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Figure 5.1. Photograph of (a) the white Y-maze and (b) the black Y-maze, with two 

copies of each of the sample objects shown.  
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Figure 5.2. Photograph showing the components of the Y-maze and the position of the rat 

at the start of a trial. 
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Stimuli 

Objects used for the memory tests were acquired from local dollar-stores. Each 

object-pair consists of objects made with the same material (i.e. plastic, glass, or metal). 

All items were previously piloted on naïve rats to ensure good baseline discrimination. 

Prior to all object trials, objects were cleaned in 50% ethanol then rinsed with water and 

patted dry. The objects were adhered to the floor of the Y-maze using white non-toxic 

adhesive putty. 

Histology   

Upon the completion of the experiment, rats were euthanized with an overdose of 

euthansol (0.4 ml per rat administered i.p.). Rats were transcardially perfused with 60 ml 

of 0.9% saline, followed by 40 ml of 4% formalin. Their brains were removed and post-

fixed in a solution of 30% sucrose in 4% formalin for a minimum of 3 days. The brains 

were then frozen and coronal sections of 40µm thickness were cut on a cryostat at -21ºC. 

The brains were cut with the aid of Paxinos and Watson’s atlas (1998). Every fourth 

section beginning from -1.6 to -7.0 mm bregma was mounted. All sections were stained 

in Cresyl violet (0.1%).   

Video Analysis 

Videos of all the sample and test trials were scored by two experienced scorers who 

were blind to the subjects’ group- and object- assignments. The interscorer reliability was 

r = .943. Using stopwatches, the videos were scored on the real time rats spent on 

exploring each object. Object exploration is defined as head-directed active investigation 

within one inch proximity of the object. Chewing, sitting on top of an object, staring, and 

investigation of negative spaces between the object and the walls were not considered 
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object exploration. All sample trials were scored once from 0 to 3 min, and all test trials 

were scored twice by the minute for the duration of each trial (i.e. 0-1min, 1-2min, and 2-

3 min). For accuracy, data analysis was performed on the scores taken from the second 

time the test trials were scored. Scores were recorded to 0.1 sec accuracy. 

Habituation  

All of the rats were well-handled at the start of habituation, which began at least a 

week and a half post-surgery. The rats were habituated to the white Y-mazes in the test 

room once daily on two consecutive days prior to the first test. During each habituation 

session, rats were individually placed in an empty white Y-maze and were allowed free 

exploration of the apparatus for 5 min. No reagent was used to clean the apparatus to 

allow for the saturation of rat odour. In between trials when cleaning was necessary, the 

Y-mazes were wiped clean with dry paper towels. In the case of severe soiling, the 

apparatus was wiped clean with damp paper towels. All habituation sessions were video-

recorded and reviewed to verify for exploratory behavior before conducting the first 

object test. 

Behavioral procedure 

The detailed test protocol for all three experiments for this chapter is summarized in 

Figure 5.3 and is described below: 

Experiment 1: Novel object recognition 

The first test of novel object recognition took place approximately 24 hours after 

the last habituation trial. The purpose of this task is to establish a baseline of object 

memory for the entire experiment. This task consists of a sample trial and a test trial. On 

the sample trial, rats were placed in the start arm in the white Y-maze with two identical 
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copies of an object at the two top arms, placed one inch from the end wall (see Figure 

5.2). Rats were allowed free exploration of objects in the maze for 3 min. At the end of 

the 3 min, rats were returned to their transport cages for the retention. Complete HPC 

lesion rats and their sham rats were given 15 min and 4 hr retention intervals. Partial 

lesion rats and their sham rats were tested on 4 hr and the 1 hr retention intervals. The 1 

hr retention interval was chosen as the short retention interval for partial rats as it was 

deemed to be more comparable to the intervals present in experiment 2 and 3. 

Following retention, a test trial commenced. For the test trial, rats were returned to 

the same white Y-maze they were in during the sample phase, with a novel object as well 

as a third copy of the sample object they have encountered earlier. Normal rats would 

typically prefer the novel object as it is more interesting. Based on the time rats spent on 

exploring each object, recognition of the relatively familiar sample object is inferred. 

This test was repeated with the different retention intervals conducted 48 hours apart, the 

order of the retention intervals was counterbalanced amongst rats.   

Experiment 2: Object recency 

The object recency task is designed to test the memory for the order the objects 

were seen. This test, similar to the one used in Hannesson et al. (2004), consists of 

sample trials of two objects, seen one after the other (i.e. object C in sample trial 1 and 

object D in sample trial 2). After retention, rats were presented with new copies of both 

objects (i.e. objects C and D). Normal rats would prefer to explore the object that was 

seen further back in time (i.e. the remotely familiar object) as it is less familiar and hence 

it is more interesting to investigate. The sample trials for this task were 15 min apart; the 

retention intervals were 1 hr and 4 hr, beginning from the end of the second sample trial. 
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The test for each retention interval was spaced 48 hours apart to avoid interference from 

the previous test. The order of the retention intervals tested was counterbalanced amongst 

rats. 

Experiment 3: Object context-recency 

This task was designed to investigate if rats were capable of associating objects 

with the physical contexts and the order with which they were seen. Rats were presented 

with two objects in two distinct contexts. The white and the black Y-mazes served as the 

two contexts (Figure 5.2). Prior to tests, rats were habituated to the black Y-mazes. On 

test day, rats were exposed to two objects, one in each context (i.e. object E in the white 

Y-maze, object F in the black Y-maze). After retention, a third copy of each of the 

objects was presented in one of the two contexts (i.e. objects E and F in either the white 

or the black Y-maze), rendering one of the objects in a context mismatched from the 

sample trial exposure. Normal rats that remember the sample objects with their paired 

contexts would prefer the object in the mismatched context on the test trial. For instance, 

on a test trial with objects E and F in the black Y-maze, rats would prefer object E as it 

has not been seen in the black Y-maze before. The sample trials are 15 min apart, the 

retention interval was 1 hr. 

The three-trial design of this paradigm renders two scenarios: the “target” object (i.e. 

the mismatched object) is either remotely familiar or recently familiar, depending on the 

order the target object was seen during the sample phase. For instance, the remotely 

familiar target object would have been the sample object seen further back in time (i.e. 

during sample trial 1) and thus this target object is both contextually- and temporally- 

favored. Conversely, the recently familiar target object is the mismatched object encoded 
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more recently (i.e. during sample trial 2) and thus this target object is contextually- but 

not temporally- favored (see Figure 5.3 for clarification). To account for this difference in 

design, all rats were tested once in each condition, 5-7 days apart. The order of the 

objects and the contexts they were tested in were counterbalanced across rats.  
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Figure 5.3.  Summary of test protocols for experiments 1-3 in Chapter 5. Objects in the 

Y-maze apparatus are represented by letters; red colored letters denote the target object 

for each experiment at test trial. 
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RESULTS 

Histology Results  

Coronal sections of the rat brains were viewed under a light microscope to verify 

the extent of the lesion damage. Estimated percentage of HPC tissue damage was 

calculated based on counts of crosses superimposed on photomicrographs of coronal 

sections from each rat at -2.3, -3.3, -4.3, -5.3, and -6.3 mm bregma. The crosses were 

superimposed using ImageJ © software (version 1.37). Figure 5.4 shows images of cresyl 

stained brain tissues of the extent of HPC tissue damage for each type of lesion. Table 5.2 

shows the estimates of mean percentage tissue damage for each lesion group. 
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 HPC % damage 

Lesion Type Average Smallest Largest 

Complete HPC 89.61 58.15 97.75 

dHPC 30.56 22.75 46.24 

vHPC 54.61 31.76 63.30 

 

Table 5.2. Estimated percentage of HPC damage for each lesion type. 
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Figure 5.4.  Photomicrographs of cresyl stained coronal sections for each HPC lesion 

type. Coronal sections show the extent of HPC damage at -2.3, -4.3, and -5.3mm from 

bregma.   
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Data Analysis 

For the analysis of object exploration, the total amount of time rats spent 

investigating object at the sample trials was analyzed against the total amount of time rats 

spent investigating objects during the test trials. Repeated measures analyses were 

performed with TRIALS as the within-subject variable and LESIONS as the between-

subjects factor for the analysis of object exploration for each of the three experiments.  

For the analyses of object recognition, object recency discrimination, and object 

context-recency association, data for the time spent investigating the target object during 

the test trial were analyzed against the time spent investigating the non-target object. The 

analyses were performed on the object discrimination ratio (as used by Mumby and 

colleagues, 2002), derived from the following formula (T stands for time): 

 T target / (T target +  T non-target)  

Thus, based on this formula, a discrimination ratio of 0.5 would indicate a level of 

preference for the target object at chance. To determine if a discrimination ratio was 

different from chance, a one-sample t-test (one-tailed, against a value of 0.5) was 

conducted on the mean discrimination ratio from each lesion type at various retention 

intervals for each experiment. A ratio significantly above 0.5 would indicate a preference 

for the target object and thus imply object recognition or object discrimination.  
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Experiment 1: Novel object recognition 

a) Object exploration 

Figure 5.5 shows the object exploration patterns across sample and test trials 

according to lesion type and retention intervals tested. Complete HPC lesion rats and 

their shams were tested at 15 min and 4 hr retention intervals, while partial lesion rats and 

their shams were tested at 1 hr and 4 hr retention intervals. Since all rats were tested on 

the 4 hr retention interval, the two groups of sham rats were combined for that analysis. 

One rat from the sham group was excluded from the analysis at the 15 min retention 

interval as she ripped off an object during her test trial. 

Analysis on the total amount of time rats spent on exploring objects during the 

sample and the test trials at the 15 min retention interval revealed no significant 

difference amongst complete lesion rats and their shams. There was no evidence of a 

main effect of TRIALS (F (1, 28) = 1.030, p = .319), LESIONS (F (1, 28) = 2.258, p 

= .144), or an interaction (F (1, 29) = 1.130, p = .297). Figure 5.5a shows the mean 

amount of time spent on investigating objects at both trials for complete HPC lesion and 

sham rats. 

At 1 hr retention interval, partial lesion rats and their shams showed no main effect 

of LESIONS (F (2, 17) = .939, p =.411), nor an interaction (F (2, 17) = .874, p =.435). A 

main effect of TRIALS, however, was found (F (1, 17) = 10.314, p = .005). Referring to 

Figure 5.5b, exploration at the test trial was generally lower than at the sample trial. 

There appears to be a huge drop in test trial exploration for the sham rats. Inspection of 

the data’s scatter plot revealed that the mean exploration of the group was affected by an 

outlier at the sample trial (with exploration almost two standard deviations above the 
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mean) thus rendering the impression of a significant drop in exploration at test trial. Due 

to the small sample size of this sham group, outliers exert a greater weight on the group’s 

mean. The object exploration for the majority of the sham rats at sample trial were 

clustered at around 20 sec.  

At 4 hr retention, main effect of TRIALS (F (1, 47) = 4.081, p = .049) and a main 

effect of LESIONS (F (3, 47) = 6.510, p = .001) were found. Posthoc analysis (Tukey) 

revealed significant difference between dHPC and sham rats (p =.004) as well as dHPC 

and complete HPC lesion rats (p = .001). As shown in Figure 5.5c, dHPC rats have an 

elevated level of exploration at the sample trial compared to rats of other lesion types. 

Inspection of the sample trial data on scatter plot revealed the majority of explorations of 

the dHPC lesion group were clustered around 38 sec. However, this high level of sample 

object exploration was not replicated for dHPC lesion rats at 1 hr retention (Figure 5.5b). 

Thus, the greater level of exploration observed at the 4 hr retention is likely due to 

random test conditions for dHPC lesion rats on that particular test and not a reflection of 

heightened exploration for dHPC rats at the sample trial in general. No interaction 

between TRIALS and LESIONS was observed (F (3, 47) = 1.844, p = .152). 

In summary, the analysis on object exploration between the sample and the test 

trials revealed that for novel object recognition of 1 hr and beyond, rats have a tendency 

to explore objects less at test trial compared to the sample. There was no strong evidence 

for any difference in exploration between lesion types across the sample and the test trials. 
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Figure 5.5. Mean object exploration at the sample and the test trials for each lesion type 

at a) 15 min, b) 1 hr, and c) 4 hr retention intervals on novel object recognition. Data 

expressed as +SEM. 
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b) Object discrimination 

Figure 5.6 shows the novel object discrimination ratios by lesion types on 15 min, 1 

hr, and 4 hr retention intervals. Recalling that a discrimination ratio of 0.5 represents a 

lack of object preference, sham rats showed significant preference from chance for the 

novel object (i.e. the target object) at retentions of 15 min (t (11) = 7.338 , p = .00000736) 

and 4 hrs (t (17) = 3.310, p = .002). At 1 hr retention, sham rats’ preference for the novel 

object was not significantly different from chance (t (4) = 1.056, p = .175). This was 

likely due to the small sample size of this group (i.e. n = 5). Complete lesion rats showed 

preferences for the novel object at both 15 min (t (17) = 3.549, p = .001) and 4 hr (t (17) 

= 4.014, p = .00045) retentions. DHPC lesion rats showed near significant preference for 

the target object at 1 hr retention interval (t (7) = 1.816, p = .056), the near-significance 

was again likely due to the small sample size of this pilot group (i.e. n =8). Despite the 

greater amount of object exploration at sample, dHPC rats showed no preference for the 

target at 4 hr retention. Finally, vHPC lesion rats showed preferences for the novel object 

at both 1 hr (t (6) = 2.038, p = .044) and 4 hr retention intervals (t (6) = 3.198, p = .010).  

Taken together, experiment 1 showed that both complete HPC lesion rats and sham 

rats showed spontaneous preference for the novel object at both the short retention of 15 

min and the long retention of 4 hr. For partial lesion rats, vHPC rats displayed object 

recognition at 15 min and 4 hr retentions. Although dHPC lesion rats did not show a 

preference for the novel object at the 4 hr retention, they had a near-significant level of 

recognition at 1 hr indicating robust memory of the sample object at this interval.   

 



 

 72 
 

 

Figure 5.6. Novel object recognition, expressed by the proportion of time spent 

investigating the novel object versus total object exploration during the test trial. Positive 

values above chance (dotted line) indicate preference for the novel object. * p < .05, *** 

p ≤ .01, and # p < .06  (near significance) compared to the preference for the novel object 

at chance level. Data expressed as +SEM. 
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Experiment 2: Object recency  

a) Object exploration 

Repeated measures analysis of the total object explorations at 1 hr retention  

interval indicated no main effect of TRIALS (F (2, 92) = 1.131, p =.327), no main effect 

of LESIONS (F (3, 46) = 1.282, p = .292), and no interaction between the two (F (6, 92) 

= .509, p = .800). One sham rat was excluded from this analysis as she ripped off an 

object during her test trial. The mean object exploration for the three trials at 1 hr 

retention is shown in Figure 5.7a. 

At 4 hr retention, a main effect of TRIALS was found (F (2, 94) = 4.321, p = .016). 

Pairwise comparisons of trials revealed test trial explorations to be significantly lower 

than exploration at the sample trial 1 (p = .038) and at the sample trial 2 (p = .002). 

Referring to Figure 5.7b, a trend of decrease object exploration, with the exception of the 

dHPC rats, was evident across successive trials. No main effect of LESIONS (F (3, 47) 

=1.639, p = .193) nor any interaction (F (6, 94) = 1.730, p = .123) was observed. 

To determine if the main effect of TRIALS at 4 hr retention was due to the long 

delay introduced for this task, repeated measures analysis was performed separately on 

the total object exploration for each trial type across retentions, with trials of the two 

RETENTIONS as the within-subject variables and LESIONS as the between-subjects 

factor. A significant main effect of RETENTIONS was found for the exploration at the 

test trial (trial 3) (F (1, 46) = 4.386, p = .042). No main effect of LESIONS (F (3, 46) = 

1.477, p = .233) nor any interaction (F (3, 46) =.785, p = .508) was found.     

To summarize, object exploration analysis across the three trials for the recency test 

revealed that total object explorations were comparable across trials at 1 hr retention. 
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However, when the retention interval was increased to 4 hrs, rats showed decreased 

object exploration across successive trials. In addition, rats exhibited significantly lower 

levels of total exploration at the test trial for the 4 hr retention interval compared with the 

test trial at 1 hr retention.  
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Figure 5.7. Mean object exploration during the two sample trials and test trial for each 

lesion type at a) 1 hr retention interval, and b) 4 hr retention interval in object recency 

discrimination. Data expressed as +SEM. 
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b) Object recency discrimination 

Figure 5.8 shows the discrimination ratios of different HPC lesion types on the two 

retention intervals tested. At 1 hr retention, sham rats showed significant preference for 

the target object (i.e. the remotely familiar object) from chance (t (16) = 2.583, p = .010);  

none of the lesion groups displayed any preference for the target although vHPC lesion 

rats had near significant preference for the target object (t (6) = 1.829, p = .059). At 4 hr 

retention, none of the rats showed significant preference for the target object.  

To summarize, at 1 hr retention, sham and likely vHPC lesion rats were able to 

distinguish the relative recency of two familiar objects by showing their preference for 

the remotely familiar object. Neither dHPC nor complete HPC lesion rats showed any 

hint of recency memory at 1 hr retention. At 4 hr retention, the retention interval of the 

recency test proved to be too difficult for rats to establish object recency memory, as 

none of the rats showed any significant preference for the remotely familiar object. 
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Figure 5.8.  Object recency discrimination, expressed by the proportion of time spent on 

investigating the remotely familiar object (i.e. the target object) versus total object 

exploration during the test trial. Positive values above chance (dotted line) indicate the 

preference for the target object. * p < .05, *** p ≤ .01, and # p < .06  (near significance) 

compared to investigations at chance level. Data expressed as +SEM. 
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Experiment 3: Object context-recency 

a) Object exploration 

 For this experiment, total object explorations during the sample and test trials 

were analyzed according to the relative recency of the target object. As mentioned in the 

methods section, the target object for this task is the object in the mismatched context. 

Due to the three-trial nature of this paradigm, the target object can be either 1) recently 

familiar (hence contextually but not temporally favored), or 2) remotely familiar (hence 

both contextually and temporally favored). Figure 5.9a and 5.9b shows the mean object 

exploration across trials for the two recency scenarios. Figure 5.9c shows the overall 

exploration for the target object regardless of recency. The data for this figure were 

derived from averaging each rat’s exploration from the two recency scenarios.    

Repeated measures analysis of the total object exploration on the three trials when 

the target object was recently familiar (Figure 5.9a) indicates no significant effect of 

TRIALS (F (2, 94) = 1.617, p = .204), no main effect of LESIONS (F (3, 47) = .559, p 

= .645), and no interaction (F (6, 94) = .273, p = .948). No main effect was observed 

when the target object was remotely familiar (Figure 5.9b), with F (2, 94) = 2.096, p 

= .129 for the main effect of TRIALS and F (3, 27) = .545, p = .654 for the main effect of 

LESIONS). No interaction was evident (F (6, 94) = .845, p = .539). Analysis on the 

overall exploration (Figure 5.9c), however, indicate a main effect of TRIALS (F (2, 94) = 

3.486, p = .035) but not a main effect of LESIONS (F (3, 47) =.705, p = .554) nor an 

interaction (F (6, 94) = .553, p = .767). Pairwise comparisons of the trials for the overall 

exploration revealed the test trials yield significantly lower exploration than sample trial 

1 (p = .043), and sample trial 2 (p = .024). 
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In sum, object exploration analysis for the context-recency tests revealed no 

significant difference in exploration when the target object was recently familiar or 

remotely familiar. However, when the data were combined to evaluate object exploration 

regardless of how recently the sampled objects were seen, a decrease of exploration 

during the test trial was found, indicating a normal pattern of decrease exploration from 

the sample to the test trial. 
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Figure 5.9. Mean object exploration during the two sample trials and test trial in object 

context-recency association when the target object was a) recently familiar, b) remotely 

familiar, and c) regardless of target’s recency. Data expressed as +SEM. 
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b) Object context-recency association  

  Figure 5.10 shows the object discrimination ratios for when the target object was 

recently familiar and remotely familiar. Sham rats displayed preferences for the target 

object when the target was remotely familiar (t (17) = 1.752, p =.049) but showed no 

preference for the target when it was recently familiar (t (17) = 1.402, p = .09). 

Interestingly, complete HPC lesion rats showed a reversed pattern of preference; they 

displayed a near significant preference for the target object when it was recently familiar 

(t (17) =1.703, p =.054), but they showed a preference for the non-target object when it 

was remotely familiar (t (17) = -2.163, p =.023). Collectively, complete HPC lesion rats 

appear to direct their attention to the object they have seen more recently, regardless if it 

was a target object. Finally, neither types of partial lesion rats showed any significant 

preference for the target object in either target condition.  

 Figure 5.11 shows the overall object discrimination ratios of different lesion types 

when objects are presented in a mismatched context from the sample trial, regardless of 

the recency factor of when objects were sampled. This ratio reflects rats’ ability to 

associate objects with the contexts. Sham rats showed significant preference for the target 

object compared to the non-target object (t (17) = 2.208, p = .021). All in all, only sham 

rats showed the ability to associate objects with the contexts they were presented in. 

None of the lesion groups displayed such an association.  
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Figure 5.10.  Object context-recency association, expressed as the proportion of time 

spent on investigating the target object in the mismatched context versus the total object 

exploration on the test trial according to recency. Positive values above chance (dotted 

line) indicate a preference for the target object. * p < .05, *** p ≤ .01, and # p < .06  (near 

significance) compared to the investigation at chance level. Data expressed as +SEM. 
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Figure 5.11.  Object context association, regardless of the recency of the target object. 

Positive values above chance (dotted line) indicate preference for the target in the 

mismatch context. * p < .05, compared to investigation at chance level. Data expressed as 

+SEM. 
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DISCUSSION 

 Using the novel object recognition task and its variants, the present studies have 

demonstrated after complete obliteration of the hippocampus, rats were able to 

discriminate a novel object from a familiar sample object, as suggested by the literature. 

However, they did not demonstrate the ability to discriminate the relative recency of seen 

objects as they failed to display preference for the less recently seen (i.e. remotely 

familiar) object. They also did not demonstrate normal association of objects, context, 

and/or the relative recency of the objects they saw, as they failed to show a preference for 

the object in the mismatched context. All in all, it appears that complete damage of the 

hippocampus renders rats unable to demonstrate object memory beyond novel object 

recognition. 

 Interestingly, the pilot findings from partial lesion rats showed a similar pattern of 

impairment as rats with complete HPC lesions. Both dHPC lesion and vHPC lesion rats 

demonstrated novel object recognition and showed no significant preference for the target 

object in both the object recency task and the object context-recency task. Interestingly, 

there is some indication of intact object recency memory in vHPC rats at 1hr retention 

while dHPC rats showed no evidence of such memory. Studies of partial HPC lesions 

support that vHPC damage producing comparatively less memory impairment than dHPC 

or complete HPC damage  (Broadbent et al., 2004). Due to the small number of partial 

lesion rats in our sample, however, our findings should be interpreted with caution.  

 The most unexpected finding of the present study resides in the results of the object 

context-recency task, in which sham rats were able to demonstrate preference for the 

remotely familiar target in the mismatched context, but showed no significant preference 



 

 85 
 

when the target was recently familiar. In contrast, complete HPC lesion rats showed the 

opposite preference; specifically, complete HPC lesions led to rats preferring the recently 

familiar target object while not preferring the remotely familiar target. In fact, when the 

target object was remotely familiar, complete HPC lesion rats actually preferred the non-

target object. It appears that when HPC lesion rats see two objects presented in two 

distinctly different contexts, at recall, they prefer the object that was most recently seen, 

regardless of the context-change.  

 The preference for the recently seen object in the object context-recency task is 

contrary to prediction. Recall that in the remotely familiar target condition, the target 

object was the object in the mismatched context that was both temporally- and 

contextually- favored. Temporal-favoritism refers to the target object seen further back in 

time and therefore its memory was more susceptible to decay. Thus, based on the premise 

of novel object recognition whereby the object not remembered is more interesting to the 

rat, one would expect rats to prefer the temporally favored target object as it is favored by 

memory decay as well as mismatched context.  

 Referring to Figure 5.10, complete HPC lesion rats showed a preference for the 

non-target object. This preference was the opposite of what is predicted by recency or 

contextual factors. In the same task, however, complete lesion rats displayed no 

significant preference for the target object when the target was recently familiar. In this 

condition, the target object was in the mismatch context but was not temporally favored. 

In other words, the memory trace for context and recency both compete for object 

preference. In this scenario, sham rats showed no significant preference for the target 

object, which was likely due to the competition of the two memory traces. Surprisingly, 
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complete HPC lesion rats showed a significant preference for the recently familiar target 

object despite this competition. 

 Detailed examination of complete HPC lesion rats’ pattern of preference in both 

temporally favored and non-temporally favored target object scenarios suggests that these 

rats prefer the object they have seen in the second sample trial (i.e. the recently familiar 

object), regardless if the object is in a mismatched context. 

 One possible explanation for rats’ pattern of object preference after complete HPC 

lesions is that the change of context in the last experiment induced anxiety and thus rats 

feel safer to explore the object they were more familiar with. However, analysis of the 

exploratory behavior at test trial in the object context-recency experiment did not reveal 

any difference amongst the lesion types. Informal observation of the rats’ behavior shows 

no indication of anxiety. Rats were seen to have fed and slept during retention and 

explored normally on object trials.  Considering that these rats were highly familiarized 

with the apparatus and procedures, it is unlikely that their object preference pattern in this 

task was instigated by fear.  

 Another possible reason for the observed object preference in complete HPC lesion 

rats is that the three-trial test protocol induced interference of object memory in these 

rats. Recall that after complete HPC lesions, rats were impaired in object recency and 

object context-recency tasks, both of which require rats to remember more than one 

sample object. It is likely that in both experiments, information from the two sample trials 

were interfering with each other. In the object recency task, after complete HPC lesions, 

rats did not show any preference for the remotely familiar (i.e. target) object nor the 
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recently familiar (i.e. non-target) object, indicating the memory trace for both objects 

were equally weak or equally strong.  

 If interference was indeed the reason for the observed impairment in object recency 

discrimination and object context-recency association for rats without the hippocampus, 

which direction does interference act in? From the object recency data, one would deduce 

that the memory of sample trial 2 was interfering with the memory of sample trial 1 in a 

retrograde manner to render an absence of a recency effect for complete HPC lesion rats. 

From the object context-recency data, however, complete HPC lesion rats prefer the 

recently familiar object regardless of context change, indicating that they remembered the 

remotely familiar object while forgetting the recently familiar object. In this case, 

interference is occurring in the anterograde direction in which information from sample 

trial 1 interferes with information seen at a later time on sample trial 2. Clearly, our 

results cannot determine in which direction object interference occurs. 

 As a final point, analysis on the target object preference for the object context-

recency experiment showed no evidence of object context memory for complete and 

partial HPC lesion rats when recency was factored out. Averaging the performances for 

remotely- and recently- familiar target scenarios for complete HPC lesion rats render an 

overall target object preference at chance. Only sham rats were able to demonstrate the 

ability to associate objects with the context in which they were seen in a spontaneous 

manner.   

 In conclusion, the present study has shown that the integrity of the hippocampus, 

although not important for object recognition, is important for discriminating the order of 

objects and/or associating the objects with their contexts. Pilot results indicate the dorsal 
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hippocampus to be more important than the ventral hippocampus both in discriminating 

the order of objects and associating objects with their contexts. Ventral hippocampus is 

not required for discriminating the order of objects. The present study conjectures that the 

observed impairment in hippocampal lesion rats may be due to interference of object 

information amongst sample object trials, which may have occurred in both retrograde 

and anterograde directions. Further investigation is required to determine if interference 

is in fact the cause of the impairment. 
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6. THE HIPPOCAMPUS AND THE EFFECTS OF INTERFERENCE ON 

OBJECT RECOGNITION 

ABSTRACT 

In a series of experiments in chapter 5, complete lesions of the hippocampus (HPC) 

in rats spared novel object recognition while impaired object recency discrimination and 

object context-recency association. As speculated in the discussion of the previous 

chapter, the observed impairments may be due to retrograde and/or anterograde 

interference inherent in both the object recency and the object context-recency tasks. The 

present study aims to investigate the validity of this claim. Rats with complete HPC 

lesions and sham lesions were tested on novel object recognition and the effects of 

retrograde and anterograde interference of objects and contexts on novel object 

recognition. Anterograde interference was induced by presenting an interference stimulus 

before the rat sees the sample object; retrograde interference was induced by presenting 

the interference stimulus after the rat sees the sample object. Both retrograde and 

anterograde novel object interference affected object recognition in complete HPC lesion 

rats. Context interference, on the other hand, affected object memory similarly in both 

sham and HPC lesion rats. While anterograde context interference did not affect the 

memory of objects, retrograde context interference rendered rats with no significant 

preference for the novel object. This non-significant result is likely due to over-training. 

Thus, in the absence of a functional HPC, object memory is resilient to context 

interference but is susceptible to object-specific interference in both the anterograde and 

the retrograde directions. The present study concludes that the HPC serves to maintain 

the memories of multiple objects through reducing interference amongst them. 
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MATERIALS AND METHODS 

Rats  

Sixteen naïve Long Evans female rats were obtained from the local colony at the 

Canadian Centre for Behavioural Neuroscience. Eight rats received complete HPC 

lesions and 8 rats received sham surgeries.  

Rats were approximately 300g at the time of surgery. They were housed either in 

pairs or in threes under standard colony housing with food and water available ad libitum. 

Rats were maintained on a 12-hour dark/light cycle at 20-21°C with testing that took 

place during the light period of the cycle. All procedures were conducted in accordance 

with the guidelines provided by the Canadian Council on Animal Care (CCAC) and were 

approved by the local animal care committee. 

Surgery  

Surgical procedures for complete HPC lesions and sham lesions were identical to 

the procedures in chapter 5. Surgery was performed under Isofluorane anaesthesia in a 

standard stereotaxic apparatus. In preparation for surgery, ophthalmic liquid gel was 

applied to a rat’s eyes for protection, the hair was shaved from the top of the rat’s head 

with an electric shaver, the scalp was cleaned with 70% alcohol and Hibitane, and an 

analgesic was given to the back of the neck (0.07ml of buprenorphine (Temgesic) at 

0.3mg/ml, s.c.). A midline incision was made and the fascia (periosterum) was cut and 

pushed to the edges of the skull with a sterile gauze swab. The skin was retracted with 4 

mosquito forceps to expose the skull, and holes were drilled into the skull using a 1mm 

drill bit and high speed drill at predetermined coordinates (see Table 5.1).  
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The excitotoxin N-methyl-D-aspartate (NMDA, 7.5µg/ µl PBS) was loaded into 30-

gauge injector needles, each needle consisting of 30-gauge stainless steel tubing 

(Smallparts, Inc) glued onto PE20 polyethylene tubing. The tubing was connected to a 

Hamilton 10ul syringe mounted on a Harvard mini-pump. For each injection site, the 

injector needles were lowered bilaterally wherever possible and 0.4µl of NMDA 

solutions were delivered at a rate of 0.15µl/min. The needles were left in place for an 

additional 2.5 min to allow for diffusion.  

To alleviate convulsions following surgery, rats were given 0.2ml of diazepam (i.p.), 

with an additional 0.2ml of diazepam if convulsions persisted. Rats were monitored after 

surgery until they became active.  Rats were then housed individually for three days to 

allow for recovery, following which they were group-housed a week prior to the start of 

behavioral testing.  

Apparatus 

Object tests were conducted using the same test room, apparatus, and stimuli as the 

experiments in chapter 5. All tests were conducted in the same test room that measured 

13’ by 8.5’ with fluorescent lights illuminating the room from the ceiling. Field boxes or 

Y-mazes used for the object trials were constructed with sheets of ¼ inch thick Plexiglas 

held together by acrylic and latex adhesives. The walls of the Y-maze were 40 cm high 

with 27 cm long arms that were 10 cm wide; three pieces of white-corrugated plastic 

boards (two pieces above the top arms 5 cm wide, one piece above the start arm 10 cm 

wide, see Figure 6.1) were taped on top of the ends of the arms to restrict the view of the 

ceiling. Two different colors of Y-mazes were constructed to create two distinctly 

different contexts. One Y-maze was constructed with white Plexiglas all around and the 
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other had black Plexiglas walls with white floors. To further increase contrasts between 

the two contexts, the floors of the black Y-mazes were lined with corncob bedding 

(Figure 6.1a and 6.1b).  

In addition to the black and the white Y-mazes, a third type of field box constructed 

from 4 mm thick white corrugated plastic sheets was introduced as a novel context for the 

present study. Figure 6.1c shows the photograph of one of the white corrugated plastic 

boxes, which measured 42 X 42 X 41 cm (length X width X height). The edges of the 

corrugated plastic boxes were held together by latex adhesives and duct tape, and the 

floors were lined with corncob for ease of cleaning. All object interference tests were 

conducted in the white Y-mazes, and all context interference tests were conducted in the 

white Y-mazes in combination with the black Y-mazes or with the corrugated plastic 

boxes. 

A radio situated at the north end of the test room provided background noise to 

minimize the effects of potential noise disturbances during the object trials. All trials 

were video-recorded by a camera mounted on a tripod over the apparatus. 
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Figure 6.1. Photograph of (a) white Y-maze, (b) black Y-maze, and (c) white corrugated 

plastic box. Objects were sampled and tested in the white Y-mazes only while the black 

Y-mazes and the white corrugated plastic boxes served as novel contexts.  
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Transport 

For each test, animals were singly housed in the waiting room in transport cages 

lined with bedding, food and water. The trials with the Y-mazes began with the 

experimenter placing a rat at the start arm of the Y-maze facing the south wall of the 

apparatus (Figure 5.2); the trials with the corrugated plastic boxes began with a rat being 

placed at the south end of the box facing the wall. As soon as the rat’s limbs landed on 

the floor of the maze, the experimenter would exit the test room, close the door, and 

allow the rat to freely explore the Y-maze for 3 min. At the end of the 3 min, the 

experimenter would re-enter the room to retrieve the rat. 

Stimuli 

Objects used for the present study were the same objects used in the previous set of 

experiments in chapter 5. Objects were acquired from local dollar-stores with each 

object-pair consisting of objects made with the same material (i.e. plastic, glass, or metal). 

For experiment 2, a same material object was selected as the interference object for a 

given object-pair. All items were previously piloted on naïve rats to ensure good baseline 

recognition. Prior to the start of every object trial, objects were cleaned in 50% ethanol 

then rinsed with water and patted dry. In preparation for each trial, the objects were 

adhered to the floor of the Y-maze using white non-toxic adhesive putty. 

Video Analysis 

All sample and test trials were video-recorded by a camera mounted above the field 

boxes. Trials with the objects in the white Y-mazes were scored by an experienced scorer 

who was blind to the subjects’ group- and object- assignments. Videos were scored on 

the real time rats spent on exploring each object to a precision of 0.1 sec.  
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All sample trials were scored once from 0 to 3 min, and all test trials were scored 

twice by the minute for 3 min (i.e. 0-1min, 1-2min, and 2-3 min). For accuracy, data 

analysis was performed on the scores taken from the second time the test trials were 

scored.  

Habituation  

Habituation to the white Y-mazes and the test room began a week and a half post-

surgery. Rats were well-handled prior to the start of habituation. The rats were habituated 

to the white Y-mazes in the test room once daily on two consecutive days prior to the 

first test. During each habituation session, rats were individually placed in an empty 

white Y-maze and were allowed free exploration of the apparatus for 5 min. No reagent 

was used to clean the apparatus to allow for the saturation of rat odour. In between trials 

when cleaning was necessary, the Y-mazes were wiped clean with dry paper towels. In 

the case of severe soiling, the apparatus was wiped clean with damp paper towels. Rats 

were not habituated to the black Y-mazes nor the corrugated plastic boxes as those 

contexts were to be kept novel for the context interference experiments. All habituation 

sessions were video-recorded and reviewed to verify for exploratory behavior before 

conducting the first object test. 

Behavioral procedure 

The test protocol for all three experiments of this study is summarized in Figure 6.2. 

The details for each experiment are described below.  

Experiment 1: Novel object recognition 

This first experiment took place approximately 24 hrs after the last habituation trial. 

As with the previous experiments in chapter 5, the purpose of this task was to establish a 
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baseline of object memory with all of our rats. This task consists of a sample trial and a 

test trial. On the sample trial, rats were placed in the start arm in the white Y-maze with 

two identical copies of an object at the two top arms, placed one inch from the end wall 

(see Figure 5.2). Rats were allowed free exploration of objects in the maze for 3 min. At 

the end of the 3 min, rats were returned to their transport cages for a 4 hr retention 

interval.  

Following retention, a test trial commenced. For the test trial, rats were returned to 

the same white Y-maze they were in during the sample phase, with a novel object as well 

as a third copy of the sample object they had encountered earlier. Normal rats would 

typically prefer the novel object as it is more interesting. Based on the time rats spent 

investigating each object, recognition of the sample object is inferred. The order of the 

objects was counterbalanced amongst rats.  

Experiment 2: Object interference 

The second experiment of object interference commenced approximately 48 hrs 

after the novel object recognition task. The purpose of this experiment was to investigate 

if seeing another object before or after encountering a sample object would affect the 

memory of the sample object. Similar to experiment 1, the sample trial consists of 

exposing rats to two copies of a novel sample object (i.e. object C) in the white Y-maze to 

be recognized at the test trial. The interference trial consists of rats seeing two copies of a 

second novel object (i.e. object D) that would not be seen again. Finally, the test trial 

consists of a third novel object alongside a copy of the sample object (i.e. object E with 

object C). Normal rats whose memory of the sample object is unaffected by the event of 

seeing object D would prefer the novel object during the test trial. Interference can occur 
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either forward in time (i.e. “anterograde” interference, in which the interference object is 

seen before the sample object), or backwards in time (i.e. “retrograde” interference, in 

which the interference object is seen after the sample object). Sample trials and 

interference trials occurred 15 min apart; test trials occurred 1 hr after the end of the 

second trial. All rats received one anterograde interference test and one retrograde 

interference test conducted approximately 48 hrs apart, with the order of the tests 

balanced across rats. 

Experiment 3: Context interference   

The final experiment on context interference took place approximately 72 hrs after 

the end of the object interference test. The purpose of this experiment was to investigate 

if non-object stimulus can interfere with object recognition. Rats were tested on an 

interference paradigm similar to experiment 2. For the sample trials, rats encountered two 

copies of a novel sample object in the white Y-maze. For the interference trials, rats 

encountered a novel context (either the black Y-maze or the corrugated plastic box), 

either before or after seeing the sample object. After retention, rats encountered a novel 

object alongside a copy of the sample object in the white Y-maze. Normal rats whose 

memory of the sample object is unaffected by seeing a novel context would typically 

prefer the novel object. Sample trials and interference trials occurred 15 min apart; test 

trials occurred 1 hr after the end of the second trial. As with experiment 2, all rats 

received one anterograde context interference test and one retrograde context interference 

test. The two tests were conducted 48 hrs apart with the order of tests and the two novel 

contexts balanced across rats.  
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Figure 6.2. Summary of test protocols for experiments 1-3 in Chapter 6. Objects in the 

apparatus are represented by letters; blue colored letters denote the interference objects 

and red colored letters denote the target objects for each experiment. 
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RESULTS 

Histology Results  

Histology results for the rats in this study are not available as they are involved in 

an ongoing experiment. Please refer to Histology Results section in chapter 5 for 

examples of HPC damage sustained by sham and complete HPC lesions. 

Data Analysis 

For the object exploration analysis, to determine if lesion types affect object 

exploration differently in the different types of trials, the total exploration times in the 

sample, interference, and test trials were analyzed against each other.  Repeated measures 

analyses were performed with TRIALS as the within-subject variable and LESIONS as 

the between-subjects factor for each of the three experiments.  

As described in chapter 5, data collected on the test trials of the time rats spent 

exploring the target object was analyzed against the time spent on the non-target object 

by the derivation of an object discrimination ratio. The formula for the object 

discrimination ratio, as used by Mumby and colleagues (2002), is as follows: 

 T target / (T target +  T non-target)  

Based on this formula, a discrimination ratio of 0.5 would indicate a level of 

exploration for the target object at chance. To determine if the discrimination ratios were 

different from chance, one-sample t-tests (one-tailed, against a value of 0.5) were 

conducted on the mean discrimination ratios from each lesion type and delay for all test 

trials at each experiment. A ratio significantly above 0.5 would indicate a preference 

towards the target object and thus imply object recognition.  
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Experiment 1: Novel Object Recognition 

a) Object exploration 

Figure 6.3 shows the object exploration patterns of both the sham and the complete 

HPC lesion rats during the sample and test trials on the novel object recognition task. 

Analysis on the total amount of time spent on exploring objects during the two trials 

revealed a significant main effect of TRIALS (F (1, 14) = 16.150, p =.001), but no main 

effect of LESIONS (F (1, 14) = .339, p =.570) nor an interaction between the two factors 

(F (1, 14) = 2.374, p =.146). In summary, rats spent less time exploring objects during the 

test trial than the sample trial, regardless of the type of lesions they had. 
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Figure 6.3. Mean object exploration at sample and test trial for sham and complete HPC 

lesion rats on the novel object recognition task. Data expressed as +SEM. 
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b) Object discrimination 

Figure 6.4 shows the novel object recognition of sham and complete HPC lesion 

rats during the test trial 4 hrs after sample. Recall that chance level preference of the 

target object would represent an object discrimination ratio of 0.5; this is illustrated by a 

dotted line on the figure. One-sample t tests of the target object preference against the 

chance value of 0.5 revealed significant preference for the target object in both sham and 

complete HPC lesion rats (t (7) = 2.562, p =.019 and t (7) = 3.068, p =.009, respectively). 

Thus, both groups of rats showed intact recognition of the sample object and displayed a 

preference for the novel target object 4 hours later. 

Taken together, the results of this first experiment established that both sham and 

complete HPC lesion rats are capable of recognizing a familiar object up to an interval of 

4 hrs after sampling.  
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Figure 6.4.  Novel object recognition, expressed by the proportion of time rats spent 

investigating the novel object versus their total object exploration during the test trial. 

Positive values above chance level of 0.5 (dotted line) indicate a preference for the target 

object. * p < .05, *** p ≤ .01, compared to investigation of target object at chance level. 

Data expressed as +SEM. 
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Experiment 2: Object interference 

a) Object exploration 

Figure 6.5 shows the object exploration during the sample, the interference, and the 

test trials of anterograde and retrograde object interference tests. Repeated measures 

analysis of object explorations with TRIALS as within-subjects variable and LESIONS 

as the between-subjects variable following anterograde object interference revealed no 

main effect of TRIALS (F (2, 28) = 1.298, p =.289), no main effect of LESIONS (F (1, 

14) = 1.881, p =.192), nor an interaction between the two factors (F (2, 28) = .813, p 

=.454). Analysis for object explorations following retrograde object interference revealed 

a significant main effect of TRIALS (F (2, 28) = 5.873, p =.007). No main effect of 

LESIONS (F (1, 14) = .001, p =.975) nor an interaction between the two factors (F (2, 28) 

= .779, p =.469) were found.  

Referring to Figure 6.5b, the high levels of sample trial exploration in the retrograde 

object interference test for both sham and complete HPC lesion rats was the major reason 

for the main effect of TRIALS observed. Examination of the rats’ raw exploration data 

on scatter plots revealed no outlier for both groups of rats on that trial. The high 

explorations observed were likely due to random factors affecting exploration; the factors 

can be anything ranging from colony conditions to specific sample objects used on that 

test. Verification of the exploration data on scatter plots also revealed an outlier in the 

sham lesion group during the sample trial of the anterograde object interference task 

(Figure 6.5a). One of the sham rat’s explorations was around 60 sec (i.e. two standard 

deviations above the mean, compared to the rest of the group which clustered at around 

30 sec). Due to the small sample size, the outlier had a greater weight on the group mean 
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and thus gives the impression that sham rats had greater levels of object exploration 

during the sample trial.     

To summarize, analysis on object exploration for the object interference test 

revealed a decrease in exploration across trials for retrograde- but not for anterograde- 

object interference paradigm. This main effect of TRIALS is likely a random variation 

and not a result of differences in exploratory behavior induced by the retrograde 

interference paradigm.  
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Figure 6.5. Mean object exploration during the interference, the sample, and the test trial 

for sham and complete HPC lesion rats in a) anterograde object interference task, and b) 

retrograde object interference task. Data expressed as +SEM. 
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b) Object discrimination 

Figure 6.6 shows the novel object recognition of both the sham and the complete 

HPC lesion rats on the test trial following anterograde and retrograde object interference. 

One-sample t tests of the target object preferences during the test trial revealed that sham 

rats retained significant preference for the target novel object regardless of when the 

interference occurred (t (7) = 4.170, p =.002 and t (7) = 2.334, p =.026 for target object 

preference following anterograde and retrograde object interference, respectively). In 

contrast, rats with complete HPC lesions showed no preference for the target object 

following either types of object interference; the t test results for complete HPC rats after 

anterograde and retrograde object interference were t (7) =.598, p =.285 and t (7) = .618, 

p =.556, respectively.  

In sum, both anterograde and retrograde object interference have no effect on sham 

rats’ novel object recognition. For complete HPC lesion rats, however, the memory of a 

familiar sample object is disrupted by both anterograde and retrograde object interference.  
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Figure 6.6. Object recognition of sham and complete HPC lesion rats during test trial 

following anterograde or retrograde object interference. * p < .05, *** p ≤ .01, compared 

to investigation of target object at chance level (dotted line). Data expressed as +SEM. 
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Experiment 3: Context interference   

a) Object exploration 

Figure 6.7 shows the object exploration of sham and complete HPC lesion rats 

during the sample and the test trials of anterograde and retrograde context interference 

tests. Since the interference trials consist of rats encountering a novel context in the 

absence of any object, analysis of object explorations was performed on the data derived 

from the sample trials and the test trials only. 

Repeated measures analysis of object exploration during the sample and test trials 

for anterograde context interference revealed no significant main effect of TRIALS (F (1, 

14) = 1.775, p =.204), no main effect of LESIONS (F (1, 14) = 1.043, p =.324), and no 

interaction between the two factors (F (1, 14) = 2.371, p =.146).  

Analysis of the object exploration during the sample and the test trials for 

retrograde context interference revealed a main effect of TRIALS (F (1, 14) = 5.217, p 

=.038), showing that rats (especially complete HPC lesion rats) spent considerably more 

time exploring the objects during the test trial than the sample trial (Figure 6.7b). This is 

a reversal of exploratory behaviors seen thus far. Examination of the raw data at the 

sample trial revealed that three of the HPC lesion rats had uncharacteristically low levels 

of exploration. Two of these rats also happened to be exposed to the same object pair on 

the same test day, which would likely have contributed to the low mean explorations of 

complete HPC lesion rats and the main effect of TRIALS observed. No main effect of 

LESIONS (F (1, 14) = 2.114, p =.168) nor an interaction of the two factors were found (F 

(1, 14) = .347, p =.565).  
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In summary, context interference was found to disrupt the normal decrease in object 

exploration from sample to test trial --- a phenomenon that is typical in spontaneous 

object trials. Moreover, following retrograde context interference, both sham and 

complete HPC lesion rats spent considerably more time exploring the objects at the test 

trial than at the sample. There is a possibility that the main effect of TRIALS was a result 

of random factors occurring for the retrograde interference test that affected exploration 

(i.e. the conditions in the colony or the use of specific sample objects which elicited low 

exploration). Alternatively, it is more likely that rats tested under the retrograde context 

interference paradigm --- rats that were over-trained from a series of object-related trials -

-- experienced renewed interest in explorations as a result of seeing a novel context after 

the sample trial. The encounter of a novel context prior to the test trial may have 

encouraged object exploration and thus rats spent more time exploring objects during the 

test trial than at sample. The same effect on explorations may have occurred for rats 

tested under the anterograde context interference paradigm; the encounter of a novel 

context prior to the sample object may have generated renewed interest in exploring 

objects on both the sample and test trials following the context interference trial. The net 

effect of the anterograde novel context interference therefore would be an overall 

heightened object explorations with no main effect of TRIALS. 
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Figure 6.7. Mean object exploration during sample and test trial for sham and complete 

HPC lesion rats in a) anterograde context interference and b) retrograde context 

interference tasks. Data expressed as +SEM. 
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b) Object discrimination 
 
 Figure 6.8 shows the novel object recognition of sham and complete HPC lesion 

rats following anterograde and retrograde context interference. One-sample t test results 

of the novel object preference after anterograde context interference revealed a 

significant preference for the target object from both sham and complete HPC lesion rats 

(t (7) = 2.346, p = .026 and t (7) = 4.612, p =.001, respectively). Following retrograde 

context interference, however, both sham and complete HPC lesion rats showed non-

significant preferences for the target object at test trial. T test results were t (7) = 1.334, p 

= .112 for sham rats and t (7) = 1.585, p =.079 for complete HPC lesion rats, compared to 

target preference at chance. Examination of the discrimination ratios from individual rats 

in retrograde context interference revealed that the majority of rats from each of the two 

groups showed a preference for the target object, thus indicating both groups retained a 

non-significant preference for the target object. 

 In summary, anterograde context interference has no effect on rats’ spontaneous 

recognition of the sample object; both sham and complete HPC lesion rats showed 

significant preference for the target object at test trial. Retrograde context interference, on 

the other hand, affected rats’ spontaneous recognition of the sample object in both sham 

and complete HPC lesion rats as both groups displayed non-significant preference for the 

target object. Since retrograde context interference affected both the sham and complete 

HPC lesion rats similarly, and since the sample trial exploration for HPC lesion rats were 

uncharacteristically low, there is no strong evidence of retrograde context interference 

affecting object recognition in HPC lesion rats.    
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Figure 6.8. Object recognition of sham and complete HPC lesion rats during test trial 

following anterograde or retrograde context interference. * p < .05, *** p ≤ .01, 

compared to investigation of target object at chance (dotted line). Data expressed as 

+SEM. 
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DISCUSSION 

 The present study sought to test the hypothesis that interference may account for 

the impairments in object memory observed in rats’ ability to discriminate object recency 

and associate objects with the contexts they were seen in after HPC damage. To this avail, 

the results have confirmed our hypothesis. Firstly, it was observed that after complete 

HPC lesions, rats’ memory of the sample object is impaired by object interference. 

Secondly, object interference was found to be bidirectional; the encounter of another 

object, both prior to and after the encounter of a sample object, disrupted the memory of 

the sample object for rats with HPC damage. Thirdly, interference to object memory via 

non-object stimuli appears to be independent of HPC lesions. Interference to object 

memory via encounter of a novel context affected object memory in the same way for 

both sham and complete HPC lesion rats; specifically, both groups of rats retained novel-

object preference following anterograde context interference, while both groups 

displayed non-significant novel object preference after retrograde context interference. In 

conclusion, the findings from the present study support object interference as a possible 

mechanism of object memory impairment for HPC lesion rats.      

 The present study began with a novel object recognition task intended to establish a 

baseline of object recognition memory in all rats. Rats were given free explorations to a 

novel sample object and after a delay of 4 hrs; the rats encountered a copy of the sample 

object and a novel object. As expected, both sham and complete HPC lesion rats showed 

significant preference for the target novel object thereby demonstrating intact memory for 

the sample object seen earlier.  
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Next, rats were tested on a three-trial object interference task in which a second 

novel object (i.e. the interference object) was seen by the rats either prior to or after 

seeing the sample object. After a delay, rats’ preference for the first sample object against 

a third novel (i.e. target) object was observed. Interference of the memory of the sample 

object, therefore, can potentially occur in two directions. When the interference object 

was seen prior to the sample object, the memory of the second novel object (i.e. the 

interference object) would disrupt the memory of the sample in the anterograde direction 

(i.e. forward in time); when the interference object was seen after the sample object, the 

memory of the interference object would disrupt the memory of the sample object in the 

retrograde direction (i.e. back in time). The present study found that while sham rats’ 

memory of the sample object was unaffected by object interference in either direction, 

HPC lesion rats were equally affected by object interference in both directions.   

Lastly, rats were tested on a context “interference” task to examine whether the 

induced impairment in object recognition was limited to object-specific interference or if 

it can be induced by non-object interference as well. Novel context was chosen as the 

non-object interference stimulus to test whether encountering a different context during 

the course of the object memory task would impact object recognition. Similarly to the 

paradigm of object interference, here, rats encountered a novel context either before or 

after seeing a sample object. After a delay, rats’ preference for the sample object against 

a novel object was observed. The results indicate no difference in novel object preference 

amongst sham and lesion rats. Both groups of rats displayed significant preference for the 

target object after anterograde context interference and showed non-significant 

preference for the target object after retrograde context interference. These results 
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indicate that context interference does not disrupt novel object recognition in HPC 

damaged rats. 

Although the data on retrograde context interference showed a non-significant 

preference for the target object for all rats, this is unlikely a reflection of an actual 

mnemonic impairment induced by context interference. Rather, this result is likely due to 

poor-discrimination from over-trained rats, as is evident from the extremely low levels of 

object exploration of HPC lesion rats at the sample trial. Inevitably during the course of 

spontaneous object tasks, since the task is not rewarded, rats will become over-trained. 

Alternatively, we could have scheduled more days in between tests . However, this 

represents a tradeoff between overtraining rats and having to re-habituate our rats. 

Another possible reason for the non-significance in our data may be our small sample 

size owing to the fact that the present study was intended to be a pilot investigation on the 

effects of interference on object memory.   

One other possible explanation for the context interference data is that retrograde 

interference may create greater mnemonic disruption than anterograde interference as 

memory consolidation occurs during the period between encoding and recall and during 

this time, object memory may be more sensitive to disturbances compared with the period 

prior to encoding. Why then, one may ask, was this difference in the relative strengths of 

the two directions of interference not observed in the object interference experiment? 

Perhaps in instances in which the interference stimulus is very similar to the sample 

stimulus (as in the object interference experiment); interference of the memory for the 

sample stimulus is strong in both anterograde and retrograde direction, masking any 

difference in their relative strengths (see Figure 6.6). Conversely, when the interference 
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stimulus is dissimilar to the sample stimulus, interference is weak and a difference 

between the two directions of interference may emerge (see Figure 6.8). 

Exploration analyses of object trials in all three experiments revealed that rats’ 

explorations of objects during sample trials are generally greater than, or at level with, 

explorations at test trials. An exception to this trend was the retrograde context 

interference trials in which the test trial exploration was significantly greater than that of 

the sample trial for both the sham and complete HPC lesion rats. One reason for this 

anomaly may be that the retrograde context interference paradigm affected explorations 

at test trial. Typically, the low level of object explorations during a sample trial indicates 

over-training. Recall that in retrograde context interference paradigm, rats encountered a 

novel context after the sample trial. The encounter of a novel context in between sample 

and test trial may have encouraged increase exploration via renewing rats’ general 

interests to explore. As a result, rats’ object exploration during the test trial was increased.  

All in all, the data from the interference experiments suggests HPC has a unique 

role in object memory. Firstly, object memory is not stored in HPC, as HPC lesion rats 

can remember the sample object in novel object recognition. Secondly, while HPC is not 

involved in the memory of a single object, it modulates the memory of multiple objects. 

Recall the data from the object interference experiments, rats with HPC damage showed 

memory impairment following interference in both the anterograde and retrograde 

direction. Retrograde interference implies the memory of an object is forgotten after 

seeing a second object at a later time. Anterograde interference implies the memory of a 

latter seen object is forgotten or not encoded due to the memory of an object seen earlier. 

Object interference occurring in both directions suggests that memory traces of both 
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early- and later- seen objects might have co-existed at some point in time and were 

interfering with each other. Had there been no interference, both objects would have been 

remembered and rats would have displayed normal discrimination of either one of the 

seen objects from a completely novel third object. Had there been preservation of the 

memory for one of the objects but not the other, one would expect there to be interference 

in one direction and not in both. Thus, it appears that rats with HPC damage could not 

retain memories of two or more objects due to interference. As a result, after HPC 

damage, rats were not capable of remembering more than one object in a given test. In 

intact rats, the HPC likely served the function of managing and maintaining the memories 

of multiple objects.  

Thirdly, interference of object memory in HPC lesion rats can only occur with the 

memory of another object; context interference has little or no effect on object memory. 

Lastly, HPC does not regulate exploratory behavior. Rats with HPC lesions showed 

object exploration levels comparable to sham lesion rats. 

In conclusion, the present study supports object interference as a viable mechanism 

for the impairments of HPC damaged rats in object recency and object context-recency 

tasks. Without a functional HPC, object memory is somewhat resilient to contextual 

interference but is susceptible to object-specific interference that occur prior to or after 

encoding. The present data suggests that HPC acts to maintain the memory of multiple 

objects, specifically through controlling for object-related interference. 
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7. GENERAL DISCUSSION 

This thesis investigates the contribution of the hippocampus to object memory. 

Object memory is a form of memory with which objects can be discriminated, 

remembered, or chosen for their reinforcing value. The role of the hippocampus in object 

recognition is currently unclear, with some studies demonstrating a delay-dependent 

impairment after hippocampal damage while other studies show no impairment. The 

present thesis used the novel object recognition task and its variants to investigate object 

memory in rats with hippocampal lesions. In the first set of experiments, impairments 

were observed in some task variations but not in others. In the second set of experiments, 

it was found that encountering another object shortly prior to or after encountering a 

target object impairs the recognition of the target. In a control procedure, encountering a 

novel context did not impair object recognition. Thus, this thesis demonstrates that the 

intact hippocampus reduces interference between memories of objects encountered close 

in time. This finding clarifies inconsistencies in previous work and posits a role for the 

hippocampus in object memory. The following discussion will: 1) provide the rationale 

for studying hippocampal involvement in object memory, 2) describe the procedures and 

the present results, 3) present a model for the role of the hippocampus in remembering 

multiple objects, and 4) discuss the findings in relation to theories of the hippocampal 

function. 

 

7.1 Rationale for Studying Hippocampal Involvement in Object Memory 

The hippocampus is essential for declarative memory, a form of memory with 

which previous experiences are remembered (Squire, 1992). Because the hippocampus 
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has connections with the adjacent perirhinal cortex, a brain region strongly implicated in 

object recognition, it might also be involved in object memory. In rats, object memory is 

studied via the delay-matching-to-sample (DMTS) task and the novel object recognition 

task. DMTS tasks train animals to encode a sample object. After a delay, rats are 

presented with the sample object and a novel object. Rats are rewarded upon choosing the 

sample object (hence “matching-to-sample”), or for choosing the novel object for delay-

non-matching-to-sample (DNMS) version of the task. Novel object recognition tasks are 

based on the premise that novel objects are more interesting than familiar objects. The 

task requires no training. Rats are free to explore a sample object and after a delay, rats 

are presented with both the sample object and a novel object. Normal rats would 

investigate the novel object thereby demonstrating recognition of the sample. To date, 

studies using both tasks have produced mixed results with respect to a role for the 

hippocampus in object memory. 

Findings from DMTS tasks show a delay-dependent impairment in object 

recognition for rats with hippocampal lesion. Particularly, the longer the delay between 

the sample and choice, the more impaired rats are at recognizing the sample object (Clark 

et al., 2001; Prusky et al., 2004). Conversely, findings from the novel object recognition 

tasks show no impairment up to a delay of 48 hours (Winters et al., 2004; Forwood et al., 

2005). A handful of studies have found that without the hippocampus, object recognition 

becomes dependent on environmental cues. Specifically, recognition in hippocampal 

damaged rats is impaired if the context or object location during recall is different from 

that during encoding. In comparison, normal rats show intact recognition when 

encountering context or location change (Mumby et al., 2002; O’Brien et al., 2006). Thus, 
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these discrepancies in recall in different tasks present a problem in defining the role of 

the hippocampus in object memory. 

 

7.2. Procedures and Results 

The novel object recognition task was chosen to test object memory for this thesis. 

The advantage of this task is that it is not confounded by rats’ motivation for reward and 

rats’ memory for task rules (see chapter 3 for an in-depth argument). Two sets of 

experiments were performed. 

The first set of experiments examined the effects of complete and partial 

hippocampal damage on object memory. Using the novel object recognition task and two 

other variations of the task, rats were investigated on their ability to 1) recognize a 

sample object, 2) discriminate objects according to the order in which they were seen (i.e. 

object recency), and 3) associate objects to the contexts and the order in which they were 

seen (i.e. object context-recency). As described, the novel object recognition task 

involves letting rats freely explore a sample object. After a delay, rats are presented with 

both the sample object and a novel object. Normal rats would investigate the novel object, 

thereby demonstrating recognition of the sample. For the object recency variation of the 

task, rats encounter a sample object. After a short delay, rats encounter a second sample 

object. After a long delay, rats see both sample objects. Normal rats would prefer the 

remotely familiar sample object, thereby demonstrating discrimination of the order of 

objects seen. For the object context-recency variation of the task, rats encounter a sample 

object in one context and after a short delay, they encounter a second sample object in 

another context. After a long delay, they encounter both objects in one of the two 
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contexts. Normal rats would prefer the object in the mismatched context (i.e. the target 

object) thereby demonstrating their memory for the objects and their respective contexts. 

Normal rats would show an even greater preference for the target object if it was also 

sampled further back in time (i.e. a remotely familiar target object), thereby 

demonstrating their memory for the order as well as the respective contexts of the objects. 

The second set of experiments investigated object recognition memory using a 

variation of the task in which successive presentations of objects or non-object stimuli 

could potentially interfere with memory. First, rats were tested on novel object 

recognition. Next, rats were tested on anterograde and retrograde object interference. The 

object interference task is similar to the novel object recognition task, except rats are 

presented with a second sample object either shortly prior to or after seeing the sample 

object. Since the second sample object is not to be seen again, it acts as interference to 

the memory of the first sample object. For anterograde interference, the interference trial 

takes place shortly before seeing the sample object; for retrograde interference, the 

interference trial takes place shortly after seeing the sample. Normal rats unaffected by 

the interference would display intact novel object recognition at recall when they see the 

first sample object paired with a novel object. Lastly, as a control measure, rats were 

tested on anterograde and retrograde context interference. The paradigm of context 

interference is very similar to object interference except instead of an interference object, 

rats see a novel context either shortly prior to or after seeing a sample object. Again, 

normal rats that are unaffected by the interference would show intact novel object 

recognition. 



 

 123 
 

The results from the first part of this thesis show that rats with complete 

hippocampal damage, while having intact novel object recognition, have impaired object 

recency discrimination and object context-recency association. As well, the pilot results 

with partial hippocampal lesion rats indicated a dichotomy of function related to lesion 

location. Rats with ventral hippocampal lesion retained object recency memory and 

showed signs of object context-recency memory, whereas rats with dorsal hippocampal 

lesions were impaired in both types of memories. The results from this first set of 

experiments, although seemingly variable, could be explained by supposing that 

hippocampal damage impairs rats’ ability to form object recency discrimination and 

object context-recency association due to interference. That is, in the absence of the 

hippocampus, memories of objects from the two sample trials may be interfering with 

each other rendering rats unable to discriminate either the relative recency of objects or 

associate objects with their presented contexts. 

The results from the second set of experiments confirm an object-interference 

hypothesis; rats with complete hippocampal lesions were found to be impaired in object 

recognition following both anterograde and retrograde object interference. Object 

recognition was largely intact following context interference. Thus, these findings 

indicate that the hippocampus is involved in the memory of multiple objects, and it likely 

does so by reducing interference between successive objects encoded.  

Taken altogether, the present investigation revealed a unique profile of object 

memory impairment in rats following hippocampal damage. This profile has five main 

characteristics, which are discussed below. 



 

 124 
 

First, object recognition is independent of the hippocampus. Rats with complete 

hippocampal lesions are unimpaired in novel object recognition. This finding replicates a 

number of previous studies (for example, Winters et al., 2004; Forwood et al., 2005). 

 Second, memories of multiple objects are dependent on the hippocampus. Results 

from the object interference tasks showed that hippocampal lesion rats were unable to 

recognize the sample object if it was seen prior to or after the interference. Since on any 

given object trial during the sample phase of the object interference task, it was 

impossible for rats to know whether an object were to be recognized at choice trial, rats 

must remember both the sample object and the interference object in order to display 

novel object preference at choice. Although recognition of the interference objects was 

not tested, since rats did not remember the sample object regardless of the order in which 

it was seen, it is likely that rats do not remember either object. Moreover, object 

recognition was not disrupted by context interference, indicating the effects of 

interference are object-specific. Thus, the hippocampus is required for memories of more 

than one object. 

Third, object recency memory is dependent on the hippocampus. Rats with 

complete hippocampal lesions showed equal preference for the remotely familiar object 

and the recently familiar object. The lack of recency discrimination can result from: 1) 

both objects being equally well-remembered, or 2) both objects being forgotten. In view 

of the data from object interference, it is likely that the rats have forgotten both objects 

and therefore showed no object recency discrimination. Thus, without a functional 

hippocampus, rats cannot remember the order of the objects.  
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Fourth, object context-recency association is dependent on the hippocampus. Rats 

with complete hippocampal lesions showed an abnormal pattern of object context-

recency discrimination. Not only do hippocampal lesion rats not show a preference for 

the mismatched object, they prefer the recently familiar object regardless of the context at 

choice. This means: 1) these rats do not take into account of context and/or recency 

information when recognizing objects and 2) they show a primacy effect of remembering 

the first object when the objects were presented in distinctly different context, 

presumably due to reduced interference. In agreement with these findings, studies on the 

hippocampal relational network have described rat without the hippocampus as rigid and 

selectively pays attention to the most predictive stimuli while ignore the associations of 

surrounding cues (Moses et al., 2002; 2005). 

Fifth, the dorsal hippocampus may be more important for object memory than the 

ventral hippocampus. Pilot results indicate that after dorsal hippocampal damage, rats 

cannot discriminate object recency while after ventral hippocampal damage, rats may 

have no impairment. Additionally, neither dorsal nor ventral hippocampal lesion rats 

showed intact object context-recency association. Since both object recency memory and 

object context-recency memory require rats to discern multiple objects, and since our 

findings showed ventral hippocampal lesions to produce relatively less impairment than 

dorsal hippocampal lesions, the dorsal hippocampus may be more important for the 

memories of multiple objects. Our results is consistent with the literature, which finds 

ventral hippocampal lesions to produce comparatively less object memory impairment 

than dorsal or complete hippocampal lesions in spatial memory (see Broadbent et al., 
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2004 for review). It would have been ideal to increase our sample sizes for partial 

hippocampal lesions and test them on object interference task.  

Summarizing the object impairments observed thus far, hippocampal lesions in 

general impairs rats in tasks in which they are required to remember two objects 

presented in the same context, likely due to interference of memory. No impairment is 

seen when rats are required to remember only one object. In addition, encounters with a 

novel context --- a non-object stimulus --- does not impair object memory. When two 

objects are presented in two distinct contexts, rats retain memory for the first object seen. 

The preserved memory of the first object is likely due to reduced interference: that is, the 

object memory of hippocampal lesion rats exhibited a strong context- and place- 

dependency in which the contexts affected the memory of the objects (Moses et al., 2002; 

Mumby et al., 2002; O’Brien et al., 2006). If the object trials are made different by 

contrasting their contexts, the memory of the object trials will become less prone to 

interference and hence some part of the object memory will be preserved. 

Elsewhere, evidence for the hippocampus managing spatial (i.e. both context and 

location) and semantic (Marr, 1971; Zola-Morgan et al., 1986; Shapiro and Olton, 1994; 

Leutgeb et al., 2006) memory interference have been found. In particular, interference of 

similar memories is known to occur as a function of increased overlap of spatial or 

semantic elements. To minimize interference, the hippocampus encodes and separates 

similar events in space and time to make the events more different by a process called 

pattern separation (see Kesner and Hopkins, 2006 for review).  

The present results can be explained by positing that the hippocampus mediates 

pattern separation. As described above, the results indicate that object impairment in rats 
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with hippocampal damage varies as a function of feature overlap between object trials 

(Figure 7.21). The next section introduces a model for object memory that incorporates 

pattern separation. 
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Figure 7.21. Interference as a function of feature overlap between object trials. Object 

interference becomes apparent in the absence of the hippocampus, supporting rats’ use of 

the hippocampus to pattern-separate the memories of multiple objects. Contexts are 

represented by the white and hashed square boxes; objects are represented by the floral 

symbols inside the contexts.  
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7.3 A Model for the Role of the Hippocampus in Reducing Object Interference 

Figures 7.31 and 7.32 present two parts of a stimulus-response model that accounts 

for how rats remember single and multiple objects during spontaneous, one-trial encoding. 

This model, based loosely on Hirsh’s model of contextual retrieval (1974, as cited in 

Morris, 2007), proposes that the hippocampus is actively involved in the encoding, the 

consolidation, and the retrieval of multiple objects. When an animal sees an event, first, 

the hippocampus establishes a flexible representation for the event. Second, the 

hippocampus pattern-separates similar events to allow for subsequent event-encoding and 

the consolidation of encoded events. Third, the hippocampus compares the familiarity of 

events at recall to generate appropriate motor output such as directing the exploratory 

behavior of the animal.  

In the first part of the model (Figure 7.31), recognition of a single object is possible 

via both the hippocampal (HPC) and the non-hippocampal (non-HPC) system. At 

encoding, the hippocampal (HPC) system forms a flexible representation of the event by 

encoding the object, the context, and any additional information contingent with the event. 

The non-HPC system, on the other hand, encodes the event as a scene by encoding the 

object and its context as whole; this representation therefore is inflexible and is 

vulnerable to change. At recall, the HPC system discriminates objects via comparing for 

their relative familiarity (i.e. object A in context 1 versus object B in context 1: which 

one is (more) familiar?). The non-HPC system would recognize parts of the scene as 

familiar or novel (i.e. object B was not in the scene initially encoded). Although both 

systems would render the same motor output of directing exploration to the novel object, 
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the non-HPC system is more efficient for this type of memory as the system would 

require less resources at encoding and it would be faster at recognizing novelty at recall. 

The second part of the model (Figure 7.32) illustrates the discrimination of multiple 

objects or events. Again, the HPC system forms flexible representations of the events 

while the non-HPC system forms an inflexible representation. Upon encoding of the 

second event, the HPC system immediately engages in pattern separation if the second 

event was deemed similar to the first. Pattern separation minimizes any interference 

between the memories of the events encoded and thus both events are remembered. The 

process of pattern separation will be repeated if there are subsequent events to encode. 

The non-HPC system, however, does not support pattern separation. Thus, the 

representations of events encoded by the non-HPC system are prone to interference. 

Pattern separation is not required if the events are deemed dissimilar. At recall, the HPC 

system again discriminates objects based on their relative familiarity to determine the 

appropriate motor output. The non-HPC system would not support any process of object 

discrimination since encoded events are no longer remembered due to interference.  

This stimulus-response model of object memory accommodates all of the results of 

this thesis. For example, it explains the impairment  we observed on the object recency 

task and the object interference task in which rats see two objects in the same context (i.e. 

object A in sample trial 1 then object B in sample trial 2, both objects presented in 

context 1). According to the model, the HPC system forms flexible representations of 

each object trial and engages in pattern separation upon encountering the second object. 

Both objects are then remembered. At recall, rats see either objects A and B for the object 

recency discrimination or objects A with C for the object interference task. The HPC 
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system then compares the objects for their relative familiarity. For the object recency 

discrimination, object A is compared against object B, and since object B was seen more 

recently, object A would be judged as less familiar. For the object interference task, 

object A would be compared against object C for familiarity. Since object C is entirely 

novel, it would be deemed as unfamiliar. Applying the model to the object context-

recency task, in which rats see two objects in distinctly different contexts (i.e. object A in 

context 1, then object B in context 2), the HPC system would encode flexible 

representation of the object and its respective context for each trial. Pattern separation 

here is less critical as the events are made different by the different contexts. At recall, 

both objects are seen in one of the contexts (i.e. objects A and B in context 2). The HPC 

system would once again compare for familiarity between the objects, taking into account 

of the contexts (i.e. object A in context 2 versus object B in context 2). Object A which 

has not been seen in context 2 would be deemed less familiar and rats would respond by 

directing the motor output of exploring the less familiar object. 
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Figure 7.31. A stimulus-response model for the memory of a single object. The model 

shows that the recognition of a single object can be achieved via either the non-

hippocampal (non-HPC) system or the hippocampal (HPC) system. Arrows denote 

sequence of process(es); dotted lines denote access to informational process(es). 
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Figure 7.32. A stimulus-response model for the memory of multiple objects. The model 

shows that discrimination of multiple objects can only be achieved via the HPC system, 

which supports flexible representation of an event, pattern-separation of similar events, 

and comparison of familiarity at recall. Arrows denote sequence of process(es); dotted 

lines denote access to informational process(es). 
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7.4 Relation to Theories of the Hippocampal Function 

Consistently with the proposed model, a common theme for contemporary theories 

of the hippocampal function is the functional dissociation between hippocampal and non-

hippocampal systems. Many existing theories of hippocampal function have considerable 

overlap and are nonspecific in such a way that they are able to account for parts of the 

present results. In this section, I will briefly relate our results to the three theories 

reviewed in the introduction of this thesis: the cognitive map theory, the working / 

reference memory theory, and the configural association theory. 

The cognitive map theory (O’Keefe and Nadel, 1978) states that the goal-directive 

hippocampal-independent taxon system is highly prone to interference since the system 

lacks the ability to form spatial / contextual associations. Indeed, interference was 

observed when rats with hippocampal damage were required to remember multiple 

objects. As well, these rats could not remember the recency order of objects, nor form 

any association of context and recency with objects due to the taxon system’s lack of 

ability to form spatial / contextual associations. Thus, in agreement with the cognitive 

map theory, rats can only remember and recognize a single object after hippocampal 

lesion. 

Another spatial-based theory of the hippocampus, Olton and colleagues’ theory of 

working / reference memory (1979), which states that working memory is hippocampal-

dependent, can also be seen as explaining the results. Working memory refers to a type of 

“online”, short-term memory readily accessible for object discrimination. Thus, working 

memory would be utilized in tasks that require the discrimination of multiple objects and 

/ or multiple contexts. This theory predicts that hippocampal lesions impair rats on 
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object-recency discrimination and object context-recency association. The theory also 

predicts these rats are impaired in the object interference task. For rats to demonstrate 

intact novel object recognition following object interference, rats must remember both the 

interference object and the sample object in order to discriminate either one of them from 

the novel object. Thus, the object interference task, amongst other tasks that require the 

memory of multiple objects, can be thought of as a working memory problem that 

requires the hippocampus.  

Lastly, Rudy and Sutherland's revised theory of configural association (1995) can 

be viewed as being consistent with the results. In brief, the theory states that the memory 

of elemental stimuli is stored elsewhere but the hippocampus remains important for 

enhancing the associative strengths between stimuli to form configurations. The theory is 

able to account for the atypical object preference in object context-recency task for rats 

without the hippocampus, as they cannot form proper associations between objects and 

contexts. The theory also accounts for hippocampal lesion impairing rats in object 

recency discrimination, as the configuration of objects and temporal order would be 

required for this discrimination. As well, the theory can be seen as explaining the 

hippocampal lesion rats’ impairment following object interference. Since the theory 

contends that the hippocampus reduces interference amongst related memories via 

configural associations, without it, interference of similar memories would occur. 

Interestingly, the proposed model of object memory can accurately predict some of 

the configural association findings that were not accounted for by Sutherland and Rudy’s 

configural association theory (1989; Rudy and Sutherland, 1995). For instance, in 

McDonald and colleagues’ (1997) assessment of the configural association theory, 
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hippocampal lesion rats were found to be impaired in negative patterning and mildly 

impaired in biconditional discrimination (see section 2.4 for review), while unimpaired in 

conditional context discrimination (a problem very similar to the biconditional 

discrimination, in which in context 1: A+, B- and in context 2: A-, B+). The inconsistent 

pattern of impairment in some but not all configural problems cannot be predicted by the 

configural association theory; however, they can be predicted base on the concept of 

feature-overlap. Firstly, hippocampal lesion rats were unimpaired in conditional context 

discrimination as the two problems were learned and recalled in distinctly different 

contexts and these memories had little chance of interference with one another. Secondly, 

hippocampal lesion rats were mildly impaired in biconditional discrimination; although 

the two problems were held in the same contexts, they were made different due to the 

distinct features of the configurations (i.e. A+ when light is off, B+ when light is on) and 

thus interference is minimized. Thirdly, hippocampal lesion rats were impaired in 

negative patterning in which both rewarded stimuli were learned in the same context with 

considerable feature-overlap; only when the stimuli were seen together would they signal 

non-reward (i.e. A+, B+, AB-). Thus, the present theory of object memory can potentially 

be applied to studies of Pavlovian conditioning and non-object memory. 

 

7.5 Conclusion  

The role of the hippocampus in object memory has been controversial. From 

reviewing our results, it is clear that object memory can be considered as a hippocampal 

problem. While investigating the role of the hippocampus in object memory, it was 

apparent that the existing theories of hippocampal function, although able to make some 
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general predictions, cannot adequately account for our observations. Certain theories can 

rationalize our results a posteriori, but the theories were unable to definitively predict our 

results. Hence, the present thesis proposed a two-part stimulus-response model object 

memories to interpret our findings.  

The model incorporates the present findings on pattern separation and the existing 

theories of the hippocampus into an object memory framework. Instead of dichotomizing 

tasks into hippocampal versus non-hippocampal dependent, the present model proposes 

that hippocampal involvement in object memory depends on interference. In particular, 

when there is interference, the task can only be solved by the hippocampal system. Thus, 

the present model can provide specific predictions for a variety of object problems.  

In conclusion, the present thesis suggests that the hippocampus is required for 

remembering multiple objects. When hippocampal lesion rats encounter another object 

shortly before or after seeing a target object, the memory of the target object is impaired. 

Alternatively, when hippocampal lesion rats encounter a novel context shortly before or 

after seeing a target object, the memory of the target object is intact. When hippocampal 

lesion rats encounter another object in a distinctly different context shortly after seeing 

the target object, the memory of the target object is intact. The results indicate that 

without the hippocampus, rats are impaired in discerning objects in trials that have 

significant feature-overlap. Thus, the novel contribution of this thesis is that rats use the 

hippocampus to pattern-separate the memories of multiple objects. 
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