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Abstract 

 The ability to apply strategic control is commonly used a criterion for distinguishing be-

tween knowledge which is consciously available and knowledge which is not. For instance, 

methods based on the Process Dissociation Procedure (Jacoby, 1991) – in which performance is 

compared under conditions where participants attempt to apply versus withhold knowledge – are 

frequently used as a criterion for determining the extent to which learning is implicit or explicit. 

In this chapter we first present a brief overview of existing methods that have been developed for 

measuring strategic control in the serial reaction time (SRT; Nissen & Bullemer, 1987) and arti-

ficial grammar learning (AGL; Reber, 1967) tasks. Even though the described methods are tradi-

tionally used to determine the conscious status of acquired rule knowledge, it has also been 

shown that strategic control can occur in the absence of detailed conscious awareness of the 

learned regularities (Fu, Dienes & Fu 2010; Norman, Price, Duff, & Mentzoni, 2007; Norman, 

Price, & Jones, 2011; Wan, Dienes, & Fu, 2008). This challenges the assumption that strategic 

control requires conscious awareness (Baars, 1988; Jacoby, 1991). We present the results from 

an an experiment that specifically addresses whether knowledge of learned grammars can be ap-

plied in  strategically controlled manner even when structural knowledge is not conscious. The 

procedure combines 2 different measures of consciousness of structural knowledge of grammar 

rules. These are the trial-by-trial evaluation of decision strategy (Dienes & Scott, 2005) and ver-

bal report of the nature of the grammars in a situation where the grammar rules can logically be 

related to any of 3 stimulus dimensions (Norman et al., 2011). The results indicate that strategic 

control may occur even when participants express global unawareness of the nature of the rule 

that governs letter strings, when this is measured by self-report after the experiment. 
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Introduction 

 Strategic control refers to the ability to apply knowledge flexibly in an intentional manner 

according to current situational demands. If knowledge is under strategic control, this has tradi-

tionally been taken as evidence that the knowledge in question is consciously available. Exam-

ples include Jacoby (1991), who views strategic control as a criterion of consciousness, and 

Baars' (1988) Global Workspace Model, according to which conscious information is both con-

trollable and available to higher order thought. However, there are also theories that do not re-

gard strategic control as indicative of consciousness. Higher Order Thought theories do not make 

claims about the relationship between control and consciousness (Lau & Rosenthal, 2011; 

Rosenthal, 2005), and the "cold control theory" of hypnosis regards unconscious executive con-

trol as characteristic of hypnosis (Dienes & Perner, 2007). In addition, there is now a relatively 

large body of empirical evidence supporting the hypothesis that strategic control may occur for 

cognitive content that it is itself not available to consciousness. For example, Lau and 

Passingham (2007) found that unconsciously perceived stimuli interfered with tasks traditionally 

thought to require conscious control. Similarly, several studies have reported findings indicating 

that the go-no go network can be activated unconsciously (Hepler & Albarracin, 2013; Van Gaal, 

Ridderinkhof, Scholte, & Lamme, 2010), and a study by Schmidt, Crump, Cheesman, and Bes-

ner (2007) showed that participants were able to strategically control the application of learned 

contingencies between colour-unrelated words and colours in a contingency learning paradigm. 

The focus of the current chapter is on whether the application of unconscious knowledge, ac-

quired through implicit learning, may also be strategically controlled. 

 

Procedures for measuring strategic control in implicit learning 

 A number of experimental procedures have been developed for measuring strategic con-

trol in implicit learning, both within the serial reaction time task (SRT; Nissen & Bullemer, 

1987) and within artificial grammar learning (AGL; Reber, 1967). Most of these are based on the 

logic of Jacoby’s (1991) Process Dissociation Procedure, which compares performance under 

conditions where a person "tries to" versus "tries not to" engage in some act, and where a com-

parison of performance under the two conditions is seen as indicating the relative influence of 

conscious and unconscious knowledge. 
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 We here give a brief overview of the most important methods for assessing strategic con-

trol in SRT and AGL learning (see Norman, 2015, for a more complete overview). 

 In the serial reaction time (SRT) task, participants are presented with a visual target that 

moves between positions on a computer screen according to a complex, pre-defined sequence. 

The instruction is to make fast key-press responses to indicate the position of the moving target, 

and reaction time differences between target movements that either follow or violate this se-

quence are taken to indicate learning. In this paradigm, strategic control refers to participants’ 

ability to control their application of sequence knowledge according to task instructions. The 

most common measurement of this ability is the generation exclusion task, in which participants 

are instructed to generate a sequence that is different from the sequence on which they have been 

trained (Destrebecqz & Cleeremans, 2001; Goschke, 1998). Strategic control can be assessed by 

comparing performance under these instructions and under conditions when participants try to 

generate the trained sequence (i.e., inclusion instructions). Two varieties of the inclusion/exclu-

sion generation task are free generation, in which the participants freely generate an n-element 

sequence (e.g., Destrebecqz & Cleeremans, 2001), and cued generation, where each trial in-

volves generating a continuation response to a short sequence of, e.g., 3-5 sequence elements. An 

alternative procedure is the generation rotation task (Norman, Price, Duff, & Mentzoni, 2007). 

This is designed to avoid the possibility that successful exclusion performance could be influ-

enced by a global inhibition of the influence of acquired knowledge, rather than by a moment-to-

moment monitoring of this knowledge. During training and generation, stimuli are presented in a 

square layout. In a cued generation task, participants are instructed to predict the next target posi-

tion. However, the stimulus-response mapping varies between individual trials. More specifi-

cally, participants are told to rotate their response, clockwise or anticlockwise, in accordance 

with a randomly varying cue (-1, +1, -2) indicated on screen. Yet another procedure is the inclu-

sion/exclusion recognition task (Mong, McCabe, & Clegg, 2012), where participants are first 

trained on 2 different sequences, and then have to classify a series of unseen sequences according 

to familiarity. Under inclusion instructions, items are to be classified as "old" if they follow ei-

ther regularity. Under exclusion instructions, items are to be classified as "old" if they follow 

their target sequence, and as "new" if not. 

 In artificial grammar learning (AGL), participants are exposed to a series of non-word 

letter strings that are constructed from a complex, finite-state grammar (Reber, 1967). Learning 
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is measured as the ability to classify unseen letter strings according to grammaticality, and strate-

gic control refers to the ability to apply or withhold grammar knowledge according to instruc-

tions. Most methodological procedures for estimating strategic control involve exposure to two 

different grammars (A vs. B; Dienes, Altmann, Kwan, & Goode, 1995) in two separate training 

phases. On each trial of a subsequent test phase, participants are presented with letter strings that 

either follow one of these two grammars or are ungrammatical and follow neither. Participants 

may be instructed to classify whether new letter strings follow one specified target grammar 

throughout the test block (Dienes et al., 1995), which can be referred to as a pure-block proce-

dure (Norman, Price, & Jones, 2011). Alternatively, one may instruct participants to alternate 

their classification between the two grammars on a trial-by-trial basis (Norman et al., 2011), re-

ferred to as a mixed-block procedure; this can be seen as a more demanding test of strategic con-

trol in that it requires a moment-by-moment monitoring of both grammars. An alternative proce-

dure developed by Higham, Vokey, and Pritchard (2000) also involves exposure to two gram-

mars. The test phase contains two types of instruction. In-concert instructions ask participants to 

identify strings that are consistent with either grammar as "grammatical", whereas opposition in-

structions ask them to identify only those strings that are consistent with one of the grammars. 

The assumption here is that opposition, but not in-concert instructions require strategic control. 

The in-concert condition is largely similar to Dienes et al.’s procedure. A final example is from 

the neighbouring area of statistical learning. Franco, Destrebecqz, and Cleeremans (2011) pre-

sented participants with 2 speech streams generated from two "artificial languages" (L1 and L2). 

In a discrimination task participants were presented with words from L1, L2, or neither. They ei-

ther received inclusion instructions, which asked them to say "yes" if the word was from either 

language, or exclusion instructions, which asked them to say "yes" if it was from their target lan-

guage (L1 or L2). 

 

 Strategic control and consciousness in implicit learning: Theoretical positions  

 We will here address some theoretical positions on the relationship between strategic 

control and consciousness in implicit learning. 

 Strategic control indicates conscious knowledge. Some would regard strategic control as 

an indicator of conscious knowledge. In line with the theoretical frameworks of Jacoby (1991) 

and Baars (1988), measures of strategic control in implicit learning experiments have often been 
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argued to show that control increases with consciousness – i.e. with the extent to which learning 

can be considered conscious rather than unconscious. For example, Destrebecqz and Cleeremans 

(2001) used strategic control during the SRT exclusion task to argue that knowledge was less 

conscious at lower response-stimulus intervals (RSIs), and more conscious when the interval was 

higher. Similarly, Wilkinson and Shanks (2004) argued that acquired knowledge was conscious 

when RSI was set to zero (i.e., RSI-0) on the basis of successful exclusion performance in this 

condition. Thus, they concluded that sequence learning was explicit rather than implicit. Higham 

et al. (2000) also included their measure of strategic control with the aim of separating between 

conscious/controlled influences, on the one hand, and unconscious/automatic influences on the 

other. However, there is also a handful of studies which specifically address whether knowledge 

that is not fully conscious can nevertheless be strategically controlled. These have been respec-

tively inspired by the distinction between judgement/structural knowledge and the fringe con-

sciousness framework. 

 Strategic control can occur with unconscious structural knowledge. A position which 

sees strategic control as compatible with unconscious knowledge, builds on a distinction between 

two types of knowledge hypothesised to result from implicit learning. These are judgement 

knowledge of whether nor not a certain stimulus complies with the acquired rules, and 

knowledge of the structure of these rules, i.e., structural knowledge (Dienes & Scott, 2005; Scott 

& Dienes, 2008, 2010). The assumption is that either of these varieties of knowledge could be 

conscious or unconscious. If structural knowledge is conscious, this will lead to conscious judge-

ment knowledge. However, unconscious structural knowledge could be associated with either 

conscious or unconscious judgement knowledge. One example is the state of knowing that a sen-

tence of one’s native language is grammatical but without knowing why it is grammatical 

(Dienes & Scott, 2005). To assess the conscious status of each of the two types of knowledge in 

an implicit learning experiment, one may ask participants which decision strategy they used 

when making their classification response. Suggested response alternatives include "random 

choice", "intuition", "familiarity", "memory" or "rules" (Scott & Dienes, 2008). "Random 

choice", "intuition", and "familiarity" are assumed to reflect unconscious structural knowledge 

and therefore defined as "implicit" decision strategies, whereas "memory" and "rules" are com-

monly referred to as "explicit" decision strategies that are assumed to reflect conscious structural 
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knowledge. The difference between "random choice", on the one hand, and "intuition" and "fa-

miliarity" on the other, is that the former is also associated with unconscious judgement 

knowledge whereas the latter two are associated with conscious judgement knowledge. In both 

AGL and SRT experiments, strategic control has been reported even when structural knowledge 

is unconscious. For example, Wan, Dienes, and Fu (2008) found that participants were able to 

strategically control the application of two grammars even when they reported using feelings, in-

tuition, or random choice to arrive at their decision. Similarly, Fu, Dienes, and Fu (2010) found 

successful exclusion ability in an SRT task, even for trials attributed to intuition. 

 Along similar lines, Norman et al. (2007, 2011) have addressed whether implicit, uncon-

scious knowledge may give rise to intuitive “fringe” feelings that may be strategically controlled 

(Norman et al., 2007, 2011). Using the terminology of Dienes and Scott (2005), this would refer 

to a situation of conscious judgement knowledge without conscious structural knowledge. These 

experiments have focused on whether participants who hold incorrect explicit beliefs about the 

nature/structure of acquired knowledge, thus indicating that structural knowledge is unconscious, 

can nevertheless strategically control the application of that knowledge. The implicit learning 

task must then be set up in a way that allows the participant to develop incorrect beliefs about the 

rules. This can be done by, e.g., introducing additional random variation in colour and shape of 

target stimuli, and target position indicators, in an SRT task (Norman et al., 2007). Similarly, 

random variation can be introduced into the colours and fonts of string elements in AGL (Nor-

man et al., 2011). In an SRT task, Norman et al. (2007) found that even participants who 

misattributed the nature of the target sequence to irrelevant stimulus properties still showed stra-

tegic control over the application of sequence knowledge on a generation rotation task. Similarly, 

Norman et al. (2011) found that even participants who misattributed the nature of letter regulari-

ties to irrelevant string elements, showed strategic control over the application of two grammars 

in a mixed-block classification task. 

 Taken together, there is already evidence to show that the application of implicitly 

learned knowledge can be strategically controlled, even when it can be demonstrated that struc-

tural knowledge is unconscious. 

 

Combining measurement procedures to study strategic control over the application of uncon-

scious structural knowledge 
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 Different studies have applied different measurement procedures for estimating whether 

structural knowledge of artificial grammars is conscious or unconscious. Some studies have 

measured strategic control among subsets of participants who claim unawareness of the learned 

rules (Norman et al., 2007, 2011), whereas others have measured it on subsets of trials on which 

participants report having used decision strategies involving unconscious structural knowledge 

(Dienes & Scott, 2008; Fu et al., 2010; Wan et al., 2008). Both forms of measurement assess par-

ticipants’ awareness of structural knowledge. However, whereas post-experimental questions 

about the nature of sequence or grammar rules ask about participants’ representation of the con-

tents of rule knowledge, decision strategy judgements can be seen to mainly reflect participants’ 

understanding of the extent to which their response involved the application of conscious struc-

tural knowledge, without assessing the content itself (Norman et al., 2016). Even though it is rea-

sonable to assume that the two measures would most often converge, there might also be excep-

tions, e.g., when someone reported that they responded on the basis of a conscious rule related to 

irrelevant stimulus properties. Used in combination the two measures could be seen as a con-

servative measure of whether conscious structural knowledge is conscious. 

 One exception is a recent AGL experiment in which we asked participants, in a combined 

two-step judgement for each classification trial, to indicate (a) their decision strategy (random 

choice, feelings of intuition/familiarity, or explicit rules/memories) and (b) the relevant stimulus 

dimension (letter, colour, font) (Norman, Scott, Price, & Dienes, 2016). The rationale for com-

bining the procedures was to provide a robust test of whether unconscious knowledge test can be 

strategically controlled. If strategic control could be demonstrated in cases where participants 

both claimed that conscious structural knowledge was not involved, and also attributed their re-

sponses to irrelevant stimulus dimensions, this would go against the traditional view of strategic 

control being indicative of consciousness. However, we did not find strong evidence of strategic 

control on trials where feelings of intuition/familiarity were attributed to incorrect stimulus di-

mensions - the data were not sensitive enough to distinguish reliably between possible presence 

of strategic control and the null hypothesis of no control. Stronger evidence of strategic control 

was found on trials where the correct stimulus dimension was reported. We therefore speculated 

that strategic control may require at least global awareness of the nature of the rules, i.e., which 

stimulus dimension was relevant to the grammaticality judgement. However, a concern is that 
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trial-by-trial ratings of stimulus dimension may increase participants' conscious hypothesis-test-

ing and prompt their attention toward the correct nature of the rule. Moreover, this procedure 

may also not necessarily distinguish precisely between attention to certain stimulus properties 

and awareness of their importance to the rule. Therefore, these results need to be supplemented 

by a study in which decision strategies are measured on a trial-by-trial basis (cf. Dienes & Scott, 

2005), but where rule awareness is assessed at the end of the experiment (cf. Norman et al., 

2011). We now present an experiment that was designed for this purpose. 

 

Method 

Participants were 72 Norwegian students (36 females, 36 males) aged 18-33 (M=21.7, 

SD=3.2). All participants took part in two training phases, in each of which they were presented 

with letter strings from a different finite-state grammar (grammar A versus B, order counterbal-

anced across participants). Grammars and letter strings were taken from Dienes et al. (1995, see 

Figure 1). The AGL task was programmed in E-prime 2.0 (Schneider, Eschman, & Zuccolotto, 

2002a, 2002b) and displayed by a 19'' monitor. In each of the two training phases, each of 32 let-

ter strings was presented three times, one at a time, in random order.  

 

Figure 1 



Strategic control          10 

 

Strings consisted of 5-9 letters (X, V, M, R, T), with each letter written on one of five 

coloured backgrounds (red, purple, blue, green, or black) and in one of five different fonts (bold, 

italics, normal, outline, underline). Colour and font of each letter varied randomly between letter 

strings (see Figure 2). Instructions were to examine each string closely during its 7500 ms dis-

play period. To ensure participants attended all 3 stimulus dimensions, a post-trial cue was given 

on 24 randomly selected trials in each training phase, asking participants to report either the let-

ter (8 trials), colour (8 trials), or font (8 trials) of a randomly chosen string element. 

 

 

Figure 2 

 

When both training phases were completed, participants were informed that letter strings 

had been governed by a different complex rule in each phase. They then proceeded to the test 

phase, which consisted of 60 classification trials. On each trial, three novel letter strings were 

presented simultaneously in a vertical column – one grammar A string, one grammar B string, 

and one ungrammatical string. Each string type occurred equally often in each screen position. 

Following the procedure by Norman et al. (2011), the classification rule, i.e., whether to select 

the grammar A or grammar B item, varied randomly between individual trials and was indicated 
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by a written cue ("Rule 1?"/"Rule 2?") displayed above the letter strings (where “Rule 1” re-

ferred to the grammar (A or B) that had governed strings during the first training phase, and 

"Rule 2" to the second grammar (A or B)).  

After each classification judgement participants rated their decision confidence on a 

three-point scale, but these data are not reported. Finally, using the mouse to select from an on-

screen list, they indicated whether their response had been based on random choice, intuition, fa-

miliarity, rules or memory (Scott & Dienes, 2008). The "implicit" decision strategies of "random 

choice, intuition, and familiarity" represent claims by participants that they were unaware of the 

structural aspects of the stimuli that motivated their decision (i.e., there was unconscious struc-

tural knowledge). Trials attributed to intuition or familiarity differ from those attributed to ran-

dom choice because, in the former case, the participant claims to be aware of knowing whether 

they categorized correctly, even if they do not know why (i.e., judgment knowledge is conscious 

in the former but not latter case). The "explicit" decision strategies of "rules and memory" repre-

sent claims by participants that they were aware of relevant structural properties and indicate that 

both judgement knowledge and structural knowledge are conscious. (See Dienes 2008, 2012 for 

further explication of structural and judgment knowledge.)  

After the test phase, participants received a questionnaire where they allocated 12 points 

between the three stimulus dimensions (letter, colour, font) to reflect the extent to which they 

thought each dimension had contributed to the grammar rules. Conservatively, only participants 

who allocated 0 points to "letter" were classified as unaware of the nature of the rule, and all oth-

ers were classified as potentially aware. The frequencies with which participants allocated the 

distribution of points are presented in Table 1.  

 

Table 1 

Number of points allocated to “letters” 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

N 16 0 0 1 5 0 0 0 5 1 2 0 22 

 

 

Results 
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Each participant's degree of strategic control was expressed as a strategic score (Dienes et 

al., 1995), defined as the proportion of consistent strings chosen out of all consistent and incon-

sistent strings. A consistent string is one that follows the target grammar and an inconsistent 

string is one that follows the nontarget grammar.  

As analysis of strategic control over grammar knowledge is only meaningful if there is 

any learning at all, analyses of strategic control only included the 52/72 of participants who 

chose ungrammatical strings on less than a third of trials. (Note this filter is orthogonal to, and 

therefore does not artifactually bias, the comparison of the two grammars.) Of these participants, 

36 were classified as aware and 16 as unaware of the nature of the rule.  

The relationship between strategic control and awareness of the correct rule dimension 

was examined by comparing strategic scores to a chance level of .5. This was done separately for   

participants who expressed awareness of the relevance of the letter modality on the post-experi-

mental questionnaire, versus for those who did not. It was also done separately for trials at-

tributed to implicit versus explicit decision strategies. This yielded four conditions.We report ef-

fect sizes and Bayes factors in addition to NHST p-values, so that the reader can assess both the 

strength of evidence and conventional significance levels for any effects (Cumming, 2012; 

Dienes, 2014, 2015). BH[0,.10]. refers to a Bayes factor used to test the hypothesis that strategic 

scores are above chance level of .5, represented as a half-normal with a SD of .10 above chance 

level, against the H0, the hypothesis of chance performance. The estimated SD of .10 was chosen 

based on data from a comparable previous study (Norman et al., 2011). A B of 3 or above indi-

cates substantial evidence for the alternative above the null hypothesis, a B of 1/3 or below indi-

cates substantial evidence for the null above the alternative hypothesis, and a B between 1/3 and 

3 indicates data insensitivity for distinguishing between the alternative and null hypotheses 

(Dienes, 2014, 2015). Results are presented in Table 2. 

  

 



Strategic control          13 

 

 

Table 2 

 

Among participants who correctly attributed grammar rules to the letter dimension (i.e., 

"aware" participants), the Bayes factor was always above 3, and effect sizes were medium, re-

gardless of whether decision strategy was explicit or implicit. This indicates substantial evidence 

for the alternative hypothesis above the null hypothesis (Dienes, 2014, 2015), in this case that 

strategic control was present. T-tests comparing performance to a chance level of .5 also showed 

that strategic scores were significantly above chance both for trials attributed to implicit and ex-

plicit decision strategies. Among participants who did not attribute grammar rules to the letter 

dimension (i.e., "unaware" participants), the Bayes factor was above 3 and the effect size was 

medium for implicit decision strategies, supporting the presence of strategic control despite a 

borderline conventional p-value in a t-test. For explicit decision strategies, the Bayes factor was 
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between 1/3 and 3 and the effect size was small, which indicates insensitivity for distinguishing 

between the alternative and the null hypothesis on these trials1. 

 

Discussion 

The key finding of the current experiment was that participants who did not express con-

scious structural knowledge of two learned grammars nevertheless showed some ability to strate-

gically control the application of those grammars on a trial-by-trial basis. More specifically, stra-

tegic control was found on trials where participants claimed to respond on the basis of intuitive 

feelings, i.e., "implicit" decision strategies. This was the case even among participants who, after 

the experiment, expressed no awareness of the general nature of the grammars. Instead, they in-

dicated that rules governing strings were related to irrelevant stimulus dimensions. The data 

therefore support the hypothesis that strategic control may be possible even when structural 

knowledge is not fully conscious. Our experiment applied two criteria for identifying cases of 

unconscious structural knowledge, i.e., that participants were not reporting the use of explicit de-

cision strategies to arrive at their classification decisions, and that they expressed unawareness of 

the general nature of the acquired rules measured by a global rating after the experiment. Even 

under the combination of these two criteria, participants chose the target grammar more often 

than the non-target grammar.  

Compared to the studies of Dienes et al., (1995) and Wan et al. (2008), our measure of 

strategic control was very stringent. Participants had to vary the classification rule between trials, 

which has been argued to require a higher degree of flexible control than if it is only varied be-

tween blocks of trials (Norman et al., 2011) because participants need to monitor both grammars 

on a moment-by-moment basis. Moreover, our criterion for including participants in the "una-

ware" subgroup was also very conservative, with only those participants who allocated zero 

points to the correct stimulus dimension being classified as unaware. Even though this implies 

that the "aware" subgroup may also contain participants who were less than fully aware that the 

                                                 
1 An ANOVA comparing strategic scores for implicit vs. explicit decision strategies between 
aware vs. unaware participants showed no significant main effect of awareness [F(1,39)=1.91, 
p=.28, ηp

2 = .03], no significant main effect of decision strategy [F(1,39)=.11, p=.75, ηp
2 = .002], 

and no significant interaction between decision strategy and awareness [F(1,39)=1.31, p=.26, ηp
2 

= .03]. 
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rule was related to letters alone, it importantly reduces the possibility that the "unaware" sub-

group contained participants who believed that the rules were related to letters. It is parsminoni-

ous to assume that participants would allocate at least some points to letters if they had even 

some slight conscious knowledge of the learned rules. Failure to report the stimulus dimension 

on which the rule was based can therefore be considered a strong indicator that conscious struc-

tural knowledge was present. 

In sum, our data can be seen to question Jacoby's (1991) general view that strategic con-

trol over knowledge requires conscious knowledge, and to also address the more general long-

standing debate over whether implicit learning is dependent on conscious awareness of rule frag-

ments (Johnstone & Shanks, 2001; Perruchet & Pacteau, 1990; Redington & Chater, 1996). Even 

awareness of rule fragments would seem to necessitate awareness of which stimulus dimension 

mediates the rule. Given that we found grammar knowledge to be expressed without identifying 

the correct stimulus dimension, it seems implausible that conscious rule fragments can entirely 

account for artificial grammar learning. 

There is nevertheless a concern that participants who were classified as unaware on the 

post-experiment measure may have been guided by fleeting awareness of letter rules during 

some trials of the test phase. It could be argued that the reliability of our self-report measure of 

rule awareness would be improved if measured on a trial-by-trial basis, and that stronger evi-

dence of strategic control over unconscious structural knowledge would be provided if strategic 

control were found on individual trials that were both rated as implicit and claimed to be specifi-

cally related to irrelevant stimulus properties. The only attempt to date at identifying strategic 

control over unconscious structural knowledge using such a procedure did not find robust evi-

dence for strategic control on individual trials where participants denied the involvement of the 

relevant dimension. However, care is needed in comparing across studies. Differences in meas-

ured awareness across studies that apply different measurement procedures cannot straightfor-

wardly be interpreted in terms of one measure being more sensitive to changes in conscious 

awareness than another. Certain measurement procedures could potentially also alter what partic-

ipants are aware of. As pointed out above, measuring rule awareness on a trial-by-trial basis may 

for instance increase the likelihood that participants explicitly search for rules and become aware 

of the general nature of the rule. Future studies in this area will have to develop trial-by-trial 

measurement procedures that are less likely to interfere with people's hypothesis-testing, and that 
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more adequately distinguish between attention to certain stimulus properties and awareness of 

their involvement in the rule, which is another limitation with this procedure.  

Our current procedure did use a trial-by-trial measure, namely the structural knowledge 

attributions. Even with a trial-by-trial measure, noise will produce some misclassification. How-

ever the percentage of trials classified as involving unconscious structural knowledge was 68.80 

for participants aware of the relevant stimulus dimension, and 85.93 for participants unaware of 

the relevant stimulus dimension. It is unlikely that measurement noise, or biased responding by 

participants, could explain such a large proportion of responses, involving a similar level of stra-

tegic knowledge as for responses classified as involving conscious strategic knowledge 

(both .58). 

Although the current data supported the hypothesis that strategic control does not require 

conscious structural knowledge, more studies are needed to specifically address whether strategic 

control may require conscious judgement knowledge, i.e., conscious knowledge of whether or 

not a certain letter string is grammatical (Dienes & Scott, 2005). This kind of knowledge in 

which people are aware that a stimulus belongs to a given category, without having conscious 

access to the antecedents of the knowledge, has also been referred to as intuitive cognitive feel-

ings (Norman & Price, 2010; Price & Norman, 2008, 2009) or fringe consciousness (Norman, 

Price, & Duff, 2006, 2010; Norman et al., 2007). Since, for statistical reasons, the three implicit 

response categories ("random choice", "intuition", and "familiarity") were combined in the cur-

rent experiment, this question cannot be addressed from the current data. 

As expected, participants who were aware that the rules were related to letters, showed 

strategic control on trials where they claimed to apply "explicit" strategies. This is consistent 

with previous findings showing that knowledge which is consciously accessible and attributed to 

the correct source can be strategically controlled (Jacoby, 1991). Strategic control was also found 

when these participants classified their responses as related to the correct stimulus dimension but 

as nevertheless based on "implicit" decisions. Strategic control was not found when participants 

who were generally unaware of the correct stimulus dimension rated their classification decision 

as "explicit". This is expected if participants based their responses on incorrect, explicit hypothe-

ses related to irrelevant stimulus properties, and therefore supports the validity of the self-report 

ratings of decision strategy. 
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 Rünger and French (2010) have argued that verbal reports are sensitive measures of con-

sciousness in implicit learning, but only for measures reflecting the content of learning (e.g., our 

ratings of relevant stimulus dimension) and not metacognitive judgments (e.g., our ratings of ex-

plicit versus implicit decision strategy) which they argue are less sensitive and less informative. 

The current study shows the usefulness of both forms of verbal report measure and exemplifies 

how the two types of measurements may complement each other in AGL experiments. 
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