is, the frequency with which feedback is provided
throughout the practice (Burtner et al., 2014; Maas & Farinella, 2012). Feedback
that starts in high frequency and gradually decreases to low frequency has been
shown to promote motor learning.

Feedback timing—that is, immediate or delayed feedback. Delayed feedback has
been shown to promote better motor learning than immediate feedback (Hula et
al., 2008).
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