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Abstract

Reconsolidation theory posits that upon retrieval, consolidated memories are destabilized

and need to be restabilized in order to persist. It has been suggested that experience with a

competitive task immediately after memory retrieval may interrupt these restabilization pro-

cesses leading to memory loss. Indeed, using a motor sequence learning paradigm, we

have recently shown that, in humans, interference training immediately after active task-

based retrieval of the consolidated motor sequence knowledge may negatively affect its per-

formance levels. Assessing changes in tapping pattern before and after interference train-

ing, we also demonstrated that this performance deficit more likely indicates a genuine

memory loss rather than an initial failure of memory retrieval. Here, applying a similar

approach, we tested the necessity of the hypothetical retrieval-induced destabilization of

motor memory to allow its impairment. The impact of memory retrieval on performance of a

new motor sequence knowledge acquired during the interference training was also evalu-

ated. Similar to the immediate post-retrieval interference, interference training alone without

the preceding active task-based memory retrieval was also associated with impairment of

the pre-established motor sequence memory. Performance levels of the sequence trained

during the interference training, on the other hand, were impaired only if this training was

given immediately after memory retrieval. Noteworthy, an 8-hour interval between memory

retrieval and interference allowed to express intact performance levels for both sequences.

The current results suggest that susceptibility of the consolidated motor memory to behav-

ioral interference is independent of its active task-based retrieval. Differential effects of

memory retrieval on performance levels of the new motor sequence encoded during the

interference training further suggests that memory retrieval may influence the way new
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information is stored by facilitating its integration within the retrieved memory trace. Thus,

impairment of the pre-established motor memory may reflect interference from a competing

memory trace rather than involve interruption of reconsolidation.

Introduction

The traditional consolidation hypothesis posits that new memories are initially labile and suscepti-

ble to interference, but become stable in the long term through a protein-synthesis-dependent

process known as “consolidation” [1–3]. In the late 1960s, this view, however, was challenged due

to evidence that, in rats, electroconvulsive shock induced loss of previously consolidated memory,

but only if animals were exposed to a “reminder cue” [4]. Over the last two decades, similar loss of

consolidated memory has been repeatedly demonstrated using, initially, pharmacological and,

lately, behavioral interference in close temporal proximity to memory retrieval [5–15], but see

[16]. Thus upon retrieval, consolidated memories are reactivated and may return to a labile state

becoming, once again, susceptible to interference. Crucially, interference procedures after mem-

ory retrieval have been shown to be effective only if they were administered within a limited time-

window, that is when memories were still “active”. These findings were interpreted as support to

the reconsolidation hypothesis, which postulates that memory retrieval can lead to memory desta-

bilization, thereby necessitating another consolidation-like period of protein-synthesis-dependent

stabilization, called “reconsolidation” [17]. Extending the reconsolidation explanation to memory

enhancement, it has been proposed that the post-retrieval restabilization time-window constitutes

a unique opportunity for potential adaptive memory modification [18]. Importantly, the underly-

ing mechanisms of memory strength modification implied by reconsolidation are separate from

those of memory acquisition and consolidation [19,20].

The reconsolidation theory considers retrieval as a necessary condition for mechanistic

instantiation of memory updating process, interruption of which may lead to memory loss

[5,6,9,19]. However, some animal studies suggest otherwise, hence providing evidence for the

loss of consolidated memory upon pharmacological inhibition of retrieval [21–24]. The pri-

mary aim of the present study was thus to test whether active task-based memory retrieval is

necessary to induce impairment of consolidated memories by interference experience in

humans. Since pharmacological interventions are problematic and are often associated with

increased risk in human subjects, we used a competing task as a post-retrieval interference

manipulation. This approach is often considered as a safe alternative to injections of protein

synthesis inhibitors to study susceptibility of consolidated memories to interference in humans

[9,10,14,15]. Similar to pharmacological protocols, susceptibility of consolidated memory to

behavioral interference is usually tested using a 3-day study design. On the first experimental

day, a new memory is encoded during experience with a particular stimulus or task. On the

second experimental day, this memory is then retrieved (or not) and manipulated by providing

an interference experience with a new, competing stimulus or task. Finally, on the last experi-

mental day, the strength of the memory is tested.

Recently, using a computerized version of the sequential finger tapping task adapted from

Karni et al. (1995, 1998), we tested time-dependent effects of post-retrieval behavioral interfer-

ence on a consolidated motor skill, a form of procedural (“how to”), practice-dependent mem-

ory, in humans [25]. In that study, we optimized the parameters of a 3-day motor sequence

learning paradigm [9,10,16] and showed that only immediate post-retrieval interference, but

not after an 8-hour delay, resulted in performance deficit of a consolidated motor skill on the

following day. During the experiment, participants practiced one sequence on Day 1 (T-Seq),

Procedural memory susceptibility to interference is independent of its retrieval
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briefly performed that sequence (memory retrieval) and then practiced another new sequence

(i.e., interference training; Int-Seq) on Day 2 and, finally, took part in a test session of both

sequences on Day 3. The interference training was given either immediately or 8 hours after

memory retrieval (ReInt and Re8hInt group, respectively). The impaired performance of the

initially trained sequence in the ReInt group was expressed as a loss of post-training delayed

gains in performance, a behavioral manifestation of motor sequence memory consolidation

[9,26–28]. These gains were preserved in the Re8hInt group, similar to a control group that on

Day 2 underwent memory retrieval without subsequent interference training. In line with pre-

vious studies [10,29,30], the detrimental effects of immediate post-retrieval interference were

transient and performance levels in the ReInt group rapidly recovered with continued practice,

raising the possibility of an initial failure in memory retrieval rather than its genuine decay

[31]. This issue was addressed by estimating experience-related changes in motor serial task

representations that are presumably reflected in an actual tapping pattern of the sequence

[32,33]. We showed that performance improvement during the final test on Day 3 in the ReInt

group was paralleled by progressive formation of a new tapping pattern and, therefore, most

likely indicated new learning. No evidence for recovery of previously formed tapping patterns

was found. Thus, the explanation of rapid rescue of previously established motor sequence

knowledge following initial failure in its retrieval was not supported.

Here, to examine the necessity of memory retrieval to induce deficit in the pre-established

motor skill, we tested an additional group using similar approach as described above but with-

out active task-based retrieval of the T-Seq before interference training (NoReInt group) (Fig

1). Statistical inferences were made by comparing this group with the ReInt group. The

Re8hInt group was used as a control group. We allowed for the possibility that without any

additional experience with the T-Seq on Day 2, participants may have initial difficulty in

Fig 1. Study design. (A) sequential finger tapping task. A sequence initially trained on the Day 1 (T-Seq, left panel)

and a novel sequence used during the interference training on Day 2 (Int-Seq, right panel). The two sequences were

matched for number of movements per digit and mirror-reversed in relation to each other (in terms of order). (B)

Experimental groups. On Day 1 all groups underwent training on the T-Seq consisted of 14 performance blocks. On

Day 2 the memory for the T-Seq was retrieved (or not) using one performance block and the interference training on

the novel Int-Seq was conducted according to the experimental group (NoReInt, ReInt and Re8hInt). On Day 3 the

performance levels for the T-Seq were tested in all groups using 7 performance blocks; the performance for the Int-Seq

was subsequently tested as well. In all sessions performance blocks consisted of 60 key-presses, equivalent to 12

possible sequences, and were separated by 25-second periods of rest.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0210876.g001
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memory retrieval and may show impaired performance on the following day regardless of the

effectiveness of interference training. Based on our previous results [25], we predicted that in

that case, the tapping pattern of the T-Seq during the test on Day 3 would become progres-

sively more similar to the tapping pattern formed by the end of the initial training, indicating

successful memory retrieval with continued practice. However, impaired performance of the

T-Seq on Day 3 followed by formation of a new tapping pattern would indicate that previ-

ously-formed representations of the T-Seq are not available/ not accessible and that a new

memory trace need to be rooted.

Whereas studies on reconsolidation highlighted that consolidated memories are destabi-

lised upon their retrieval, other evidence suggest that an effective retrieval experience can

influence the way new information is stored [1,34,35]. Therefore, we also tested the impact of

memory retrieval on acquisition of a new motor sequence knowledge encoded during the

interference training by analysing data of the Int-Seq.

Methods

Ethics statement

All participants gave their written informed consent to take part in the study, which was

approved by the Research ethics board of the RNQ (Regroupement Neuroimagerie Québec).

All procedures were in accordance with the approved guidelines and regulations. Subjects

were compensated for their participation.

Participants

For the current report we extended our previous work [25] by including an additional group.

The current report is based on the analyses of data from 50 healthy young right-handed [36]

adults (mean age = 24.42, SD = 3.75, 28 females) including data from 35 participants (ReInt

and Re8hInt group) recruited previously. Participation in the study required that subjects are

able to perform and learn the motor task. All participants reported no prior history of neuro-

logical or psychiatric illness, no brain injury and no addiction to drugs, alcohol or cigarettes

(i.e., subjects were non-smokers or occasional smokers). Exclusion criteria included the cur-

rent or chronic use of medication, any known learning disabilities and an attention deficit dis-

order. Only individuals with less than 1 year of formal music training participated in the

current study. Professional typists and experienced gamers were excluded as well. All par-

ticipants had normal quality of sleep, as assessed by the Pittsburgh Sleep Quality Index ques-

tionnaire [37], and reported at least 6 hours of proper nocturnal sleep night before each

experimental session. For follow-up, participants were asked to fill the Consensus Sleep Diary

[38] (S1 Table). Throughout the experiment, participants were asked to refrain from drinking

alcohol, not to take naps and to follow their normal sleep schedule. Between experimental ses-

sions, they were instructed to continue with their regular routine.

Motor sequence learning task

The task protocol used in the current study has been described in detail elsewhere [25]. Briefly,

the participants were required to perform a computerized version of the sequential finger tap-

ping task adapted from Karni et al. (1995, 1998) implemented using the Psychophysics

Toolbox extensions for Matlab (The Mathworks, Inc., Natick, MA). Lying supine, participants

were instructed to tap “as fast and accurate as possible” a 5-element sequence of finger move-

ments with their left (non-dominant) hand using a 4-key response pad (Fig 1A). During each

session, periods of rest (25 s) and performance (i.e., performance blocks, 60 key-presses) were

Procedural memory susceptibility to interference is independent of its retrieval
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marked by visual stimuli (red and green fixation cross, respectively) presented in the middle of

the screen. This protocol controlled for the number of movements executed per block to

ensure that the same sensory-motor experience with the task was afforded across participants

during a particular session. Throughout the experiment, no feedback was afforded.

Design and experimental procedure

The study consisted of three experimental phases, each taking place on three consecutive days:

(1) initial training, (2) interference training with / without prior retrieval of the consolidated

memory and (3) testing (Fig 1B). For each participant, each experimental phase started at

approximately the same time of day to minimize putative impact of circadian and homeostatic

factors on individual performance levels throughout the experiment [39]. During training,

participants were instructed to perform a sequence, 1-4-2-3-1 (T-Seq) on Day 1 and 1-3-2-4-1

(Int-Seq) on Day 2, for 14 successive performance blocks. On Day 2, each participant was

assigned to one of the following conditions: interference training without memory retrieval

experience, memory retrieval juxtaposed to interference training and memory retrieval sepa-

rated from interference training by 8-hour delay (NoReInt group, n = 15; ReInt group, n = 20;

Re8hInt group, n = 15, respectively). In the ReInt and Re8hInt group, memory for the T-Seq

was retrieved using a single performance block. Participants in the Re8hInt group left the labo-

ratory after the retrieval experience. They were instructed to continue with their regular rou-

tine and were re-exposed to the experimental environment during the interference training 8

hours later. Thus, participants of each group took part in two equivalent training sessions prac-

ticing the T-Seq on Day 1 and the Int-Seq on Day 2. The only difference between the groups

was the existence and timing of the short re-exposure to the T-Seq through its actual perfor-

mance prior to the second interference training session. During the test on Day 3, all partici-

pants were instructed to perform the T-Seq, followed by the Int-Seq, tapping each sequence

for 7 successive blocks. The decision to test the T-Seq first rather than using a counterbalanced

design was made to exclude the possibility of proactive interference from additional experience

with the Int-Seq and task-switching cost on the T-Seq performance during the test [40]. In this

way, we could disentangle the impact of memory retrieval on the effectiveness of behavioral

interference to induce deficit in a pre-established motor skill by comparing changes in perfor-

mance over the post-training interval for the T-Seq in subjects with similar experience with

the task. Moreover, the test of the Int-Seq on Day 3 allowed us to estimate how retrieval experi-

ence influences the way a new motor sequence knowledge is encoded and consolidated.

Although we could not rule out the possibility of proactive interference caused by additional

experience with the T-Seq prior to the test of the Int-Seq, given the same order in all groups we

assumed that greater post-training gains for the Int-Seq will reliably reflect stronger memory.

Data analyses

Performance measures were calculated for each participant and, unless otherwise stated, the

analyses were designed as mixed repeated measures Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) using

individual values as a within-subjects factor and group as a between-subject factor. The results

were corrected for non-sphericity violation using the Greenhouse-Geisser adjustment, when

appropriate.

It has been consistently shown that experience and memory processes for explicitly known

motor sequences are associated with substantial changes in performance rate while the number

of errors is extremely low [27,28,41,42] (for accuracy rates observed in the current study,

please, consult S1 File). Therefore, in the current study, the end-point measure for motor

sequence task performance was a measure reflecting performance rate, i.e., the time (duration)

Procedural memory susceptibility to interference is independent of its retrieval
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per block spent at performing the motor sequence task [41,43]. To minimize the effects of

additional practice during test sessions, skill levels were evaluated using data from a single

block only. Furthermore, to account for warm-up effects and an underestimation of the actual

level of skill acquired [44], performance measures were assessed using data from the final 30

key-presses (i.e., equivalent to 6 final sequences of the block; see also [45]). Post-training gains

in performance rate were determined for each sequence using a percentage score based upon

performance levels achieved during the last block of training so that positive values correspond

to faster performance by Day 3 than by the end of training.

Changes in motor sequence representations were assessed by testing for experience-driven

changes in a tapping pattern of a sequence. To this end, inter-key press intervals (IPIs), i.e.,

durations between successive key presses, of all correctly completed sequences were extracted

for each performance block of interest, being classified according to one of 4 possible transi-

tions between successive elements within a sequence plus an additional transition between the

sequences. Average IPIs were then calculated separately for each of the five possible transitions

excluding any value that was above or beyond two standard deviations from the mean. This

procedure resulted in 5-element vectors of IPIs that represent individual tapping patterns of a

sequence implemented during performance at different time-points of interest. Experience-

driven changes in tapping patterns were assessed using normalized Pearson correlation coeffi-

cients calculated between two tapping patterns at different time-points of interest. The nor-

malization was performed using Fisher z-transformation. Note that the correlation coefficients

indicate the degree of similarity between tapping patterns (i.e., higher values corresponding to

greater pattern similarity, and vice versa), but do not reflect changes in overall performance

rate. Moreover, this approach takes into account the inter-subject differences in the way the

tapping pattern is formed and modified by previous experience with the task [32,46,47], and

allows to perform statistical inferences without making any assumption about the shape and

experience-driven changes of the tapping pattern at the group level [25].

Results

Encoding of a new motor sequence knowledge

The susceptibility of the pre-established memory to interference may depend on the efficiency

of the initial training and memory trace dominance [48]. Therefore, through analysis of the

data acquired during training sessions, we first validated that motor skill levels during memory

encoding were comparable across groups. The equivalent experience afforded during the

training of each sequence also allowed us to test for the impact of previous experience with the

task (T-Seq) on acquisition of a new motor sequence knowledge (Int-Seq).

Performance rate. Throughout both training sessions, time on task for a single block

averaged across groups shortened from 12.50 ± .50 sec during the first block to 8.92 ± .35 sec

during the last block for the T-Seq, and from 12.08 ± .59 sec to 9.02 ± .35 sec for the Int-Seq

(mean ± s.e.m.) (Fig 2, Day 1 and Day 2 respectively). These robust within-session improve-

ments in performance rate were significant across sequences and groups, as indicated by a sig-

nificant effect of block (F(5.09, 239.41) = 40.01, p< .001) but no significant effect of sequence nor

group (F(1, 47) = .02, p = .89; F(2, 47) = .11, p< .90 respectively). Although there was a trend

towards a significant sequence by group interaction (F(2, 27) = 3.02, p = .06), post hoc analyses

performed separately for each sequence showed no significant effect of group (F(2, 27) = .54, p =

.59; F(2, 47) = .05, p = .96, T-Seq and Int-Seq respectively). Comparison between the sequences
within each group also failed to show significant difference (F(1, 19) = 2.42, p = .13; F(1, 19) =

2.45, p = .14 and F(1, 19) = .72, p = .41, NoReInt, ReInt and Re8hInt group, respectively).

Procedural memory susceptibility to interference is independent of its retrieval
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Tapping pattern of a sequence. During training, the initial tapping pattern of a sequence

(Fig 3A) changed so that the degree of similarity to the tapping pattern formed by the end of

training progressively increased from .94 ± .15 to 1.77 ± .11 for the T-Seq, and from 1.15 ± .08

to 1.80 ± .09 for the Int-Seq (mean ± s.e.m., correlation coefficients for the first and the penul-

timate training blocks, respectively) (Fig 3B, Training). These changes were highly significant

Fig 2. Performance rate. Time (i.e., duration) to complete the last 30 key-presses for each performance block during the training (Day

1), retrieval (Day 2) and test (Day 3) of the trained sequence (T-Seq, filled markers) as well as during the training (Day 2) and test (Day 3)

of the interference sequence (Int-Seq, empty markers) is plotted for the NoReInt, ReInt and Re8hInt group (blue, magenta and yellow

markers, respectively). Last training blocks, the retrieval block and first test blocks are time-points of interest (End-T, Retrieval and Test

respectively). Bars–standard error of the mean (s.e.m.).

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0210876.g002

Fig 3. Experience-driven changes in tapping patterns. (A) Changes in tapping pattern, i.e., pattern of inter-key press intervals, from the first to the last

block during the initial training on Day 1 and interference training on Day 2 (upper and lower plot respectively) are shown for one representative subject.

Each point represents mean duration for each of 4 possible transitions between successive elements within a sequence (from 1st to 4th) plus an additional

transition between the sequences (between) for each block. Thus, shape of each line depicts a tapping pattern for a single block. With practice, tapping

pattern progressively became more similar to the tapping pattern generated during the last training block (red line). Note that changes in tapping pattern

(i.e., line shape) do not directly reflect changes in performance rate. (B) Degree of similarity between tapping patterns was assessed based on normalized

Pearson correlation coefficients using the Fisher’s z-transformation. Group average of individual normalized Pearson correlation coefficients between

tapping patterns formed by the end of training (i.e., during the last training block) and each block during the training (training blocks 1–13) and test (test

blocks 1–7) are shown for each sequence (T-Seq, upper plots; Int-Seq, lower plots). Bars–standard error of the mean (s.e.m.). �–significant results at .05

level, #–significant results at .01 level, n.s.–no significant differences.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0210876.g003
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and comparable across sequences and groups, as indicated by a significant effect of block
(F(6.94, 326.03) = 20.91, p< .001) with no significant effect of sequence, group nor any interaction

(F< 1.24, p> .25). Thus, fast and robust gains in performance rate during the training were

also associated with formation of a new, presumably more efficient kinematic pattern to gener-

ate each sequence. Our results indicate that motor skill levels achieved by the end of the initial

training on Day 1 were comparable across groups. Moreover, memory encoding of a novel

motor sequence knowledge on Day 2 was not affected by experience with the T-Seq on the pre-

vious day, nor by its retrieval.

The effect of memory retrieval on the strength of the practiced motor skill

Next, we addressed our main research question by comparing performance levels expressed

on Day 3 to those achieved by the end of training. This comparison allowed us to test the effect

of memory retrieval on post-training gains in performance for each sequence.

Performance rate. Analysis of performance duration resulted in significant effect of time-
point (F(1, 47) = 11.46, p = .001) with no significant effect of sequence, nor of group (F(1, 47) =

1.00, p = .32; F(2, 47) = .40, p = .67). There were, however, significant time-point by group and

time-point by sequence by group interactions (F(2, 47) = 3.58, p< .05; F(2, 47) = 3.59, p< .05),

suggesting substantial impact of retrieval processes on these post-training performance gains.

To gain insight into differential effects of retrieval on off-line processes of each sequence, fol-

low-up analyses were conducted separately for each sequence and each group (Fig 4A).

In the context of our main research question, remarkable results were observed in the NoR-

eInt group that, similar to the ReInt group, failed to express additional post-training gains in

performance rate for the T-Seq during the first test block on Day 3 (p = .67 and p = .75,

Fig 4. The effect of memory retrieval on performance rate. (A) Time to complete the last 30 key-presses during the last training block, the

retrieval block and the first test block (End-T, Retrieval and Test respectively) is plotted for each group (NoReInt, ReInt and Re8hInt with

blue, magenta and yellow markers respectively) and each sequence (T-Seq, filled markers upper plot; Int-Seq, empty markers lower plot).

(B) Gains in performance, normalized to the last training block, that developed during the post-training interval for each sequence (i.e.,

between the end of training on Day 1 (T-Seq) or on Day 2 (Int-Seq) and the corresponding test session on Day 3; Post-T Gains) averaged

across participants of each group (upper plot). Positive values correspond to faster performance by Day 3 than by the end of training.

Individual Post-T Gains for the T-Seq (x axis) plotted against Post-T Gains for the Int-Seq (y axis) (lower plots). Bars–standard error of the

mean (s.e.m.). �–significant results at .05 level, #–significant results at .01 level, n.s.–no significant differences. Note that in the ReInt group,

regression analysis did not result in significant correlation even after excluding two participants with extremely negative values.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0210876.g004
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NoReInt and ReInt group respectively) (Fig 4A, upper panel). Thus, by Day 3, the deficit in

post-training gains for the T-Seq was observed regardless of whether or not memory for this

sequence was retrieved immediately before the interference training. Note that significant

post-training gains in performance rate for the T-Seq observed in the Re8hInt group (p< .01)

suggest that short experience with the T-Seq during the retrieval block 8 hours prior to the

interference training protected the retrieved memory from interference [25].

Comparing between performance levels achieved by the end of the interference training on

Day 2 and during the corresponding test on Day 3, a deficit in post-training gains for the Int-

Seq was observed only in the ReInt group (Fig 4A, lower panel). Without memory retrieval,

however, participants in the NoReInt group developed robust gains during the post-training

interval and performed the Int-Seq significantly faster on Day 3 than by the end of training on

Day 2 (p< .01). The 8-hour interval between memory retrieval and interference training

(Re8hInt group) also allowed for faster performance of the Int-Seq overnight (p< .05). Thus,

memory retrieval juxtaposed to interference training prevented expression of post-training

gains in performance not only for the T-Seq, but also for the Int-Seq. Note that given that the

test for the Int-Seq was preceded by the test of the T-Seq, the possibility of proactive interfer-

ence on the Int-Seq caused by additional experience with the T-Seq cannot be ruled out.

To test for potential effect of memory retrieval on the relationship between post-training

gains expressed for each sequence on Day 3, regression analyses was conducted. To minimize

the impact of individual differences in performance rate, post-training gains for each sequence

were calculated in percentages relative to performance duration during the last training block

so that positive values indicate additional improvement in performance, and negative values

indicate performance deterioration (Fig 4B). To assess a moderation effect of memory

retrieval, these values were mean-centered and entered into a hierarchical multiple regression

analyses. In the first model, post-training gains for the T-Seq together with group factor (trans-

formed to dichotomous variables) accounted for 28.5% of variance in consolidation gains of

the Int-Seq (r2 = .285, F(3, 46) = 6.10, p = .001). In the second model, the interaction term

between post-training gains for the T-Seq and group significantly increased the explained vari-

ance by 10.6% (r2 change = .106, F(2, 44) = 3.84, p< .05). The interaction between post-training

gains for the T-Seq and group was also significant (F(5, 44) = 5.65, p< .001), suggesting that the

relationship between post-training gains for each sequence depended on memory retrieval. A

significant correlation between the post-training gains for the T-Seq and the post-training

gains for the Int-Seq was observed only for the Re8hInt group (r = .22, p = .35; r = .38, p = .16;

r = .81, p< .001, ReInt, NoReInt and Re8hInt group respectively). Note that the results in the

ReInt group failed to be significant even after excluding two participants with extremely nega-

tive values (r = .41, p = .09). Thus, only participants with an 8-hour delay between memory

retrieval and interference training were able to express consolidation gains for the Int-Seq pro-

portional to the total post-training gains for the T-Seq. This result suggests that active task-

based memory retrieval followed by a “protective” 8-hour interval not only contributes to the

strength of the retrieved motor memory but is also proportionally beneficial for consolidation

of a new motor sequence knowledge. Upon other interference conditions, however, the lack of

significant correlation between post-training gains of the two sequences rules out the possibil-

ity of direct trade-off between the impairment of the pre-established motor memory and con-

solidation of subsequently acquired new motor knowledge.

Tapping pattern of a sequence. By Day 3, the tapping pattern observed during the last

training block underwent additional modification (Fig 3B). Analyses of the correlation coeffi-

cients of tapping pattern formed by the end of training (i.e., the last training block) with tap-

ping pattern observed during each time-point of interest (the penultimate training block, the

first test block) for each sequence (T-Seq, Int-Seq) resulted in a significant effect of time-point

Procedural memory susceptibility to interference is independent of its retrieval
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and sequence (F(1, 47) = 61.35, p< .001; F(1, 47) = 5.04, p< .05, respectively), as well as a signifi-

cant time-point by sequence and a time-point by sequence by group interaction (F(1, 47) = 5.49,

p< .05; F(2, 47) = 3.33, p< .05, respectively). These results suggest that during the post-training

interval, tapping pattern formed by the end of training underwent significant changes that dif-

fered between sequences and groups. Post hoc comparisons performed separately for each

time-point revealed that by the end of training all groups showed comparable degree of similar-

ity between tapping patterns for both sequences (F(1, 47) = .06, p = .81; F(2, 47) = .96, p = .39; F(2,

47) = 2.14, p = .13, effect of sequence, group and sequence by group interaction respectively). By

Day 3, however, the degree of similarity of tapping pattern to the one formed by the end of

training for the T-Seq was significantly lower than for the Int-Seq (F(1, 47) = 10.14, p< .01)

with no significant effect of group neither sequence by group interaction (F(2, 47) = .31, p = .73;

F(2, 47) = 2.15, p = .13, respectively). Thus, during the post-training interval, tapping pattern for

the T-Seq underwent greater modification compared to changes observed in the tapping pat-

tern for the Int-Seq. These differences between the sequences did not depend on memory

retrieval and may indicate that any experience with the task modifies its representation.

Genuine memory impairment rather than retrieval deficit

Does the deficit in post-training performance gains reflect a genuine memory impairment as

opposed to the initial difficulty in memory retrieval? We addressed this question in our last

analyses by assessing changes in performance rate and dynamics in the tapping pattern of the

sequence during the test session on Day 3.

Performance rate. Analyses of performance duration during the test of the T-Seq showed

significant main effect of block across all groups (F(4.36, 205.06) = 3.95, p< .01) (Fig 2, Day 3).

The post-hoc analyses performed separately for each group, confirmed that the main effect of

block was significant in the NoReInt and ReInt group (F(6, 84) = 2.34, p< .05 and F(3.52, 66.79) =

3.33, p< .05, respectively). These results indicate that the deficit in post-training performance

gains for the T-Seq in these groups was associated with fast within-test improvement in perfor-

mance rate. This improvement raises the possibility of a transient failure in motor memory

retrieval rather than its genuine impairment [31]. Analyses of performance duration during

the test of the Int-Seq showed similar results (main effect of block: F(6, 84) = 2.24, p< .05 and

F(4.15, 78.83) = 4.28, p< .01, NoReInt and ReInt group respectively).

Tapping pattern of a sequence. Based on our previous results [25], we assumed that if

within-test improvement in performance rate reflects an initial failure in memory retrieval

and its rapid recovery with continued practice, then we should also find evidence for recovery

of the previously formed tapping pattern. However, the analyses of the T-Seq tapping pattern

dynamics during the test blocks, versus the last training block on Day 1, showed no significant

effect of block (F(6, 84) = .52, p = .79; F(2.64, 50,14) = .59, p = .61 and F(3.60, 50,40) = 2.30, p = .08,

NoReInt, ReInt and Re8hInt group respectively) (Fig 3B, upper plots), providing no evidence

for recovery of the previously formed tapping pattern. Therefore, retrieval failure as a possible

explanation for performance deficit for the T-Seq on Day 3 observed in the NoReInt group,

similar to the ReInt group, is not supported. Yet, in both these groups, fast within-test

improvement in performance rate of the T-Seq was paralleled by significant within-test

changes in its tapping pattern. These changes were evident while assessing the degree of tap-

ping patterns’ similarity between the first and the remaining (i.e., 6 out of the 7) test blocks

(main effect of block: F(3.88, 182.26) = 6.31, p> .001; block by group interaction: F(7.76, 182.26) =

2.02, p> .05; post-hoc analyses showed main effect of block for the NoReInt and ReInt group:

F(5, 70) = 3.92, p> .01 and F(5, 95) = 8.37, p< 0.001, respectively) (Fig 5, upper plots). Thus, the

rapid within-test improvement in performance rate of the T-Seq observed in the NoReInt

Procedural memory susceptibility to interference is independent of its retrieval
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group, similar to the ReInt group, did not result from a simple performance acceleration or

delayed memory retrieval, but rather required or occurred due to a generation of a new, pre-

sumably more efficient, tapping pattern. In the Re8hInt group, on the other hand, no signifi-

cant within-test changes in the tapping pattern of the T-Seq were observed, indicating reliable

and stable task representations.

Assessing tapping pattern dynamics during the test session of the Int-Seq, noticeable results

were observed only in the Re8hInt group. Across test blocks, the degree of tapping pattern sim-

ilarity to the one formed by the end of interference training increased (F(3.12, 43.69) = 3.11, p>
.05) (Fig 3B, lower right plot). This recovery of previously formed tapping pattern for the Int-

Seq in the Re8hInt group was also associated with a trend towards decreased tapping pattern

similarity to the one observed during the initial test block (F(5, 70) = 2.25, p = .06) (Fig 5, lower

right plot).

Discussion

The main goal of our study was to examine the necessity of memory retrieval to induce a defi-

cit in a pre-established procedural (“how to”) motor memory in humans [17]. To this end, we

used a 3-day motor sequence learning paradigm which consisted of an initial training on Day

1, an interference training on Day 2, preceded or not by the actual task-based retrieval of the

Fig 5. Changes in tapping patterns during test. Degree of similarity between tapping patterns, i.e., patterns of inter-

key press intervals, was assessed based on normalized Pearson correlation coefficients calculated for each individual

using the Fisher’s z-transformation. Mean normalized Pearson correlation coefficients between tapping patterns for

the first test block and during the subsequent repeated practice (i.e., test blocks 2–7) for each group and each sequence

(T-Seq, upper plots; Int-Seq, lower plots). Bars–standard error of the mean (s.e.m.). #–significant results at .01 level.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0210876.g005
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initially trained sequence, and a final test session on Day 3. Our results suggest that susceptibil-

ity of consolidated motor memory to behavioral interference is independent of its active task-

based retrieval. Since active task-based retrieval is the most adequate mechanism to reactivate

memories [49], the impairment of the pre-established motor skill in the absence of its retrieval

challenges the reconsolidation view that considers memory reactivation as a necessary condi-

tion for susceptibility of consolidated memory to changes [5,6,9,19].

Yet, one may argue that upon exposure to the same context where the initial training was

given, the memory trace for the trained sequence in the NoReInt group could have been spon-

taneously reactivated and temporarily destabilized even without actual / physical memory

expression [21–24]. Indeed, human studies suggest that declarative and fear memories can also

undergo reconsolidation-like processes following the presentation of the learned cue only

[11,15,50]. If the re-exposure to the experimental environment may lead to spontaneous

motor memory trace reactivation, then participants in the Re8hInt group should have also

shown impairment of the pre-established motor skill. Participants in this group left the labora-

tory after the retrieval experience. They were instructed to continue with their regular routine

and were re-exposed to the experimental environment during the interference training 8

hours later. However, on Day 3 the post-training gains in the Re8hInt group were comparable

to the post-training gains expressed by participants that on Day 2 underwent memory retrieval

without subsequent interference training (i.e., ReactNoInt group in our previous report [25]).

Consequently, the hypothetical possibility for spontaneous memory reactivation by experi-

mental context and its subsequent destabilization contradicts the absence of interference

effects in the Re8hInt group and, therefore, is unlikely.

We suggest that the current pattern of results supports a memory integration model [1,35].

This model refers to the idea that memories for related experiences are stored as overlapping

representations in the brain. Previous experience with the task and memory trace dominance

may dictate the degree of such overlap influencing the way new information is stored. Accord-

ingly, rather than memory destabilization and recapitulation of initial consolidation processes,

memory reactivation immediately before interference training may have facilitated integration

of new knowledge into previously established memory trace through its consolidation. The

high overlap between neuronal ensembles representing memories for two different sequences

could lead to mutual interference between these sequences [30,51,52]. Indeed, in the ReInt

group, memory retrieval juxtaposed to interference training prevented expression of post-

training performance gains not only for the T-Seq, but also for the Int-Seq. The integration

model can also explain the time-dependent effect of retrieval experience on these gains in the

ReInt and Re8hInt group.

The detrimental effect of interference training on the pre-established motor memory in the

NoReInt group, similar to the ReInt group, was expressed as a lack of additional post-training

gains, so that the performance rate for the T-Seq on Day 3 did not significantly differ from its

performance rate achieved by the end of the initial training on Day 1 (Fig 4A, upper panel).

Post-training delayed gains in motor skill levels are considered to be a behavioral signature for

successful motor sequence memory consolidation [9,26–28,53,54]. Consolidation processes

require time and, following practice on an explicitly introduced motor sequence, time-in-sleep

to become effective [27,42,55–57]. Indeed, when participants performed the T-Seq as a

retrieval procedure on Day 2, their performance was significantly faster than by the end of the

initial training on Day 1 [25]. Given the very same training experience on Day 1, one would

have expected similar consolidation gains in the NoReInt group on Day 2. Therefore, we

assume that the lack of additional post-training gains on Day 3 in the NoReInt group, similar

to the ReInt group, indicates that the detrimental effect of interference training on the pre-

established motor memory was expressed as a loss of consolidation gains.

Procedural memory susceptibility to interference is independent of its retrieval
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If the loss of consolidation gains for the T-Seq is the consequence of a failure in restabiliza-

tion of the pre-established motor sequence knowledge [10], one would also have expected a

greater reliance on task representation formed by the end of the initial training, i.e., before the

newly encoded memory was stabilized through consolidation. However, during the test session

on Day 3, performance of the T-Seq was characterised by decreased reliance on tapping pat-

tern formed by the end of the initial training on Day 1 in all groups (Fig 3B, upper plots). This

pattern of result did not change even after additional experience with the T-Seq on Day 3, as

indicated by analyses of tapping pattern dynamics across test blocks, providing no evidence

for rescue of previously established tapping pattern with continuous practice. Thus, intact and

impaired performance levels for the T-Seq, as indicated by expression of consolidation gains

in the Re8hInt group and their abolition in the ReInt and NoReInt group, respectively, were

associated with decreased reliance on initially established task representation. Therefore, resta-

bilization failure as a possible explanation for the loss of consolidation gains following behav-

ioral interference is not supported.

On Day 3, the loss of consolidation gains for the T-Seq was also associated with fast within-

test improvement in performance rate. Did this improvement reflect an initial failure in mem-

ory retrieval and its rapid recovery with continuous practice? If so, the within-test improve-

ment in performance rate should have been paralleled by greater reliance on the previously

established tapping pattern. However, the decreased similarity between the tapping pattern of

the T-Seq on Day 3 and the tapping pattern formed by the end of the initial training did not

significantly changed throughout the test blocks (Fig 3B, upper plots), providing no evidence

for memory recovery. Yet, the tapping pattern of the T-Seq in the NoReInt group, similar to

the ReInt group, underwent significant changes so that the degree of similarity to the tapping

pattern generated by each participant during the first test block progressively decreased with

practice (Fig 5, upper plots). These characteristic changes in the tapping pattern observed dur-

ing the test were analogous to those observed during the initial training [25]. We propose that

the loss of consolidation gains for the T-Seq in the NoReInt group, similar to the ReInt group,

implies a genuine impairment of the motor skill memory. The explanation of a transient deficit

in memory retrieval is not supported.

Significant post-training gains for the T-Seq in the Re8hInt group, but not upon other

interference conditions, suggest that short retrieval experience followed by the “protective”

8-hour interval was sufficient to prevent unfavorable effects of the interference training even

upon a hypothetical possibility for spontaneous memory reactivation by experimental context

per se. It has been recently shown that a brief memory retrieval can result in significant learn-

ing and improve visual perception [58]. Moreover, repetitive task-based retrieval of the pre-

established motor memory interleaved with new learning can also enable prevention of inter-

ference for the long term [59]. In line with these findings, our results suggest that active task-

based memory retrieval can significantly contribute to the memory strength [58] and protect it

from future interference in a time-dependent manner.

Despite similar impairment in performance observed for the T-Seq in the NoReInt and

ReInt group by Day 3, two ways of conjectural memory reactivation, with or without its actual

retrieval, resulted in differential competition between overlapping memories, as indicated by

consolidation gains for the Int-Seq in the NoReInt group, but not in the ReInt group (Fig 4).

These results are in line with the idea that trace dominance, determined by the intensity of

previous experience in general and memory reactivation in particular, plays a crucial role in

synergistic and competitive interactions between memories [48,60–62]. Here, similar perfor-

mance levels and comparable improvements paralleled by changes in a tapping pattern were

observed during both initial and interference training sessions in all groups. Therefore, the dif-

ferential expression of post-training consolidation gains for the Int-Seq cannot be explained
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by differences in initial memory encoding and is more likely related to conjectural reactivation

of overlapping, but distinct neural populations elicited with and without actual retrieval expe-

rience (ReInt and NoReInt group, respectively). It is not clear, however, whether the lack of

spontaneous consolidation gains for the Int-Seq in the ReInt group resulted from competition

between overlapping engrams during consolidation phase or during the recall. The possibility

of proactive interference caused by additional experience with the T-Seq prior to the test of the

Int-Seq cannot be ruled out [40]. In any case, the 8-hour interval between memory retrieval

and re-exposure to experimental context during interference training allowed participants of

the Re8hInt group to express significant post-training gains for both sequences. The observa-

tion that only in the Re8hInt group individual consolidation gains for the Int-Seq were propor-

tional to the total post-training gains for the T-Seq supports the idea of time-dependent

overlap and separation between retrieved and new memories.

The engagement of overlapping neuronal populations to represent consolidated and new

memories may be governed by similar transient competitive processes that link distinct new

memories encoded close in time [63–65]. It has been shown that learning triggers a temporary

increase in intrinsic excitability of encoding neurons [66]. This increase contributes to a stron-

ger stimulation of a particular synaptic pathway that leads to two dissociable events: local tag

setting and the synthesis of diffusible plasticity related proteins (PRPs) [65] increasing the

probability of the tagged synapses to be involved in encoding of another task learned shortly

after [64]. The persistence of encoded memory traces depends upon consolidation processes

through synaptic capture of PRPs [63,65]. Since the availability of PRPs generated in the cell

bodies is limited, during consolidation of two memories encoded close in time, a “winner-

take-all” scenario appears to prevail whereby some encoded traces persist in a stable manner

whereas others do not [60]. Thus, transient increases in intrinsic neuronal excitability and

competitive synaptic tagging and capture mechanism determine the distribution of synapses

that are strengthened or weakened during learning [62]. Recently, studies on animal models

provided convincing support for the transient and competitive nature of these processes dem-

onstrating greater overlap between memories encoded close in time and greater separation

between memories encoded farther apart in time [67,68]. This time-dependent co-allocation

of memory traces may not be limited to linking new memories and may also occur following

memory reactivation experience given immediately before new learning, as in the ReInt

group, but not with 8-hour delay. Activation of overlapping networks during memory retrieval

may create an interference problem at a behavioral level [52]. Thus, engagement of overlap-

ping populations of neurons during encoding and “winner-take-all” competition for resources

during memory consolidation provide a plausible framework for interpreting impaired perfor-

mance associated with both, consolidation failure induced by new learning shortly after initial

training [55,56,69,70] and the so-called “restabilization” failure allowed through memory reac-

tivation [9,10,14,15,71,72].

It is noteworthy that during the post-training interval, greater changes in tapping pattern

for the T-Seq, versus the Int-Seq, were observed in all groups irrespective of the retrieval-inter-

ference procedure (Fig 3B). These differences could be explained by unequal time interval

after the end of each training session. However, this explanation is not supported by our previ-

ous observations [25]. By Day 3, the group that had no experience with the task during the

post-training interval showed greater reliance on tapping pattern formed by the end of the ini-

tial training on Day 1 compared to all other groups. Thus, rather than a simple passage of time,

our results suggest that any experience with the task modifies its representation. These changes

can either strengthen or weaken previously established memories resulting in impaired or

improved performance.
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In conclusion, here we showed that, in humans, active task-based memory retrieval of the

pre-established motor skill is not necessary to induce its impairment through behavioral inter-

ference. However, even upon the hypothetical possibility for spontaneous memory reactivation

by experimental context without its actual task-based retrieval, the post-reactivation failure of

memory restabilization proposed by the reconsolidation theory is not supported. Instead, the

current pattern of results supports a memory integration model according to which reactiva-

tion-induced brain plasticity influences the way new information is stored and may facilitate

its integration into previously established memory trace through its consolidation.

Supporting information

S1 Table. Demographic information and sleep duration.

(PDF)

S1 File. Supplementary results.

(PDF)

Acknowledgments

The authors would like to acknowledge the technical support of Arnaud Bore, Andre Cyr and

Carollyn Hurst.

Author Contributions

Conceptualization: Ella Gabitov, Arnaud Boutin, Basile Pinsard, Nitzan Censor, Stuart M.

Fogel, Geneviève Albouy, Bradley R. King, Leonardo G. Cohen, Avi Karni, Julien Doyon.

Data curation: Ella Gabitov, Arnaud Boutin.

Formal analysis: Ella Gabitov.

Funding acquisition: Julien Doyon.

Investigation: Ella Gabitov, Julien Doyon.

Methodology: Ella Gabitov, Arnaud Boutin, Basile Pinsard, Nitzan Censor, Avi Karni, Julien

Doyon.

Project administration: Ella Gabitov, Arnaud Boutin, Julien Doyon.

Resources: Julie Carrier, Avi Karni, Julien Doyon.

Software: Ella Gabitov.

Supervision: Julien Doyon.

Writing – original draft: Ella Gabitov.

Writing – review & editing: Arnaud Boutin, Basile Pinsard, Nitzan Censor, Stuart M. Fogel,

Geneviève Albouy, Bradley R. King, Leonardo G. Cohen, Avi Karni, Julien Doyon.

References
1. Dudai Y, Eisenberg M. Rites of passage of the engram: Reconsolidation and the lingering consolidation

hypothesis. Neuron. 2004; 44: 93–100. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2004.09.003 PMID: 15450162

2. Dudai Y, Karni A, Born J. The consolidation and transformation of memory. Neuron. Elsevier Inc.; 2015;

88: 20–32. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2015.09.004 PMID: 26447570

3. McGaugh JL. Memory—a century of consolidation. Science. 2000; 287: 248–251. PMID: 10634773

Procedural memory susceptibility to interference is independent of its retrieval

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0210876 January 17, 2019 15 / 19

http://www.plosone.org/article/fetchSingleRepresentation.action?uri=info:doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0210876.s001
http://www.plosone.org/article/fetchSingleRepresentation.action?uri=info:doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0210876.s002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2004.09.003
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15450162
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2015.09.004
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26447570
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10634773
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0210876


4. Misanin JR, Miller RR, Lewis DJ. Retrograde amnesia produced by electroconvulsive shock after reacti-

vation of a consolidated memory trace. Science. 1968; 160: 554–555. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.

160.3827.554 PMID: 5689415

5. Nader K, Schafe GE, Le Doux JE. Fear memories require protein synthesis in the amygdala for recon-

solidation after retrieval. Nature. 2000; 406: 722–726. https://doi.org/10.1038/35021052 PMID:

10963596

6. Przybyslawski J, Sara SJ. Reconsolidation of memory after its reactivation. Behav Brain Res. 1997; 84:

241–246. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-4328(96)00153-2 PMID: 9079788

7. Duvarci S, Nader K. Characterization of fear memory reconsolidation. J Neurosci. 2004; 24: 9269–

9275. https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.2971-04.2004 PMID: 15496662

8. Morris RGM, Inglis J, Ainge JA, Olverman HJ, Tulloch J, Dudai Y, et al. Memory reconsolidation: sensi-

tivity of spatial memory to inhibition of protein synthesis in dorsal hippocampus during encoding and

retrieval. Neuron. 2006; 50: 479–89. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2006.04.012 PMID: 16675401

9. Walker MP, Brakefield T, Hobson JA, Stickgold R. Dissociable stages of human memory consolidation

and reconsolidation. Nature. 2003; 425: 8–12. https://doi.org/10.1038/nature01951.1

10. de Beukelaar TT, Woolley DG, Wenderoth N. Gone for 60 seconds: Reactivation length determines

motor memory degradation during reconsolidation. Cortex. Elsevier Ltd; 2014; 59C: 138–145. https://

doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2014.07.008 PMID: 25173992

11. Hupbach A, Gomez R, Hardt O, Nadel L. Reconsolidation of episodic memories: A subtle reminder trig-

gers integration of new information. Learn Mem. 2007; 14: 47–53. https://doi.org/10.1101/lm.365707

PMID: 17202429

12. Gershman SJ, Schapiro AC, Hupbach A, Norman KA. Neural context reinstatement predicts memory

misattribution. J Neurosci. 2013; 33: 8590–8595. https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.0096-13.2013

PMID: 23678104

13. Hupbach A. The specific outcomes of reactivation-induced memory changes depend on the degree of

competition between old and new information. Front Behav Neurosci. 2011; 5: 33. https://doi.org/10.

3389/fnbeh.2011.00033 PMID: 21734874

14. Chan JCK, LaPaglia JA. Impairing existing declarative memory in humans by disrupting reconsolida-

tion. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A. 2013; 110: 9309–9313. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1218472110

PMID: 23690586

15. Forcato C, Burgos VL, Argibay PF, Molina VA, Pedreira ME, Maldonado H. Reconsolidation of declara-

tive memory in humans. Learn Mem. 2007; 14: 295–303. https://doi.org/10.1101/lm.486107 PMID:

17522018

16. Hardwicke TE, Taqi M, Shanks DR. Postretrieval new learning does not reliably induce human memory

updating via reconsolidation. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A. 2016; 113: 5206–5211. https://doi.org/10.1073/

pnas.1601440113 PMID: 27114514

17. Nader K, Hardt O. A single standard for memory: the case for reconsolidation. Nat Rev Neurosci. 2009;

10: 224–234. https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn2590 PMID: 19229241

18. Lee JLC. Reconsolidation: maintaining memory relevance. Trends Neurosci. 2009; 32: 413–20. https://

doi.org/10.1016/j.tins.2009.05.002 PMID: 19640595

19. Lee JLC. Memory reconsolidation mediates the strengthening of memories by additional learning. Nat

Neurosci. 2008; 11: 1264–1266. https://doi.org/10.1038/nn.2205 PMID: 18849987

20. Censor N, Buch ER, Nader K, Cohen LG. Altered human memory modification in the presence of nor-

mal consolidation. Cereb Cortex. 2016; 26: 3828–3837. https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhv180 PMID:

26271110

21. Balderas I, Rodriguez-Ortiz CJ, Bermudez-Rattoni F. Retrieval and reconsolidation of object recognition

memory are independent processes in the perirhinal cortex. Neuroscience. IBRO; 2013; 253: 398–405.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroscience.2013.09.001 PMID: 24042035

22. Rodriguez-Ortiz CJ, Balderas I, Garcia-DeLaTorre P, Bermudez-Rattoni F. Taste aversion memory

reconsolidation is independent of its retrieval. Neurobiol Learn Mem. Elsevier Inc.; 2012; 98: 215–219.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nlm.2012.08.002 PMID: 22910716

23. Santoyo-Zedillo M, Rodriguez-Ortiz CJ, Chavez-Marchetta G, Bermudez-Rattoni F, Balderas I.

Retrieval is not necessary to trigger reconsolidation of object recognition memory in the perirhinal cor-

tex. Learn Mem. 2014; 21: 452–456. https://doi.org/10.1101/lm.035428.114 PMID: 25128536

24. Ben Mamou C, Gamache K, Nader K. NMDA receptors are critical for unleashing consolidated auditory

fear memories. Nat Neurosci. 2006; 9: 1237–1239. https://doi.org/10.1038/nn1778 PMID: 16998481

25. Gabitov E, Boutin A, Pinsard B, Censor N, Fogel SM, Albouy G, et al. Re-stepping into the same river:

competition problem rather than a reconsolidation failure in an established motor skill. Sci Rep. 2017; 7:

9406. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-09677-1 PMID: 28839217

Procedural memory susceptibility to interference is independent of its retrieval

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0210876 January 17, 2019 16 / 19

https://doi.org/10.1126/science.160.3827.554
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.160.3827.554
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/5689415
https://doi.org/10.1038/35021052
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10963596
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-4328(96)00153-2
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9079788
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.2971-04.2004
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15496662
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2006.04.012
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16675401
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature01951.1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2014.07.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2014.07.008
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25173992
https://doi.org/10.1101/lm.365707
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17202429
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.0096-13.2013
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23678104
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnbeh.2011.00033
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnbeh.2011.00033
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21734874
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1218472110
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23690586
https://doi.org/10.1101/lm.486107
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17522018
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1601440113
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1601440113
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27114514
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn2590
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19229241
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tins.2009.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tins.2009.05.002
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19640595
https://doi.org/10.1038/nn.2205
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18849987
https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhv180
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26271110
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroscience.2013.09.001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24042035
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nlm.2012.08.002
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22910716
https://doi.org/10.1101/lm.035428.114
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25128536
https://doi.org/10.1038/nn1778
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16998481
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-09677-1
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28839217
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0210876


26. Karni A, Meyer G, Rey-Hipolito C, Jezzard P, Adams MM, Turner R, et al. The acquisition of skilled

motor performance: fast and slow experience-driven changes in primary motor cortex. Proc Natl Acad

Sci U S A. 1998; 95: 861–868. PMID: 9448252

27. Korman M, Raz N, Flash T, Karni A. Multiple shifts in the representation of a motor sequence during the

acquisition of skilled performance. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A. 2003; 100: 12492–12497. https://doi.org/

10.1073/pnas.2035019100 PMID: 14530407

28. Gabitov E, Manor D, Karni A. Done that: short-term repetition related modulations of motor cortex activ-

ity as a stable signature for overnight motor memory consolidation. J Cogn Neurosci. 2014; 26: 2716–

2734. https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn_a_00675 PMID: 24893741

29. Trent S, Barnes P, Hall J, Thomas KL. Rescue of long-term memory after reconsolidation blockade. Nat

Commun. Nature Publishing Group; 2015; 6: 7897. https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms8897 PMID:

26238574

30. Gisquet-Verrier P, Lynch JF, Cutolo P, Toledano D, Ulmen A, Jasnow AM, et al. Integration of new infor-

mation with active memory accounts for retrograde amnesia: a challenge to the consolidation/reconsoli-

dation hypothesis? J Neurosci. 2015; 35: 11623–11633. https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1386-15.

2015 PMID: 26290239

31. Millin PM, Moody EW, Riccio DC. Interpretations of retrograde amnesia: old problems redux. Nat Rev

Neurosci. 2001; 2: 68–70. https://doi.org/10.1038/35049075 PMID: 11253361

32. Boutin A, Massen C, Heuer H. Modality-specific organization in the representation of sensorimotor

sequences. Front Psychol. 2013; 4:937: https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2013.00937 PMID: 24376432

33. Povel DJ, Collard R. Structural factors in patterned finger tapping. Acta Psychol (Amst). 1982; 52: 107–

123. https://doi.org/10.1016/0001-6918(82)90029-4

34. McKenzie S, Eichenbaum H. Consolidation and reconsolidation: Two lives of memories? Neuron. Else-

vier Inc.; 2011; 71: 224–233. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2011.06.037 PMID: 21791282

35. Schlichting ML, Preston AR. Memory integration: Neural mechanisms and implications for behavior.

Curr Opin Behav Sci. Elsevier Ltd; 2015; 1: 1–8. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2014.07.005 PMID:

25750931

36. Oldfield RC. The assessment and analysis of handedness: the Edinburgh inventory. Neuropsychologia.

1971; 9: 97–113. PMID: 5146491

37. Buysse DJ, Reynolds CF, Monk TH, Berman SR, Kupfer DJ. The Pittsburgh sleep quality index: A new

instrument for psychiatric practice and research. Psychiatry Res. 1989; 28: 193–213. https://doi.org/10.

1016/0165-1781(89)90047-4 PMID: 2748771

38. Carney CE, Buysse DJ, Ancoli-Israel S, Edinger JD, Krystal AD, Lichstein KL, et al. The consensus

sleep diary: standardizing prospective sleep self-monitoring. Sleep. 2012; 35: 287–302. https://doi.org/

10.5665/sleep.1642 PMID: 22294820

39. Dijk D-J, von Shantz M. Timing and consolidation of human sleep, wakefulness, and performance by a

symphony of oscillators. J Biol Rhythms. 2005; 20: 279–290. https://doi.org/10.1177/

0748730405278292 PMID: 16077148

40. Kiesel A, Steinhauser M, Wendt M, Falkenstein M, Jost K, Philipp AM, et al. Control and interference in

task switching—a review. Psychol Bull. 2010; 136: 849–874. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019842 PMID:

20804238

41. Albouy G, Fogel SM, King BR, Laventure S, Benali H, Karni A, et al. Maintaining vs. enhancing motor

sequence memories: Respective roles of striatal and hippocampal systems. Neuroimage. Elsevier Inc.;

2015; 108: 423–434. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2014.12.049 PMID: 25542533

42. Walker MP, Brakefield T, Morgan A, Hobson JA, Stickgold R. Practice with sleep makes perfect: sleep-

dependent motor skill learning. Neuron. 2002; 35: 205–211. PMID: 12123620

43. Albouy G, Sterpenich V, Vandewalle G, Darsaud A, Gais S, Rauchs G, et al. Interaction between hippo-

campal and striatal systems predicts subsequent consolidation of motor sequence memory. PLoS One.

2013; 8: e59490. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0059490 PMID: 23533626

44. Verwey WB. Evidence for the development of concurrent processing in a sequential keypressing task.

Acta Psychol (Amst). 1994; 85: 245–262. https://doi.org/10.1016/0001-6918(94)90038-8

45. Celnik PA, Paik N-J, Vandermeeren Y, Dimyan M, Cohen LG. Effects of combined peripheral nerve

stimulation and brain polarization on performance of motor sequence task after chronic stroke. Stroke.

2009; 40: 1764–1771. https://doi.org/10.1161/STROKEAHA.108.540500 PMID: 19286579

46. Kuriyama K, Stickgold R, Walker MP. Sleep-dependent learning and motor-skill complexity. Learn

Mem. 2004; 11: 705–713. https://doi.org/10.1101/lm.76304 PMID: 15576888

47. Sakai K, Kitaguchi K, Hikosaka O. Chunking during human visuomotor sequence learning. Exp Brain

Res. 2003; 152: 229–242. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-003-1548-8 PMID: 12879170

Procedural memory susceptibility to interference is independent of its retrieval

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0210876 January 17, 2019 17 / 19

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9448252
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2035019100
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2035019100
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14530407
https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn_a_00675
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24893741
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms8897
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26238574
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1386-15.2015
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1386-15.2015
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26290239
https://doi.org/10.1038/35049075
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11253361
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2013.00937
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24376432
https://doi.org/10.1016/0001-6918(82)90029-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2011.06.037
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21791282
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2014.07.005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25750931
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/5146491
https://doi.org/10.1016/0165-1781(89)90047-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/0165-1781(89)90047-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2748771
https://doi.org/10.5665/sleep.1642
https://doi.org/10.5665/sleep.1642
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22294820
https://doi.org/10.1177/0748730405278292
https://doi.org/10.1177/0748730405278292
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16077148
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019842
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20804238
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2014.12.049
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25542533
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12123620
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0059490
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23533626
https://doi.org/10.1016/0001-6918(94)90038-8
https://doi.org/10.1161/STROKEAHA.108.540500
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19286579
https://doi.org/10.1101/lm.76304
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15576888
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-003-1548-8
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12879170
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0210876


48. Eisenberg M, Kobilo T, Berman DE, Dudai Y. Stability of retrieved memory: Inverse correlation with

trace dominance. Science. 2003; 301: 1102–1104. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1086881 PMID:

12934010

49. Lewis DJ. Psychobiology of active and inactive memory. Psychol Bull. 1979; 86: 1054–1083. https://doi.

org/10.1037/0033-2909.86.5.1054 PMID: 386401

50. Schiller D, Monfils M-H, Raio CM, Johnson DC, Ledoux JE, Phelps EA. Preventing the return of fear in

humans using reconsolidation update mechanisms. Nature. Nature Publishing Group; 2010; 463: 49–

53. https://doi.org/10.1038/nature08637 PMID: 20010606

51. Robertson EM. New insights in human memory interference and consolidation. Curr Biol. Elsevier Ltd;

2012; 22: R66–71. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2011.11.051 PMID: 22280913

52. Kastellakis G, Cai DJ, Mednick SC, Silva AJ, Poirazi P. Synaptic clustering within dendrites: An emerg-

ing theory of memory formation. Prog Neurobiol. Elsevier Ltd; 2015; 126: 19–35. https://doi.org/10.

1016/j.pneurobio.2014.12.002 PMID: 25576663
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