Reward prediction errors enhance episodic memory
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1. INTRODUCTION 3. LEARNING
Low Risk High Risk Prediction Error

Similar dopaminergic inputs to ventral striatum and hippocampus suggest a
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Reward motivation amplifies hippocampal activation and episodic memory S w0 3 X

for expectancy violations (Murty & Adcock, 2013). 5 exp1 exp2 exp1 exp 2 Exp 1 (replicated in
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absolute prediction errors
experienced in the high risk
room; (163) = 36.77,

o < 0.001.

Large prediction errors (“jumps”) create new memory traces whereas
gradual changes are integrated into a previous memory trace (Gershman et
al., 2014).

Exp 1 & 2 (replicated in 3). participants learned the average values of the high and low decks better in
the low risk than in the high risk room; exp 1: {163) = 14.52, p < 0.001, exp 2: {135) = 13.11, p < 0.001.
(cent values represent reward received on that trial in exp 1; rewards randomized in exp 2 & 3).
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2. TASK DESIGN 4. MEMORY 5. CHOICE
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memories for value (nhot just recognition) predict choice (murty et al, 2016)
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