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Abstract 52 

 Volitional exploration and learning are key to adaptive behavior, yet their 53 

characterization remains a complex problem for cognitive science. Exploration has been posited 54 

as a mechanism by which motivation promotes memory, but this relationship is not well-55 

understood, in part because novel stimuli that motivate exploration also reliably elicit changes in 56 

neuromodulatory brain systems that directly alter memory formation, via effects on neural 57 

plasticity. To deconfound interrelationships between motivation, exploration, and memory 58 

formation we manipulated motivational state prior to entering a spatial context, measured 59 

exploratory responses to the context and novel stimuli within it, and then examined motivation 60 

and exploration as predictors of memory outcomes. To elicit spontaneous exploration, we used 61 

the physical space of an art exhibit with affectively rich content; we expected motivated 62 

exploration and memory to reflect multiple factors, including not only motivational valence, but 63 

also individual differences. Motivation was manipulated via an introductory statement framing 64 

exhibit themes in terms of Promotion- or Prevention-oriented goals. Participants explored the 65 

exhibit while being tracked by video. They returned 24 hours later for recall and spatial memory 66 

tests, followed by measures of motivation, personality, and relevant attitude variables. 67 

Promotion and Prevention condition participants did not differ in terms of group-level exploration 68 

time or memory metrics, suggesting similar motivation to explore under both framing contexts. 69 

However, exploratory behavior and memory outcomes were significantly more closely related 70 

under Promotion than Prevention, indicating that Prevention framing disrupted expected depth-71 

of-encoding effects. Additionally, while trait measures predicted exploration similarly across 72 

framing conditions, traits interacted with motivational framing context and facial affect to predict 73 

memory outcomes. This novel characterization of motivated learning implies that dissociable 74 

behavioral and biological mechanisms, here varying as a function of valence, contribute to 75 

memory outcomes in complex, real-life environments.  76 



Motivational Valence, Spatial Exploration, and Memory 3 

Introduction 77 
 78 

Exploration can appear aimless, but it is not purposeless. In a world of limited resources, 79 

learning about the environment via open-ended exploration is crucial to an organism’s survival. 80 

Exploration enables discovery of new potential rewards and likely threats, and is centrally 81 

implicated in learning and memory. Yet despite its clear evolutionary necessity, open-ended 82 

exploration of a spatial environment is one aspect of motivated behavior that has received 83 

relatively little investigative attention. Moreover, the intuitive relationship between exploration 84 

and learning obscures a complicated causality; resolving this causality promises insights into 85 

both biological and behavioral bases of memory formation. 86 

There can be little doubt that motivated exploration predicts enhanced memory. 87 

Experimental evidence has shown enhanced learning during volitional exploration (1–4), along 88 

with increased activation in the hippocampus and other medial temporal lobe substrates of 89 

memory encoding (5,6). New research characterizing the neural architecture of human spatial 90 

memory and navigation has used virtual-reality mazes and city environments (7–11), 91 

characterized memory and its neural architecture in expert real-life navigators, (12,13), and, in a 92 

limited number of cases, contrasted navigation in real and virtual environments (14–16). These 93 

studies are part of a rich literature in both animal and human models linking spatial memory and 94 

navigation to hippocampal function and episodic memory processes (7,17–21). In all these 95 

instances, the motivated exploration of novel stimuli and environments is strongly associated 96 

with both hippocampal engagement and memory strength. 97 

Despite these observations, the causality of relationships between exploration and 98 

memory remains ambiguous, because novel stimuli that motivate exploration also reliably elicit 99 

changes in neuromodulatory brain systems and directly alter memory formation, via effects on 100 

neural plasticity. For example, novelty that elicits exploration in experimental settings also elicits 101 

dopamine release. In addition to longstanding research implicating midbrain dopamine (DA) in a 102 
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broad range of motivated and adaptive behaviors, including vigor (22,23), reward seeking, 103 

anticipation (24–27), and exploration in response to novelty (28–30), more recent work connects 104 

dopamine to enhanced memory formation. These memory enhancements are evident in 105 

response to both reward motivation (31–33) and novelty (34,35). Duzel and colleagues (36) 106 

sought to synthesize these findings in a theoretical framework, NOMAD (Novelty-related 107 

Motivation of Anticipation and exploration by Dopamine), which posits that dopamine improves 108 

memory not only by enhancing plasticity and memory consolidation, but also by promoting 109 

increased activity and exploration in response to novel events. 110 

Interestingly, however, novelty is not an unambiguous stimulus, and exploration of 111 

novelty can be modulated by affect and motivational states. Exploration of novel environments 112 

resembles behavioral responses to reward: both elicit approach, behavioral activation, and 113 

mesolimbic dopaminergic system activity (27,37). Moreover, it has been proposed that, from an 114 

evolutionary perspective, novelty may hold inherent reward value (28,29). However, novelty is 115 

not universally attractive or appetitive: for most organisms, exploratory responses to novelty 116 

only occur under conditions of expected reward and safety. Threat (for example, of electric 117 

shock) is robustly linked with reduced exploration (38,39), defensive freezing, and fleeing 118 

behaviors (40). Thus, under threat, novelty may actually be aversive because of the uncertain 119 

potential for negative outcomes – i.e., “fear of the unknown” (41). 120 

The multivalent nature of novelty creates an opportunity to deconfound effects of 121 

motivation and exploration on memory formation. To disambiguate these interrelationships, we 122 

manipulated motivational state prior to entering a spatial context, measured exploratory 123 

responses to that context and novel stimuli within it, and then examined motivation and 124 

exploration as predictors of memory outcomes. We conducted the study in a physical space – 125 

an art exhibit examining human relationships to the natural environment (entitled Re-Imagining 126 

the Environment, Fig 1). The gallery was equipped as an experimental space to elicit and 127 

quantify motivated exploration of space and multi-valenced art items. This setting permitted us 128 
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replicate and extend our prior findings from a virtual spatial environment (11). In addition, we 129 

used spatial and item memory measures sensitive to hippocampal and medial temporal lobe 130 

components of memory function. These measures allowed us to investigate for previously 131 

reported effects: namely, that affect (42,43) and motivational incentive valence (11,44) have 132 

specific, dissociable effects on memory performance and on the medial temporal lobe memory 133 

system (45).  134 

 135 

Fig 1. The art exhibit, Re-Imagining the Environment. (a) 136 

Schematic of exhibit space (13.1m x 6.25m; ~82 square metres). A partial 137 

wall occluded the space at entry and displayed a monitor with the Promotion 138 

or Prevention-themed exhibit statement. (b) Examples of artwork in the 139 

exhibit, which explored the relationship between humans and the natural 140 

world. Eight pieces of art, of different media, were displayed. (c) Promotion 141 

and Prevention versions of the exhibit statement, where human response to 142 

environmental change was framed as pursuit of desired outcomes 143 

(Promotion), versus prevention of undesired outcomes (Prevention), to elicit 144 

distinct motivational states, as indexed by facial expressions of affect. 145 

 146 

Several additional aspects of our experimental design are of note. First, to avoid directly 147 

incentivizing exploration, we manipulated motivation by cueing goals for Promotion (i.e., 148 

advancement towards a rewarding outcome) or Prevention (avoidance of a punishing outcome) 149 

regulatory focus (46). These cues appeared in written curatorial statements introducing the 150 

exhibit’s themes of environmental sustainability at the entrance of the exhibit. (Fig 1). Second, in 151 

this naturalistic setting with affectively rich stimuli, we expected cognition and behavior to show 152 

varied sources of influence, including individual differences reflecting dopaminergic genotype 153 

(47–50), trait regulatory focus of motivation (51,52), and attitudes about the themes of the 154 
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exhibit (here, environmentalism; (53–55)). Moreover, our own prior work has demonstrated that 155 

moment-to-moment variability in mesolimbic DA circuit activity (31) and physiological arousal 156 

(11) predict motivated memory performance; thus, we used video analysis to classify facial 157 

expressions of affect while participants read the Promotion or Prevention cueing statements 158 

(56), allowing for temporally precise quantification of the impact of our motivational 159 

manipulation. 160 

In sum, the current investigation aimed to disambiguate the relationships between 161 

motivational valence, exploratory behavior and memory, while accounting for momentary affect 162 

and potential interactions with individual differences in personality and attitudes.  In accordance 163 

with accounts of dopamine-driven behavioral activation and exploration behaviors (27,36), we 164 

predicted that participants in the Promotion condition would explore the art exhibit more than 165 

those in the Prevention condition. Given evidence that reward motivation may specifically 166 

improve relational or context memory (11,44), while threat motivation and negative affect do not 167 

(11,42,43,57), we further predicted enhanced spatial memory in Promotion but no significant 168 

differences in item memory, as a function of framing condition. Finally, and, to our knowledge, 169 

uniquely in the extant literature, we sought to determine whether the influences of motivational 170 

valence on memory formation were attributable to, or independent of, changes in exploratory 171 

behavior.  172 

 173 

Methods 174 

 This study was approved by the Institutional Review Board at Duke University Medical 175 

Center (Protocol ID: Pro00053116). 176 

 177 

Participants  178 
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 Ninety-eight participants were enrolled (51 female; mean age 32.9 +/- 1.5 years; range 179 

18-71 years). Participants were recruited from the Duke University and Durham community 180 

using posted advertisements. Informed consent was obtained from all participants in 181 

accordance with human subjects guidelines established by the Institutional Review Board at 182 

Duke University Medical Center. Participants received institutionally standard compensation at 183 

the rate of approximately $10/hour, with no additional incentive for performance. Fifty-two 184 

participants took part in the Promotion condition and forty-six participants took part in the 185 

Prevention condition. Due to technical issues, certain portions of data were missing or unusable 186 

(usable N obtained for each data measure is noted in Table S1 in the Supporting Information). 187 

In particular, 16 participants did not have usable exploration video data, and a separate 15 188 

participants did not have facial expression video data.  189 

 190 

Experiment Procedure  191 

 The experiment exhibit is shown in Fig 1 and the experimental timeline is shown in Fig 2. 192 

The experiment took place on the campus of Duke University in two sessions occurring 24 193 

hours apart. On Day 1, participants arrived at the laboratory and provided informed consent. 194 

Consent procedures indicated that compensation would occur after completion of the study on 195 

Day 2 at the rate of approximately $10/hour, with a full hour estimated for the gallery visit. No 196 

incentives were offered for better performance on Day 2. Following consent, participants were 197 

taken to the art exhibit in the experiment gallery (see Art Exhibit: Re-Imagining the Environment, 198 

below). All participants entered the gallery space alone, explored, and exited it at will. Prior to 199 

exhibit entry, participants were instructed to read in full the exhibit statement, presented on a flat 200 

screen monitor at entry (see Motivational Framing Manipulation, below) and to freely explore the 201 

exhibit, as prompted by the following experimenter script:  202 



Motivational Valence, Spatial Exploration, and Memory 8 

Through these glass doors is the art exhibit, “Re-Imagining the Environment”. Please read in full 203 
the opening statement, presented on a flat screen at the front of the exhibit, before continuing 204 
further into the exhibit. The opening statement is important to your experience.  205 
 206 
Feel free to visit the art objects in the exhibit, as many as you like, in any order you choose, for 207 
as long as you wish. It is not necessary to check back in with me when you leave the exhibit, 208 
and I may not be here when you return.  209 
 210 
 211 

Fig 2. Experimental timeline and measures of interest collected. 212 

On Day 1, participants read either a Promotion or Prevention-oriented 213 

statement at entry and then freely explored the exhibit space, ending their 214 

visit at will. A wall-mounted GoPro camera recorded participants as they read 215 

the statement and an automated facial expression classifier was applied to 216 

the data to calculate participants’ angry, happy, sad, surprised, or neutral 217 

expressions as affective responses to the manipulation. A ceiling-mounted 218 

Lorex video system recorded participant activity through the exhibit: these 219 

data were used to calculate exploration time. Twenty-four hours later, 220 

participants provided open-ended free recall of their visit; this was audio-221 

recorded. Participants next completed a spatial memory test of the exhibit, 222 

followed by individual difference measures.  223 

 224 

Participants’ facial expressions were recorded as they read the exhibit statement at entry 225 

using a high-definition personal camera (GoPro Inc., San Mateo, CA) mounted above the 226 

statement display. Participant movement throughout the exhibit was recorded using a ceiling 227 

mounted security camera system (Lorex Technology, FLIR Systems, Wilsonville, OR). Upon the 228 

end of the self-paced visit, participants exited the exhibit without further interaction with the 229 

experimenter. Because our experimental design prioritized exhibit visit duration as a behavioral 230 

measure of interest, we elected not to conduct an immediate memory test following the exhibit 231 
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visit, with the goal of minimizing perceived experimenter demand characteristics and enabling 232 

as naturalistic an exploration experience as possible.    233 

 Twenty-four hours following their exhibit visit, participants returned to the laboratory. 234 

Participants completed a verbal, digitally-recorded, free recall test of the exhibit in response to 235 

the following prompt, which was deliberately worded to encourage both recall of specific items 236 

as well as open-ended recall of contextual memory details:  237 

The first thing we are interested in is your free recall of the exhibit. Please feel free to provide as 238 
much or as little detail about the exhibit and the objects as you wish. Please provide us with any 239 
of your impressions, details and emotions associated with the art. You have as much time as 240 
you want to complete this section. Please let me know when you are finished.  241 
 242 
 Following the free recall test, participants completed a self-paced, computerized spatial 243 

memory test of exhibit layout. Participants were presented with an onscreen rectangle 244 

representing the gallery space and icons symbolizing each of the individual art pieces. Using a 245 

computer mouse, participants were required to drag and drop each item to its appropriate 246 

spatial location in the gallery space and rate their memory confidence for each item on a 5-item 247 

Likert scale (1 = guessing; 5 = extremely confident). Finally, participants completed individual 248 

difference measures: the Behavioral Inhibition System/Behavioral Activation System (BIS/BAS) 249 

Scales (58), the 60-item NEO-Five Factor Inventory (NEO-FFI-60) (59), and the 24-item 250 

Environmental Attitudes Scale (EAI-24) (60). BIS and BAS (an averaged composite of the BAS-251 

Drive, BAS-Fun Seeking, and BAS-Reward Responsivity subscales), NEO-Neuroticism, NEO-252 

Openness to Experience, and the EAI-Preservation subscale (used here as a general measure 253 

of environmental concern) were chosen as individual differences predictors of interest. These 254 

measures were chosen based on a priori associations with motivated behavior, exploration, and 255 

environmental engagement. However, because of the novelty of our paradigm, close 256 

experimental precedent was not available in prior literature; these predictors should thus be 257 

considered theoretically-motivated but exploratory.  258 

 259 
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Art Exhibit: Re-Imagining the Environment 260 

 The art exhibit (curated by N.E. Heller), entitled Re-Imagining the Environment, was 261 

located within a gallery space in Duke University’s Nicholas School of the Environment (Fig 1). 262 

The exhibit featured art in various media (painting, sculpture, video, printmaking, etc.) from nine 263 

contemporary American artists and, as an ensemble, was intended to explore the relationship 264 

between humans and the natural environment. Art was chosen specifically to vary in affective 265 

valence (i.e., exploring themes of environmental hope, despair, innovation, disgust, etc.). The 266 

gallery space was approximately 13.1m x 6.25m (82 square metres) and contained eight art 267 

objects.  268 

 269 

Motivational Framing Manipulation 270 

 Motivational context of the exhibit (Promotion vs. Prevention) was manipulated using a 271 

statement displayed on a freestanding wall at entry (occluding the rest of the exhibit) (Fig 1). 272 

The statement discussed the relationship between humans and the environment, as well as 273 

man-made environmental change, in terms of potential gain versus loss. Promotion and 274 

prevention versions of the statement were developed such that content was as closely matched 275 

as possible between them (Fig 1c).  276 

Promotion version:  277 

 Inside this room is a collection of art that visualizes the environment as it engages us 278 
every day – the vital, the hopeful, the ephemeral, the joyful. These works invite us to see 279 
ourselves amidst the complex layers of our earth system – air, water, soil, organism – and to 280 
recognize that our ingenuity has transformed our planet profoundly. With this awareness, we 281 
see that we can guide this transformation toward a future of our own imagining. 282 
 283 
Prevention version:  284 
 285 
 Inside this room is a collection of art that visualizes the environment as it confronts us 286 
every day – the dying, the changing, the terrifying, the fragile. These works invite us to see 287 
ourselves amidst the complex layers of our earth system – air, water, soil, organism – and to 288 
grapple with the fact that our growth has transformed our planet dangerously. With this 289 
awareness, we see that we must respond to this transformation before it is too late.  290 
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 291 

Data Analysis 292 

Calculation of Exploration and Memory Measures  293 

Manual inspection of the Lorex video data was used to calculate total exhibit exploration 294 

time, as well as engagement times for individual art items, for each participant. Exploration time 295 

was calculated on the order of seconds. Total exploration time was calculated as the duration of 296 

time spent in the exhibit space from entry to exit, while item engagement time was calculated as 297 

the total duration of time spent engaging (visually and/or by touch) with the art item. Nine items 298 

were coded for item engagement time (the eight art objects in the exhibit, and the statement at 299 

entry). Additional explored items in the exhibit space (e.g., windows, flooring, emergency exit 300 

pull station) were not included in these calculations. From these measures, we also calculated 301 

an “item/wander time” measure: a proportion score of the total amount of time spent engaging 302 

with specific art items, divided by total time spent in the exhibit space. The higher this measure, 303 

the greater proportion of a participant’s total exhibit exploration time was spent engaging with art 304 

items (as opposed to “wandering” in the exhibit). 305 

Multiple measures of memory performance were extracted from the free recall and 306 

spatial memory test data collected. Audio recordings of verbal free recall were transcribed and 307 

coded for item recall success (number of items recalled; calculated as an integer value of 308 

specific exhibit items mentioned) and item valence by two independent, condition-blind raters. 309 

Again, nine items (eight art objects and the entry statement) were included in these 310 

measurements. Item valence was coded as positive, negative, neutral/not-specified, or 311 

ambivalent. In addition to these measures of item memory, the time length of the free recall 312 

recording was taken as a measure of contextual memory for each participant (given the open-313 

ended nature of our free recall prompt, which encouraged participants to generate contextual, 314 

elaborative memory details). Spatial memory performance was calculated from the spatial 315 
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memory test, which was scored in terms of proportion accuracy (placement of each art item was 316 

scored as correct or incorrect) and memory confidence by item. Spatial memory was measured 317 

for the eight art items only, not the entry statement.  318 

 319 

Analysis of Exploration and Memory Measures  320 

Between-subjects t-tests were used to examine whether total exploration time, 321 

item/wander time, item recall success, free recall time, or spatial memory accuracy significantly 322 

differed as a function of framing group. We also examined whether total exploration time or 323 

item/wander time significantly related to memory outcomes (item recall success, free recall time, 324 

and spatial memory accuracy) and whether these relationships differed with motivational 325 

framing condition using Pearson correlations, conducted separately in Promotion and 326 

Prevention condition groups. Finally, we tested for significant differences in recalled item 327 

valence (i.e., whether the proportions of art items that participants recalled as emotionally 328 

positive, negative, neutral, and ambivalent) significantly differed by groups. Given that the 329 

numbers of items recalled varied by individual, and valence proportions were non-independent, 330 

we used a mixed-effects linear logistical regression for this analysis. This approach also allowed 331 

us to examine item proportions within subjects and, by avoiding data aggregation, account for 332 

individual variability in the numbers of items recalled. The structure of this analysis is shown in 333 

Table 1, Row 1. 334 

 335 

 336 

 337 

 338 

 339 

 340 
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Table 1. Model structure for mixed-effects regressions used to examine 341 

relationships between motivational context, exploration, and memory outcomes.  342 

 Row Dependent Variable Predictor Variables Regression 
Model 

R function 
and package 
used 

Fixed Effects Random 
Effects 

Summary-
Level 
Analyses 

1 Recalled item valence 
(proportions) 

Framing group Subject 
 
Art item 
(nested within 
subject) 

Linear lme function in 
the nlme 
software 
package 

2 Facially expressed 
emotions during reading 
of framing statement 
(multinomial outcome) 

Framing group Subject 
 
Video frame 
(nested within 
subject) 

Logistic glmer function 
in the lme4 
software 
package 

Item-Level 
Analyses 

3 Item engagement time 
(in seconds) 

Framing group Subject 
 
Art item 
(nested within 
subject) 

Linear lme function in 
the nlme 
software 
package 

4 Item recall success 
(binomial outcome) 

Framing group 
 
Item 
engagement 
time 

Subject 
 
Art item 
(nested within 
subject) 

Logistic glmer function 
in the lme4 
software 
package 

5 Free recall time (in 
seconds) 

Framing group 
 
Item 
engagement 
time 

Subject 
 
Art item 
(nested within 
subject) 

Linear lme function in 
the nlme 
software 
package 

6 Recalled item valence 
(multinomial outcome) 

Framing group 
 
Item 
engagement 
time 

Subject 
 
Art item 
(nested within 
subject) 

Logistic glmer function 
in the lme4 
software 
package 

7 Spatial memory 
accuracy (binomial 
outcome) 

Framing group 
 
Item 
engagement 
time 

Subject 
 
Art item 
(nested within 
subject) 

Logistic glmer function 
in the lme4 
software 
package 

 343 
At the summary level, this approach was used to examine whether Promotion vs. Prevention 344 
groups significantly differed in the emotional valences of recalled art items. At the item level, this 345 
approach was used to examine whether item engagement time differed as a function of group, 346 
as well as examining whether memory outcomes differed as a function of group, item 347 
engagement time, or the interaction between the two factors. All analyses were conducted in R 348 
software version 3.4.1 (www.r-project.org); function and software package is specified for each.  349 
 350 

In addition to examining summary-level performance, we conducted analyses examining 351 

performance on the level of individual art items, with the goal of characterizing relationships 352 

between motivational context, exploration, and memory in our data on a more fine-grained level. 353 

Given that the numbers of art items explored and recalled varied on a subject-to-subject basis, 354 

we again used mixed-effects regression models for these analyses. We first examined the effect 355 

http://www.r-project.org)/
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of motivational context on item engagement time, and then constructed four separate models to 356 

examine the effects of motivational context and item engagement time on item-level memory 357 

performance, with item recall success, free recall time, recalled item valence, and spatial 358 

memory accuracy as the dependent variables. The structure of these analyses is shown in 359 

Table 1, Rows 3-7.  360 

Finally, exploration and memory measures were examined as a function of individual 361 

differences in affective response to the framing manipulation (as measured via facial 362 

expressions while reading the motivational framing statement at entry) and as a function of 363 

individual differences in personality and attitude measures. Analyses investigating these 364 

relationships are outlined below in Categorization and Analysis of Facial Expressions and 365 

Examining Individual Differences in Personality and Attitude as Predictors of Exploration and 366 

Memory. 367 

 368 

Categorization and Analysis of Facial Expressions 369 

 GoPro video data of participants’ spontaneous emotional facial expressions while 370 

reading the motivational Promotion or Prevention-oriented exhibit statement were analyzed 371 

using an automated facial expression analysis algorithm proposed in (56). These methods are 372 

described further in the Supporting Information (in S1 Text: Supplementary Methods: Facial 373 

Expression Analysis). The algorithm analyzed video of the face (collected at 30 frames/second 374 

at 1080p resolution and analyzed every 5 frames or 166.67ms) and classified the facial 375 

expression for each video frame as one of the following emotions: angry, happy, sad, surprised 376 

or neutral (or unclassifiable due to obscured view). From the classifiable data, we then 377 

examined whether proportions of video frames with a given expressed emotion differed by 378 

motivational framing condition (Promotion vs. Prevention) using a mixed-effects logistic 379 

regression (model structure summarized in Table 1, Row 2). Due to the very small amount of 380 
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data classified as sad (<0.01%), this expression was eliminated from analysis, leaving angry, 381 

happy, surprised and neutral expressions to be compared across framing conditions.  382 

Facial expressions were also examined as a predictor of subsequent memory 383 

performance. Prior work from our laboratory has demonstrated that individual variability in 384 

arousal interacted with motivational context to predict spatial memory, with arousal inversely 385 

predicting memory performance under reward but not penalty incentive (11). We investigated 386 

whether similar relationships were present in the current dataset by correlating expressed 387 

surprise (a putative measure of arousal) with measures of subsequent exploration and memory, 388 

separately for Promotion and Prevention conditions.  389 

 390 

Examining Individual Differences in Personality and Attitude as 391 

Predictors of Exploration and Memory 392 

 To investigate relationships between trait individual differences, motivational context, 393 

exploration, and memory performance in the present paradigm, hierarchical multiple regression 394 

analyses were conducted with summary-level measures of exploration time, item/wander time, 395 

item recall success, free recall time, and spatial memory accuracy as dependent variables 396 

(DVs). Framing condition (Promotion/Prevention) and individual difference measures of interest 397 

(BIS, BAS, NEO-Openness to Experience, NEO-Neuroticism, and EAI-Preservation) were 398 

defined as predictors for these analyses. 399 

These models were constructed with predictor variables entered in two steps. In the first 400 

step of the regression mode for each DV, our individual difference measures of interest (BIS, 401 

BAS, NEO-Neuroticism, NEO-Openness, and EAI-Preservation) and framing condition were 402 

entered as predictors. To test whether individual differences interacted with framing condition to 403 

predict behavior, interaction terms with framing (collectively referred to as “Indiv x Framing” 404 

terms) were entered for each predictor in a second step. These interaction terms were entered 405 
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in a second step to test for their predictive ability above and beyond the main effects of 406 

individual differences and framing condition. For the memory analyses, exploration time was 407 

also added as a second-step predictor (again, to control for Step 1 effects).  408 

 409 

Results 410 

 Results are organized to address the three levels of relationships among motivational 411 

state, exploration, and memory: 1) group-level analyses of affect, exploration and memory for 412 

the entire exhibit, 2) analyses on the individual item level; 3) analyses of how the motivational 413 

framing manipulations interacted with individual beliefs and temperament, including facial 414 

expressions of affect during motivational statement reading, to predict exploration and memory.  415 

 416 

Framing Manipulation Effects on Affect, Motivated Exhibit 417 

Exploration, and Memory  418 

 419 

Did Affective Facial Responses While Reading Framing Statement 420 

Differ with Motivation Condition?  421 

On average, participants in each condition viewed the cue statement for ~30 seconds 422 

(Promotion M(43) = 30.97 seconds, SD = 13.41; Prevention M(39) = 30.77 seconds, SD = 423 

13.94); viewing time did not significantly differ between conditions [t(81) = -.081, p = .986, 424 

Cohen’s d = .015]. Video data of participants’ facial expressions (N=83) during statement 425 

reading was automatically classified as angry, sad, surprised, neutral, happy, or unclassifiable 426 

(see Methods: Data Analysis: Categorization and Analysis of Facial Expressions); 20.2% of the 427 

data was unclassifiable due to obscured view. Of the classifiable data, across 428 
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Promotion/Prevention conditions, faces were classified most as neutral (61.1%), then surprised 429 

(23.8%) and angry (14.2%), with very few frames classified as happy (0.9%) or sad (<0.01%) 430 

(shown in Fig 3 separately for each framing condition). Mixed-effects logistic regression 431 

(described in Methods) revealed that the effect of framing condition was significant for the 432 

contrast of surprise vs. neutral expressions [β = -1.3872, SE = 0.5561, z = -2.495, p = .0126], 433 

with greater neutral in Promotion vs. Prevention, and greater surprise in Prevention vs. 434 

Promotion. No other contrasts reached significance.  435 

 436 

Fig 3. Facial expressions while reading motivational statement as 437 

a function of Promotion vs. Prevention framing. Participants expressed 438 

significantly more surprise (and correspondingly, less neutral expression) in 439 

Prevention vs. Promotion. These findings confirm that participants had 440 

differing affective responses to the Promotion and Prevention-oriented 441 

versions of the exhibit: specifically, participants expressed more surprise in 442 

response to the statement in the Prevention condition.  443 

 444 

Did Exploration and Memory of the Exhibit Differ in Promotion vs. 445 

Prevention Condition?  446 

 As measures of exploration, we calculated total exhibit visit time from video data. We 447 

also calculated “item/wander time” the proportion of total exploration time that was spent 448 

engaging with art items (vs. “wandering”). As measures of memory, we calculated item recall 449 

success (number of items recalled), valence of items recalled (emotionally positive, negative, 450 

neutral, or ambivalent), free recall time, and spatial memory accuracy.  451 

 Contrary to the hypothesis that both exploration and spatial memory would be enhanced 452 

in the Promotion condition relative to Prevention, no measure of exploration or memory 453 
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significantly differed as a main effect of framing condition. Summary measures of valence of 454 

remembered items (proportion of items recalled as emotionally positive, negative, neutral, or 455 

ambivalent) also did not significantly differ as a function of framing condition. Statistics are 456 

presented in Table 2; full analyses are provided in the Supporting Information (S2 Text: 457 

Supplementary Results. Exploration and Memory Measures as a Main Effect of Group). Thus, 458 

overall motivation to remain in the gallery and overall memory appeared to be equivalent 459 

between groups. 460 

 461 

Table 2. Exploration time, number of items recalled, item valence in free recall, 462 

free recall time, and spatial memory performance, separated by framing condition. 463 

 Promotion (N=52) Prevention (N=46) Group Difference Test 
 usable n mean (SD) usable n mean (SD) t-statistic p-value Cohen’s 

d 
Exploration time (seconds) 49 1185.6 

(796.9) 
46 1204.5 (824.2) -0.114 0.909 -0.23 

Item/wander time 
(proportion of total 
exploration time spent in 
item engagement) 

43 0.835 
(0.87) 

39 0.824 (0.139) 0.474 0.637 0.104 

Number of items recalled 
 

50 6.38 (2.49) 41 5.95 (3.04) 0.740 0.461 0.156 

Item valence 
in free recall 
(percentages) 

Positive 50 56.2 (27.5) 38 48.7 (29.9) 1.218 0.226 0.261 

Negative 50 11.0 (16.7) 38 13.2 (14.5) -0.643 0.522 -0.140 
Neutral 50 30.5 (29.4) 38 35.5 (34.9) -0.726 0.470 -0.154 
Ambivalent 50 2.6 (7.5) 38 4.5 (11.3) -0.908 0.367 -0.190 

Time in free recall 
(seconds) 
 

50 261.62 
(231.75) 

41 265.63 
(191.93) 

-0.089 0.930 0.019 

Spatial memory 
performance (proportion 
accuracy) 

50 0.770 
(0.278) 

43 0.799 (0.311) -0.481 0.631 0.100 

Spatial memory confidence 
(5-point Likert scale, from 
1= “guessing” to 5=”very 
confident”) 

50 4.12 
(0.951) 

43 4.20 (1.05) -0.381 0.704 -0.079 

 464 

 465 

Did Total Exploration Time Predict Memory Outcomes? 466 

 A critical question for the current study was whether we would observe relationships 467 

between exploration time and memory that could account for motivational influences on 468 

memory. Separate Pearson correlations for Promotion and Prevention conditions revealed that 469 
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in the Promotion condition, exploration time was significantly associated with all three memory 470 

outcomes [item recall success: r(47) = .371, p = .010; free recall time: r(47) = .535, p < .001; 471 

spatial memory: r(47) = .391, p = .007]; correlations of exploration time with free recall time and 472 

spatial location memory survived Bonferroni correction.  In contrast, in the Prevention condition, 473 

exploration time did not significantly correlate with any memory outcomes [item recall success: 474 

r(41) = .140, p = .383; free recall time: r(41) = .270, p = .088; spatial memory accuracy: r(41) 475 

= .195, p = .209]. Correlation strengths did not significantly differ by condition, however [item 476 

recall success: z = 1.12, p = .263; free recall time: z = 1.45, p = .147; spatial memory: z = 0.97, 477 

p = .332; all comparisons two-tailed]. These relationships are shown in Fig 4.  478 

 479 

Fig 4. Relationships between exploration and memory measures as a 480 

function of motivational framing. Exploration time was positively 481 

associated with (a) item recall success, (b) free recall time, and (c) spatial 482 

memory accuracy; however, these relationships were statistically significant 483 

only in the Promotion condition, and not significant in the Prevention 484 

condition. Line shading indicates standard error.  485 

 486 

Item-Level Analyses of Exploration and Memory 487 

Did Exploration and Memory of Individual Items Differ in Promotion 488 

vs. Prevention Condition?  489 

To investigate exploration-memory relationships on the level of individual art items, 490 

mixed-effects linear regression analyses were used to construct five models. Item engagement 491 

time, item recall success, free recall time, recalled item valence, and spatial memory accuracy 492 

were defined as outcome variables.  493 
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 Item engagement time. With framing group defined as a fixed effect and subject and art 494 

item as random effects, framing group was not a significant predictor of item engagement time 495 

(β = -8.3779, SE = 18.7906, t = -0.4459, p = .6571).  496 

Item recall success. With item engagement time, framing group, and the interaction 497 

between the two defined as fixed effects and subject and art item as random effects in a mixed-498 

effects linear logistical regression, item engagement time significantly predicted item recall 499 

success, with longer engagement times associated with successful recall (β = 0.0125, SE = 500 

0.0031, z = 4.023, p < .001). While framing group as a main effect was not a significant 501 

predictor of recall (β = -0.4012, SE = 0.3537, z = -1.134, p = .257), the interaction of item 502 

engagement time and framing group was significant (β = -0.0095, SE = 0.0033, z = -2.831, p 503 

= .005), with the predictive relationship between item engagement time and successful recall 504 

was significantly stronger in Promotion versus Prevention.  505 

Free recall time. With item engagement time, framing group, and the interaction between 506 

the two defined as fixed effects and subject and art item as random effects, item engagement 507 

time significantly predicted free recall time, with longer item engagement time positively 508 

associated with longer free recall time (β = 0.0630, SE = 0.0070, t = 8.974, p < .001). Framing 509 

group as a main effect was not a significant predictor of free recall time (β = 2.7252, SE = 510 

6.0026, t = 0.454, p = .6513). However, the interaction of item engagement time and framing 511 

group was significant (β = -0.0372, SE = 0.0113, z = -3.294, p = .001), indicating that the 512 

predictive relationship between item engagement time and free recall time was significantly 513 

stronger in Promotion versus Prevention.  514 

Recalled item valence. Analyses of whether an item was recalled as emotionally 515 

positive, negative, neutral, or ambivalent (coded by two independent raters) were conducted as 516 

binomial contrasts between outcome categories (following (61)): with four valence outcomes, six 517 

separate binomial contrasts were computed. The contrast of positive vs. neutral revealed a 518 

significant effect of item engagement time, with longer item engagement times associated with 519 



Motivational Valence, Spatial Exploration, and Memory 21 

recall of items as more positive (β = 0.0120, SE = 0.0035, z = 3.450, p < .001); this effect was 520 

further qualified by a significant interaction between item engagement time and framing group (β 521 

= -0.0105, SE = 0.0036, z = -2.920, p = .004), indicating that the relationship between item 522 

engagement time and subsequent positive item recall was again more robust in the Promotion 523 

vs. Prevention group. The contrast of negative vs. neutral memory recall also revealed a 524 

significant effect of item engagement time, with longer engagement time with recall of items as 525 

neutral rather than negative (β = 0.0057, SE = 0.0029, z = 1.992, p = .0464). A trend-level 526 

interaction between item engagement time and framing group (β = -0.0060, SE = 0.0034, z = -527 

1.770, p = .0768), indicated that this relationship was again more robust in Promotion vs. 528 

Prevention.  No other significant predictors were observed.   529 

Spatial memory accuracy. With item engagement time, framing group, and the 530 

interaction between the two defined as fixed effects and subject and art item as random effects, 531 

none of the fixed effects significantly predicted spatial memory accuracy (item engagement 532 

time: β = 0.0009, SE = 0.0010, t = 0.853, p = .394; framing group: β = 0.9063, SE = 1.4204, t = 533 

0.638, p = .5234; item engagement time × framing group interaction: β = -0.0001, SE = 0.0012, t 534 

= -0.114, p = .909).  535 

 In sum, the results of these item-level analyses are similar to results for summary-level 536 

exhibit exploration and memory measures: item engagement was positively correlated with item 537 

but not spatial memory outcomes, and more strongly correlated in the Promotion than 538 

Prevention condition.  Longer item engagement times were also associated with the tendency to 539 

recall the art items more positively. All of these encoding-memory relationships were 540 

significantly stronger in Promotion than Prevention.  541 

 542 

Effects and Interactions of Individual Differences  543 

 544 
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Did Affective Facial Expressions While Reading Framing Statement 545 

Predict Subsequent Behavior? 546 

 Taking expressed surprise as a putative measure of arousal, we measured the 547 

proportion of video frames during statement reading where participants’ facial expressions of 548 

affect were identified as surprise. We conducted Pearson correlations between surprise and 549 

behavioral measures (total exploration time, item recall success, free recall time, spatial 550 

memory accuracy), separately for Promotion and Prevention. Surprise and item recall success 551 

(shown in Fig 5a) were significantly negatively correlated in Promotion [r(40) = -.340, p = .032] 552 

but not Prevention [r(35) = -.219, p = .206]; however, these correlations did not significantly 553 

differ in strength (z = -0.54, p = .589, two-tailed). Surprise and spatial memory accuracy (shown 554 

in Fig 5b) were significantly negatively correlated in both Promotion [r(41) = -.708, p < .001] and 555 

Prevention [r(40) = -.374, p = .017]; this correlation was significantly stronger in the Promotion 556 

group (z = -.212, p = .034, two-tailed). Finally, the correlation of surprise with spatial memory 557 

accuracy was significantly stronger than with item recall success (z = -.212, p = .022, two-558 

tailed). While these correlations of surprise with behavioral measures should be considered 559 

exploratory, the negative correlation between surprise and spatial memory in the Promotion 560 

condition was robust, surviving Bonferroni correction for multiple comparisons. In sum, in the 561 

Promotion condition, the greater the surprise (i.e., arousal) elicited by the motivation 562 

manipulation, the poorer subsequent memory was, particularly spatial memory.  563 

 564 

Fig 5. Item recall success and spatial memory accuracy as a function of 565 

expressed surprise and motivational framing. Expressed surprise (a) 566 

negatively predicted subsequent item recall success in Promotion framing 567 

(n.s. in Prevention framing); and (b) negatively predicted subsequent spatial 568 

memory accuracy in both framing conditions. This relationship was 569 
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significantly stronger in Promotion framing. Line shading indicates standard 570 

error. 571 

 572 

Do Trait Individual Differences Predict Exploration and Memory 573 

Behavior? 574 

 Because our paradigm used affectively rich stimuli and a complex environment to elicit 575 

spontaneous exploration, we expected greater behavioral variability and included measures of 576 

individual differences in personality and attitudes to help account for this variability, alone or in 577 

interaction with framing condition. We used hierarchical multiple regression analyses with 578 

predictors entered in two steps – framing condition and individual differences in Step 1, and 579 

Indiv x Framing interaction terms (and, for analyses with memory outcomes, exploration time) in 580 

Step 2 (as described above in Methods). In addition to these regression analyses, we also 581 

carried out Pearson correlations between each trait individual difference measure collected and 582 

our behavioral outcomes (exploration time, item/wander time, number of items recalled, free 583 

recall time, and spatial memory accuracy). These analyses are shown in the Supporting 584 

Information, Table S3.  585 

 Four regression analyses are presented here, with summary measures of exploration 586 

time, item memory (number of items recalled), free recall time, and spatial memory accuracy as 587 

dependent variables (DVs). A schematic of the model structure for each analysis, indicating 588 

significant predictors for each DV, is shown in Fig 6. Significant effects for each analysis are 589 

described below (with full statistics presented in Tables 2-5).  590 

 591 

Fig 6. Hierarchical multiple regression analyses conducted to examine 592 

effects of individual differences predictors on exploration and memory 593 

dependent variables (DVs). Analyses are shown for the following DVs: (a) 594 
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exploration time (only interpreted to Step 1); (b) item recall success (number 595 

of items recalled); (c) free recall time; (d) spatial memory accuracy. Predictors 596 

are indicated as being entered at Step 1 or Step 2, and statistically significant 597 

and trend-level individual predictors are indicated using superscripts (^p 598 

< .10; *p < .05; **p < .01). For predictors that significantly interacted with 599 

framing condition, the direction of the interaction is indicated (i.e., whether the 600 

predictor-DV relationship was stronger in Promotion [Pro] or Prevention 601 

[Prev]). Red or blue text coloring indicates whether the beta coefficients of 602 

significant and trend-level individual predictors were positive (red) or negative 603 

(blue).  604 

 605 

 (We also wish to note that a similar regression analysis examining the effect of trait 606 

individual differences, with item/wander time as the dependent variable, was also conducted. 607 

However, neither overall model fit, nor any individual differences as predictors, were observed 608 

to reach statistical significance. This may reflect the fact that, on average, participants spent 609 

most of their total exploration time in active item engagement and behavioral variability in 610 

item/wander time was relatively low. Full results for this analysis are in S2 Text and S6 Table.)  611 

Exploration time. N=84 (45 Promotion, 39 Prevention) were usable in this analysis 612 

(shown in Fig 6a and Table 3). The model reached significance at Step 1 [F(6,77) = 2.301, p 613 

= .043, R2 = .152]. Neuroticism and BAS were both significant negative predictors of exploration 614 

time [Neuroticism: β = -.325, part r = -.265, p = .014; BAS: β = -.239, part r = -.232, p = .030]; 615 

i.e., individuals higher in Neuroticism or BAS explored the exhibit for shorter amounts of time. 616 

With Step 2, R2 increase from Step 2 was not significant (ΔR2 = .092, ΔF = 1.751, p = .134). 617 

Thus, Step 2 was not interpreted further. This analysis indicates that individual differences 618 

(specifically, BAS and Neuroticism) predicted exploration time, but that inclusion of Indiv x 619 
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Framing interaction terms did not significantly improve the model. Thus, effects of individual 620 

differences on exploration time manifested similarly across both framing conditions. 621 

 622 

Table 3. Hierarchical multiple regression model with exploration time as a DV and 623 

individual differences and framing condition as predictors (Indiv x Framing interaction 624 

terms entered at Step 2).  625 

MODEL 1  
(R2 = .152, F(6,77) = 2.301, p = .043) 
Variable β Coefficient  t value p value 
Promotion/Prevention Framing -.034 -.309 .758 
BAS (Composite)* -.239* -2.208* .030* 
BIS .015 .126 .900 
NEO Neuroticism* -.325* -2.525* .014* 
NEO Openness to Experience  .196 1.632 .107 
EAI Preservation .045 .402 .689 
MODEL 2 
(R2 = .244, F(11,72) = 2.112, p = .030) 
Variable β Coefficient  t value p value 
Promotion/Prevention Framing -.069 -.625 .534 
BAS (Composite) -.165 -1.090 .279 
BIS .221 1.228 .224 
NEO Neuroticism* -.405* -2.013* .048* 
NEO Openness to Experience  .038 .205 .838 
EAI Preservation -.273 -1.393 .168 
BAS (Composite) x Framing -.075 -.514 .609 
BIS x Framing -.188 -1.118 .267 
NEO Neuroticism x Framing .080 .423 .674 
NEO Openness to Experience x Framing .235 1.369 .175 
EAI Preservation x Framing* .378* 2.051* .044* 

^p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01 626 

Item recall success. N=79 (43 Promotion, 36 Prevention) were usable in this analysis 627 

(shown in Fig 6b and Table 4). The model reached trend-level significance at Step 1 [F(6,72) = 628 

1.994, p = .078, R2 = .142]; the only significant predictor at this step was Openness, which 629 

positively predicted memory (β = .259, part r = -.231, p = .038). With addition of exploration time 630 

and interactions in Step 2, the model reached significance [F(12,66) = 2.022, p = .036, R2 631 

= .269]; the R2 increase from Step 1 to Step 2 was marginally significant (ΔR2 = .136, ΔF = 632 

1.901, p = .094). In this model, a significant Neuroticism x Framing interaction (β = .481, part r 633 

= .268, p = .013) indicated that Neuroticism negatively predicted item recall success in the 634 

Prevention condition (simple main effect: β = -.579, part r = -.303, p = .005) but not in the 635 

Promotion condition (simple main effect: β = -.074, part r = .047, p = .658). Taken together, 636 
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these results suggest that individual differences, in interaction with motivational context, 637 

influence item memory. Notably, total exploration time was not a significant predictor of item 638 

recall success in this analysis.  639 

 640 

Table 4. Hierarchical multiple regression model with item memory (number of 641 

items recalled) as a DV and individual differences, framing condition, and exploration 642 

time as predictors (Indiv x Framing interaction terms and exploration time entered at 643 

Step 2).  644 

MODEL 1  
(R2 = .142, F(6,72) = 1.994, p = .078) 
Variable β Coefficient  t value p value 
Promotion/Prevention Framing .120 1.048 .298 
BAS (Composite) .016 .141 .888 
BIS .095 .792 .431 
NEO Neuroticism^ -.240^ -1.855^ .068^ 
NEO Openness to Experience* .259* 2.114* .038* 
EAI Preservation .155 1.337 .185 
MODEL 2 
(R2 = .269, F(12,66) = 2.022, p = .036) 
Variable β Coefficient  t value p value 
Promotion/Prevention Framing -.126 1.127 .264 
BAS (Composite) .021 .141 .888 
BIS .146 .793 .430 
NEO Neuroticism**  -.579 -2.879 .005 
NEO Openness to Experience  .274 1.428 .158 
EAI Preservation .006 .028 .978 
Exploration Time .175 1.455 .150 
BAS (Composite) x Framing .031 .206 .837 
BIS x Framing -.055 -.309 .758 
NEO Neuroticism x Framing* .481* 2.543* .013* 
NEO Openness to Experience x Framing -.020 -.111 .912 
EAI Preservation x Framing .154 .744 .460 

^p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01 645 

 646 

Free recall time. N=79 (43 Promotion, 36 Prevention) were usable in this analysis 647 

(shown in Fig 6c and Table 5). The model was significant at Step 1 [F(6,72) = 2.404, p = .036, 648 

R2 = .167]: Openness was a significant positive predictor (β = .245, part r = .218, p = .046), 649 

Neuroticism was a significant negative predictor (β = -.261, part r = .220, p = .045), and EAI-650 

Preservation was a trend-level positive predictor (β = .221, part r = .207, p = .058). With Step 2, 651 

the model remained significant [F(12,66) = 2.753, p = .004, R2 = .334]. Further, the increase in 652 
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R2 from Step 1 was significant (ΔR2 = .212, ΔF = 2.750, p = .019), indicating a significantly 653 

improved model fit with the addition of exploration time and interactions in Step 2. With Step 2, a 654 

significant EAI-Preservation x Framing interaction was present (β = .420, part r = .214, p = .037), 655 

indicating that EAI-Preservation significantly predicted free recall time in the Promotion condition 656 

(simple main effect: β = .333, part r = .255, p = .014), but not the Prevention condition (simple 657 

main effect: β = -.184, part r = -.092, p = .362). A significant Openness x Framing interaction 658 

was also present (β = -.348, part r = -.202, p = .049), indicating that Openness predicted free 659 

recall time in Prevention (simple main effect: β = .496, part r = .272, p = .009) but not Promotion 660 

(simple main effect: β = .018, part r = .012, p = .907). Exploration Time was also a significant 661 

positive predictor of free recall time (β = .316, part r = .276, p = .008).  662 

 663 

Table 5. Hierarchical multiple regression model with free recall time as a DV and 664 

individual differences, framing condition, and exploration time as predictors (Indiv x 665 

Framing interaction terms and exploration time entered at Step 2).  666 

MODEL 1  
(R2 = .167, F(6,72) = 2.404, p = .036) 
Variable β Coefficient  t value p value 
Promotion/Prevention Framing .016 .139 .890 
BAS (Composite) -.127 -1.155 .252 
BIS .094 .792 .431 
NEO Neuroticism* -.261* -2.044* .045* 
NEO Openness to Experience* .245* 2.027* .046* 
EAI Preservation^ .221^ 1.929^ .058^ 
MODEL 2 
(R2 = .334, F(12,66) = 2.753, p = .004) 
Variable β Coefficient  t value p value 
Promotion/Prevention Framing -.012 -.110 .913 
BAS (Composite) -.050 -.350 .727 
BIS .065 .370 .713 
NEO Neuroticism^ -.348^ -1.811^ .075^ 
NEO Openness to Experience**  .496** 2.708** .009** 
EAI Preservation -.184 -.918 .362 
Exploration Time** .316** 2.749** .008** 
BAS (Composite) x Framing -.029 -.202 .841 
BIS x Framing .017 .101 .920 
NEO Neuroticism x Framing .172 .952 .345 
NEO Openness to Experience x Framing* -.348* -2.008* .049* 
EAI Preservation x Framing* .420* 2.130* .037* 

^p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01 667 
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These results indicate that individual difference measures, including exploration time, 668 

significantly predicted free recall time. Further, EAI-Preservation and Openness interacted with 669 

framing condition: EAI-Preservation was a stronger predictor of recall time in the Promotion 670 

condition, while Openness was a stronger predictor of recall time in the Prevention condition. 671 

 Spatial memory accuracy. N=80 (43 Promotion, 37 Prevention) were usable for this 672 

analysis (shown in Fig 6d and Table 6). Step 1 of the model was significant [F(6,73) = 2.840, p 673 

= .015, R2 = .189]; model fit was driven by BIS (β = .260, part r = .230, p = .032) and EAI-674 

Preservation (β = .261, part r = .239, p = .026), both of which were significant positive predictors 675 

of spatial memory performance. With addition of exploration time and interactions in Step 2, the 676 

model remained significant [F(12,67) = 2.487, p = .009, R2 = .308]; R2 increase from Step 1 to 677 

Step 2 was marginally significant (ΔR2 = .119, ΔF = 1.920, p = .090). At Step 2, a trend-level 678 

BIS x Framing interaction (β = -1.301, part r = -.173, p = .094) suggested that BIS predicted 679 

spatial memory in the Prevention condition (simple main effect: β = .450, part r = .258, p = .013), 680 

but not in the Promotion condition (simple main effect: β = .042, part r = .026, p = .798). 681 

Exploration Time also significantly predicted spatial memory (β = .276, part r = .239, p = .021). 682 

 683 

 684 

 685 

 686 

 687 

 688 

 689 

 690 

 691 
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Table 6. Hierarchical multiple regression model with spatial memory as a DV and 692 

individual differences, framing condition, and exploration time as predictors (Indiv x 693 

Framing interaction terms and exploration time entered at second step).  694 

MODEL 1  
(R2 = .189, F(6,73) = 2.840, p = .015) 
Variable β Coefficient  t value p value 
Promotion/Prevention Framing -.083 -.745 .459 
BAS (Composite) -.093 -.840 .404 
BIS* .260* 2.186* .032* 
NEO Neuroticism -.154 -1.203 .233 
NEO Openness to Experience  .195 1.626 .108 
EAI Preservation* .261* 2.272* .026* 
MODEL 2 
(R2 = .308, F(12,67) = 2.487, p = .009) 
Variable β Coefficient  t value p value 
Promotion/Prevention Framing -.069 -.621 .537 
BAS (Composite) .052 .344 .732 
BIS* .450* 2.538* .013* 
NEO Neuroticism -.181 -.892 .376 
NEO Openness to Experience  .145 .792 .431 
EAI Preservation .193 .954 .344 
Exploration Time* .276* 2.356* .021* 
BAS (Composite) x Framing -.139 -.958 .341 
BIS x Framing^ -.273^ -1.700^ .094^ 
NEO Neuroticism x Framing .118 .638 .526 
NEO Openness to Experience x Framing -.030 -.178 .859 
EAI Preservation x Framing .030 .153 .879 

^p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01 695 

These results indicate that individual differences (including exploration time) predicted 696 

spatial memory; tentative evidence further suggested that BIS interacted with motivational 697 

framing to predict spatial memory more accurately under Prevention than Promotion context.  698 

To summarize, individual differences analyses indicate that for free recall time and 699 

spatial memory accuracy, individual differences (including variation in exploration time) 700 

improved predictions over Framing condition. Contrasting with relationships between encoding 701 

behavior and memory success, where more robust relationships were seen only under 702 

Promotion versus Prevention and surprise, some trait individual difference measures were 703 

stronger predictors of memory under Prevention and some under Promotion. Sources and 704 

interpretations of these trait effects are discussed below. 705 

 706 

Discussion 707 
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 Exploration is a plausible potential mechanism by which motivation can influence 708 

memory, but laboratory paradigms have been limited in their abilities to elicit and characterize 709 

exploratory behavior. Additionally, both exploration and memory formation may differ as a 710 

function of motivational context, in association with differential underlying neural circuitry. 711 

Reward or approach motivation has been observed to enhance dopaminergic midbrain activity 712 

and promote midbrain connectivity to hippocampus, enhancing exploratory behaviors (27,36) 713 

and contextual memory (31,33). In contrast, threat or avoidance motivation, has been observed 714 

to promote amygdala activity and connectivity to cortical medial temporal lobe regions (62), and 715 

to reduce exploratory behavior (38,39), enhancing item but not contextual memory, similar to 716 

patterns seen under negative affect (42,43). The present study compared profiles of volitional 717 

exploratory behavior under promotion and prevention motivation in a complex, real-life spatial 718 

environment, employing multiple memory measures characterizing both item and relational 719 

memory, to examine exploratory encoding behavior as a potential mechanism for motivated 720 

memory. Further, we explicitly examined the role of individual difference measures and their 721 

potential interactions with motivational context to predict encoding behavior and memory 722 

outcomes.  723 

The prediction that participants would show greater exploration and correspondingly 724 

enhanced contextual memory in the Promotion vs. Prevention condition was not fulfilled in the 725 

present data, at least in terms of exploration time and measures of recall and spatial memory. 726 

Rather, we observed that exploration time and engagement during encoding were more tightly 727 

correlated to subsequent memory in the Promotion condition, suggesting that the Prevention 728 

manipulation disrupted typical depth-of-encoding relationships. Additionally, surprise expressed 729 

in response to the motivational manipulation was negatively associated with subsequent spatial 730 

memory, specifically in the Promotion condition. Finally, individual differences in personality and 731 

attitude variables predicted exploration and memory outcomes; regression analysis indicated 732 

both main effects of individual differences, and interactions with motivational context, on these 733 
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outcome variables. These relationships, summarized in Fig 7, are examined in more detail 734 

below.  735 

 736 

Fig 7. Key relationships between individual differences, 737 

exploration/encoding-stage behaviors, and memory outcomes. 738 

Relationships are shown separately for Promotion and Prevention framing 739 

conditions, for summary-level and item-level analysis outcomes. Only 740 

significant relationships are shown, in red for positive associations and blue 741 

for negative associations. Thick lines signify relationships that were 742 

significant in both framing conditions but stronger in one condition versus the 743 

other.  744 

 745 

Group- and Item-Level Effects of Motivational Framing   746 

 Contrary to the hypothesis that exploration and memory would both be increased under 747 

Promotion vs. Prevention, and despite significant differences in facial affect expression during 748 

motivational induction between conditions, we did not find significant group-level effects of 749 

motivation condition, either on exploration time or on memory measures. Given the evidence 750 

that the groups’ overall motivation to explore the gallery was similar, we were able to further 751 

dissect relationships between motivation, spontaneous encoding behavior, and memory.  We 752 

observed significant correlations between overall exploration and memory outcomes under 753 

Promotion, but not Prevention, conditions. These relationships at the summary level were 754 

corroborated by findings from item-level analyses: longer engagement with a given art item was 755 

associated with successfully recalling that item and describing the item for a longer period of 756 

time; and these relationships were significantly stronger under Promotion vs. Prevention. Taken 757 

together, these findings suggest that under a Promotion or reward-motivation context, memory 758 
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outcomes are closely related to encoding behaviors, such as exploration. We expected this link 759 

between exploration and memory, given longstanding evidence that deeper encoding benefits 760 

memory performance (63); the weakening of this relationship in the Prevention condition 761 

suggests that the Prevention manipulation disrupted typical depth-of-encoding mechanisms in 762 

memory formation.  763 

Additionally, item-level analysis revealed that increasing item exploration time 764 

(engagement) was associated with the tendency to recall items more positively. This finding is in 765 

line with the well-established “mere exposure effect” (64), but this tendency was also stronger 766 

under Promotion vs. Prevention context. This is somewhat contradictory to prior literature 767 

suggesting that mere exposure effects might be amplified under negative affective contexts and 768 

reduced under positive affective contexts (65,66), but it is important to note that in these 769 

previous studies, participant stimulus exposure was tightly controlled and ability to volitionally 770 

engage or disengage was minimal. Under such circumstances, amplification of the mere 771 

exposure effect, and its association with negative affect, has been interpreted as an aversion to 772 

the new and unfamiliar (65); given the volitional nature of exploration in the present study, it 773 

seems unlikely that aversion to novelty would support the mere exposure effect here. Arguably, 774 

our participants may have spent more time exploring art items that they subsequently recalled 775 

positively because they liked them more, and not vice versa (as the mere exposure effect would 776 

suggest); given the correlative nature of the observed relationship, we cannot determine its 777 

directionality. While this has yet to be clarified, at present these findings can be interpreted as 778 

additional evidence that under Promotion (vs. Prevention) context, memory outcomes were 779 

more closely related to encoding-stage behaviors.   780 

These results also suggest that effects of motivational context may be relatively subtle 781 

when motivation is manipulated indirectly (as opposed to manipulation via the use of direct 782 

incentivization) and when behavior is characterized in naturalistic environments enabling 783 

relatively freeform action. Nevertheless, we observed a novel effect of motivational valence: 784 
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exploration behavior and subsequent memory outcome appeared to be more tightly linked 785 

under Promotion vs. Prevention motivation. This stronger correlation suggests that exploratory 786 

or encoding-stage mechanisms might be relatively more important in a Promotion or reward-787 

based motivational context; it is also possible that memories encoded during Prevention 788 

motivation may be constrained by consolidation or retrieval-stage mechanisms, limiting the 789 

impact of encoding behaviors. Much of the human research on motivated memory has 790 

investigated brain activation or behavior at the encoding stage, but recent work has 791 

demonstrated reward motivation effects on memory post-learning (67,68) as well as 792 

demonstrating effects of threat on retroactive memory consolidation (69).  At present, to our 793 

knowledge, no systematic comparison of the relative contributions of encoding vs. post-794 

encoding processes to memory, as a function of motivational valence, exists. Such a 795 

comparison could potentially help inform the differential relationships between exploration and 796 

memory outcome observed as a function of valence in the present study.  797 

 798 

Stronger Influence of Surprise on Memory in Promotion 799 

Condition Parallels Our Previous Arousal Findings 800 

 Facial expressions during statement reading and subsequent behavior varied with 801 

framing condition. Participants expressed more surprise under Prevention than Promotion. 802 

Further, surprise was negatively associated with spatial memory in both conditions, but this 803 

relationship was stronger in the Promotion condition. Given that surprise is associated with 804 

heightened arousal, relative to a neutral emotion state (70), the inverse association between 805 

surprise and spatial memory can potentially be liked to prior findings from our laboratory (11), 806 

where high arousal predicted poorer spatial memory, specifically under reward. Effects of 807 

surprise on memory encoding have been mixed in the literature: surprising events can disrupt 808 

cognitive processing (71,72), but may also signify potential reward predictors during goal 809 
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pursuit; enhanced memory has been observed for task-incidental, surprising stimuli 810 

encountered during reward anticipation (73). In the present results, surprise appeared to have 811 

an impairing effect: memory for the exhibit space was impaired, and no enhancement in 812 

memory was observed for the exhibit statement itself, as a function of surprise. Only a minority 813 

of subjects mentioned the statement during recall (34 of 91 subjects with usable free recall 814 

data); but given that the exhibit statement was not obviously an art piece in the exhibit, it is 815 

possible that it was not considered test memoranda. A forced-response recognition memory 816 

paradigm, would have allowed direct evaluation of memory for the statement itself. Although 817 

memory for the surprising statement itself was not definitively assessed, these results add to a 818 

mixed literature regarding surprise effects on memory, indicating that surprise may disrupt 819 

memory for subsequent events. 820 

 821 

Individual Differences and Motivational Framing Interact to 822 

Predict Memory but not Exploration Time 823 

 Regression analyses examining the role of individual differences and their interactions 824 

with framing indicated both shared and distinct influences on behavior across motivational 825 

conditions. Importantly, individual differences in exploration time predicted hippocampally-826 

dependent context memory measures (free recall time and spatial memory) but not item 827 

memory. 828 

 NEO-Neuroticism and BAS negatively predicted exploration time; these effects did not 829 

significantly interact with motivation condition. Less exploration with higher neuroticism was 830 

expected, given its associations with negative affect (74), increased volume in threat-related 831 

brain regions (75), and inhibitory effects of threat and anxiety on reward-seeking behavior (76). 832 

In contrast, BAS as a negative predictor of exploration was unexpected, given prior associations 833 

between reward-seeking and exploratory behavior. However, BAS includes general tendencies 834 
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towards goal pursuit (58) and, given experimental demand, this tendency could have led to 835 

more directed, rapid movement through the exhibit space, potentially reducing exploration time 836 

instead of increasing it. A significant negative correlation between BAS and item/wander time in 837 

the Promotion condition is in line with this interpretation, but given that BAS did not remain a 838 

significant predictor of item/wander time in regression analysis, this account remains tentative.  839 

For all three measures of memory evaluated (item recall success, free recall time, and 840 

spatial memory accuracy), models examining the predictive role of trait individual differences 841 

were improved by the addition of a second step in the model, adding exploration time and 842 

interactions with framing as predictors. The significance of individual predictors, however, varied 843 

depending on the memory outcome. Neuroticism negatively predicted item memory: this is 844 

consistent with prior evidence linking high neuroticism to poorer semantic memory (77), possibly 845 

because of tendencies towards anxiety and decreased cognitive efficiency in highly neurotic 846 

individuals (78). It is also notable that in these analyses, total exploration time was a significant 847 

predictor of free recall time and spatial memory, which are relatively dependent on hippocampus 848 

function, but not item memory, which is less reliant on the hippocampus. The results of these 849 

models thus suggest that hippocampally-dependent forms of memory might also be more 850 

closely related to exploration than item memory. This is consistent with prior evidence that 851 

exploration might promote memory via hippocampus-centric mechanisms (1). 852 

Individual differences interacted with framing condition to predict time in free recall. This 853 

analysis was best fit as a two-step model, including both main effect and interaction terms. In 854 

this model, Exploration Time and Openness positively predicted free recall time across both 855 

Promotion and Prevention conditions; a significant Openness x Framing interaction further 856 

indicated that this relationship was stronger under Prevention. These results are consistent with 857 

prior research linking Openness to cognitive exploration and general mental ability (79,80) and 858 

DA system functioning (81); additionally, as a proposed marker of resilience under adversity 859 

(82), Openness might especially benefit learning under Prevention framing.  860 
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Additionally, positive attitudes towards environmental preservation (as indexed by the 861 

EAI-Preservation subscale) predicted free recall time in the Promotion but not Prevention 862 

condition. While, to our knowledge, attitudes towards social issues have not previously been 863 

examined as predictors of regulatory fit, our findings are in line with prior research suggesting 864 

that framing manipulations can shape processing of environment- or sustainability-related 865 

information. Gain framing, compared to loss, has been associated with greater endorsement of 866 

climate change mitigation (55) and greater perceived environmental self-competence, 867 

engagement, and behavioral intention (83). In contrast, loss framing has been linked to superior 868 

memory recall of climate change-related information (55), which authors interpreted as evidence 869 

of more analytical processing under negative affect. While this finding is inconsistent predictions 870 

of the present study, item and context memory were not separated, prohibiting direct 871 

comparison. Finally, the fact that free recall time scaled with EAI-Preservation is consistent with 872 

prior findings that people are more likely to engage with learned environmental information from 873 

a trusted source (53); high EAI-Preservation individuals may have been more likely to trust the 874 

information in our experiment (ostensibly presented by Duke University’s Nicholas School of the 875 

Environment) and thus more inclined to engage with and encode that information. Thus, our 876 

EAI-Preservation x Framing interaction dovetails with prior findings in the environmental 877 

communications literature, but also suggests more broadly that communication outcomes might 878 

depend on the way that information is provided and memory is assessed. In contrast to item 879 

memory for facts (which might benefit from loss framing, as suggested by (55)), our results 880 

suggest that memory for more elaborative or complex environmental information may benefit 881 

from Promotion motivation or gain framing, especially if individuals are positively inclined 882 

towards environmentalism to begin with. Finally, spatial memory was positively predicted by 883 

both Exploration Time and BIS, qualified by a significant BIS x Framing interaction indicating 884 

that BIS effects were stronger in the Prevention condition. This significant interaction might 885 
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reflect a regulatory fit effect, consistent with prior evidence of enhanced cognitive performance 886 

under state-trait congruency (51). 887 

Importantly, Neuroticism and BIS had differing effects on memory. Despite their 888 

conceptual overlap as measures of negative affect and punishment sensitivity, Neuroticism was 889 

inversely associated with item memory, while BIS was positively associated with spatial 890 

memory, particularly in the Prevention condition. While both Neuroticism and BIS have been 891 

associated with negative affect, the constructs are distinct (84). As a tendency towards goal 892 

pursuit, BIS may have promoted goal-relevant processing and enhanced exhibit memory, 893 

particularly under Prevention framing: i.e., reflecting a regulatory fit effect. In contrast, 894 

Neuroticism might have been associated with goal-irrelevant negative affect and memory 895 

impairment. Such differences would be consistent with data indicating the importance of goal 896 

relevance in determining the influence of affect on memory outcomes (85). 897 

(Note: To investigate for potential affective mechanisms underlying the diverging 898 

influences of Neuroticism and BIS on memory, we conducted exploratory analyses relating 899 

individual differences in these traits to expressed surprise during statement reading. 900 

Neuroticism and expressed surprise were positively associated under Promotion (no 901 

relationship under Prevention); given the inverse relationship between surprise and subsequent 902 

spatial memory, these findings support the idea that high Neuroticism could have led to goal-903 

irrelevant negative affect, expressed as surprise, that disrupted memory. In contrast, 904 

relationships between BIS and expressed surprise were negative in both conditions. These 905 

results, shown in S1 Figure in the Supporting Information, did not reach statistical significance 906 

so interpretation remains speculative on our part, but hint at relationships between trait 907 

measures, affect, and cognitive outcomes to be explored further in future research.)  908 

 909 

Implications for Environmental Communication 910 
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 The present study offered a unique opportunity to characterize motivated engagement 911 

with and memory for sustainability-relevant information, with important implications for the 912 

environmental communications literature. Climate change and environmental crisis are 913 

important but complex, highly uncertain issues: communicating relevant information accurately 914 

and in a way that encourages prosocial behavior is an important public concern. Many studies 915 

examining framing effects in the environmental communications literature use reported attitudes 916 

as outcome, while a more limited number have examined cognitive outcomes such as memory 917 

for environmental information (55). Our results demonstrate that individual differences and 918 

motivational context can influence how people engage with and remember environmental 919 

information. Further, our results suggest that these factors might differentially influence item and 920 

context memory. To our knowledge, memory for item versus context information has not been 921 

clearly differentiated in the communications literature (environmental communication, health 922 

communication, or otherwise). Given cognitive neuroscience evidence of hippocampal 923 

involvement in concept learning and decision-making (86–88), it may be useful to compare 924 

whether promoting hippocampally-dependent context memory (as opposed to item memory) for 925 

information could lead to improved decision outcomes in applied communications settings. It is 926 

possible that distinguishing between item and contextual memory may refine and improve 927 

applied communications efforts and dissemination of information, advancing public 928 

understanding of complex issues such as sustainability science.  929 

 930 

Experimental Limitations, Unresolved Questions, and New 931 

Hypotheses 932 

 The present study sought to characterize relationships between motivation, exploration, 933 

and memory in a complex, real-life setting that demanded more consideration of individual 934 

differences, but they were not the primary focus of the study. Our study sample is adequate for 935 
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our primary hypotheses, but follow-up work will enable evaluation of the replicability and 936 

generalizability of our individual difference results.  937 

 Our data reveal an inverse relationship between surprise and spatial memory, which was 938 

stronger under Promotion. While this relationship is consistent with our prior work demonstrating 939 

an inverse correlation between arousal and spatial memory (11), it is important to note that no 940 

ongoing measure of physiological arousal was collected in the present study. Follow-up studies 941 

could confirm this interpretation using online measures of arousal – for example, ambulatory 942 

monitors to track heart rate (89), and mobile eyetracking to index pupil dilation (90,91), as 943 

potential measures of physiological arousal during exploration. 944 

 While we were able to characterize motivated exploration and memory behaviors in a 945 

real-life spatial context, some environmental constraints limited our data analyses. For example, 946 

while it would have been interesting to examine the rate at which participants approached and 947 

withdrew from art items, participants often withdrew from one item and approached another in a 948 

single movement. However, given that other studies have meaningfully characterized human 949 

locomotion in relation to exploration and dopaminergic function in a real-life environment 950 

(30,92), future studies would benefit from use of a stimulus environment that enables more 951 

nuanced characterization of such approach and withdrawal behaviors. 952 

Follow-up investigations could incorporate additional outcome measures that would help 953 

clarify observations from the present data. First, engagement with the individual art items was 954 

associated with subsequent emotional valence in recall. However, no direct ratings of each art 955 

item were solicited from participants. Second, our study design evaluated memory at a 24-hour 956 

interval; immediate memory was not assessed to avoid influencing the visit duration. Thus we 957 

were not able to distinguish attentional mechanisms at encoding from post-encoding 958 

consolidation processes (67,93,94). Given that our data suggest a tighter link between 959 

encoding-stage exploration behaviors and subsequent memory in the Promotion condition, 960 

examining both immediate and delayed memory could help disentangle relative contributions of 961 
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encoding versus post-encoding mechanisms to memory performance as a function of 962 

motivational context.  963 

Finally, it is important to note that an extensive literature has characterized sex 964 

differences in spatial navigation and memory performance, with males generally outperforming 965 

females on wayfinding and spatial memory tasks (95–98),potentially due to greater acute stress 966 

responses during spatial task performance in females (99). Analyses examining our outcome 967 

measures as a main effect of gender are available in S7 Table in the Supporting Information; no 968 

significant differences were observed. Given the present study’s focus and the lack of a 969 

significant main effect of gender on any of our outcome measures, we elected not to conduct an 970 

in-depth examination of the potential influence of gender on performance. However, this 971 

remains an important direction to be fully investigated in future research.  972 

Our findings generate exciting new hypotheses to be explored in future work. Notably, 973 

the observation that the relationship between exploration behavior at encoding and subsequent 974 

memory outcome was disrupted under Prevention framing suggests that encoding-stage 975 

mechanisms would be relatively more important under Promotion or appetitive motivation, while 976 

memory under Prevention or avoidance motivation contexts would depend relatively more on 977 

post-encoding consolidation or retrieval-stage mechanisms. Our results also suggest that 978 

motivational state-trait congruency might facilitate memory formation. While similar results have 979 

been demonstrated in an academic setting using a regulatory fit manipulation (51), potential 980 

interactions of state and trait variables have not been well-characterized in the motivated 981 

memory literature, and the neural mechanisms underlying such effects remain to be delineated. 982 

 983 

Conclusions 984 

 The present study provided a novel investigation into motivated exploration and memory 985 

for a real-life, naturalistic environment. We observed that motivational framing did not affect 986 
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overall motivation to remain in the novel spatial context, but instead altered the relationship 987 

between encoding behavior and memory outcomes. Although increased exploratory behavior is 988 

one mechanism of improved subsequent memory performance linked to hippocampal function 989 

(1,3,6), the current findings suggest that motivational contexts elicit mechanisms that constrain 990 

memory performance independently of effects on exploration or encoding, at least in terms of 991 

exploration time. Additionally, individual differences in personality, attitudes, and affective 992 

response interacted with motivational context to improve predictions of behavior. Given our 993 

stimuli, these findings also help characterize predictors of motivated engagement with and 994 

memory for sustainability-related information. By providing a characterization of multiple, 995 

interactive influences on memory in a naturalistic environment, the present data offer additional 996 

insights into mechanisms for further investigation and an account that more closely parallels 997 

how motivated memory unfolds during daily life in a complex world. 998 

 999 

Acknowledgements  1000 

 This research was supported by the Invoking the Pause Foundation and Duke 1001 

University, including Nicholas School for the Environment, the School of Arts and Sciences, 1002 

Pratt School of Engineering, and Bass Connections Brain and Society program. K.S.C. is 1003 

supported by a postdoctoral fellowship from the Canadian Institutes for Health Research (MFE-1004 

135441). We thank Lauren Patrick, Daniel O’Connell, Meghan Drastal, and Jane Chen for 1005 

assistance with data collection and analysis. We also thank Alexandra Zaleta, Kathryn 1006 

Dickerson, and Madeline Carrig for helpful feedback. Finally, we thank the artists who 1007 

contributed to this art exhibit: Kim Beck, Erin Espelie, Josh Gibson, Mark Iwinski, Libby Modern, 1008 

Jeff Murphy, Mark Nystrom, Michelle Podgroski, and Jennifer Stratton. No conflict of interest is 1009 

reported. 1010 

 1011 



Motivational Valence, Spatial Exploration, and Memory 42 

References  1012 

1.  Voss JL, Gonsalves BD, Federmeier KD, Tranel D, Cohen NJ. Hippocampal brain-1013 

network coordination during volitional exploratory behavior enhances learning. Nat 1014 

Neurosci [Internet]. 2010/11/26. 2011;14(1):115–20. Available from: 1015 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21102449 1016 

2.  Bridge DJ, Voss JL. Active retrieval facilitates across-episode binding by modulating the 1017 

content of memory. Neuropsychologia [Internet]. 2014 Oct 28;63:154–64. Available from: 1018 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4194174/ 1019 

3.  Markant D, DuBrow S, Davachi L, Gureckis TM. Deconstructing the effect of self-directed 1020 

study on episodic memory. Mem Cognit [Internet]. 2014 Nov;42(8):1211–24. Available 1021 

from: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4281964/ 1022 

4.  Gureckis TM, Markant DB. Self-Directed Learning. Perspect Psychol Sci [Internet]. 2012 1023 

Sep 1;7(5):464–81. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691612454304 1024 

5.  Squire LR, Zola-Morgan, Stuart. The Medial Temporal Lobe Memory System. Science 1025 

(80- ) [Internet]. 1991 [cited 2017 Apr 13];253(5026). Available from: 1026 

http://search.proquest.com/docview/213549918?pq-origsite=gscholar 1027 

6.  Voss JL, Bridge DJ, Cohen NJ, Walker JA. A Closer Look at the Hippocampus and 1028 

Memory. Trends Cogn Sci [Internet]. 2017;21(8):577–88. Available from: 1029 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1364661317301092 1030 

7.  Astur RS, Taylor LB, Mamelak AN, Philpott L, Sutherland RJ. Humans with hippocampus 1031 

damage display severe spatial memory impairments in a virtual Morris water task. Behav 1032 

Brain Res. 2002;132(1):77–84.  1033 

8.  Dahmani L, Bohbot VD. Dissociable contributions of the prefrontal cortex to 1034 

hippocampus- and caudate nucleus-dependent virtual navigation strategies. Neurobiol 1035 

Learn Mem [Internet]. 2015;117:42–50. Available from: 1036 



Motivational Valence, Spatial Exploration, and Memory 43 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1074742714001294 1037 

9.  Etchamendy N, Bohbot VD. Spontaneous navigational strategies and performance in the 1038 

virtual town. Hippocampus [Internet]. 2007;17(8):595–9. Available from: 1039 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hipo.20303 1040 

10.  Konishi K, Etchamendy N, Roy S, Marighetto A, Rajah N, Bohbot VD. Decreased 1041 

functional magnetic resonance imaging activity in the hippocampus in favor of the 1042 

caudate nucleus in older adults tested in a virtual navigation task. Hippocampus 1043 

[Internet]. 2013;23(11):1005–14. Available from: http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hipo.22181 1044 

11.  Murty VP, LaBar KS, Hamilton DA, Adcock RA. Is all motivation good for learning? 1045 

Dissociable influences of approach and avoidance motivation in declarative memory. 1046 

Learn Mem [Internet]. 2011 [cited 2017 Apr 13];18(11):712–7. Available from: 1047 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22021253 1048 

12.  Maguire EA, Spiers HJ, Good CD, Hartley T, Frackowiak RSJ, Burgess N. Navigation 1049 

expertise and the human hippocampus: A structural brain imaging analysis. 1050 

Hippocampus [Internet]. 2003;13(2):250–9. Available from: 1051 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hipo.10087 1052 

13.  Maguire EA, Gadian DG, Johnsrude IS, Good CD, Ashburner J, Frackowiak RSJ, et al. 1053 

Navigation-related structural change in the hippocampi of taxi drivers. Proc Natl Acad Sci 1054 

U S A [Internet]. 2000 Apr 11;97(8):4398–403. Available from: 1055 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC18253/ 1056 

14.  Bohbot VD, Copara MS, Gotman J, Ekstrom AD. Low-frequency theta oscillations in the 1057 

human hippocampus during real-world and virtual navigation. Nat Commun [Internet]. 1058 

2017 Feb 14;8:14415. Available from: 1059 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5316881/ 1060 

15.  Oman CM, Shebilske WL, Richards JT, Tubré TC, Beall AC, Natapoff A. Three 1061 

dimensional spatial memory and learning in real and virtual environments. Spat Cogn 1062 



Motivational Valence, Spatial Exploration, and Memory 44 

Comput. 2000;2(4):355–72.  1063 

16.  Montello DR, Waller D, Hegarty M, Richardson AE. Spatial memory of real environments, 1064 

virtual environments, and maps. Hum Spat Mem Rememb where. 2004;251–85.  1065 

17.  Bird CM, Burgess N. The hippocampus and memory: insights from spatial processing. 1066 

Nat Rev Neurosci [Internet]. 2008 Mar [cited 2017 Apr 13];9(3):182–94. Available from: 1067 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18270514 1068 

18.  Burgess N, Maguire EA, O’Keefe J. The human hippocampus and spatial and episodic 1069 

memory. Neuron. 2002;35(4):625–41.  1070 

19.  Eichenbaum H. Hippocampus: Mapping or memory? Curr Biol [Internet]. 1071 

2000;10(21):R785–7. Available from: 1072 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0960982200007636 1073 

20.  O’Keefe J, Speakman A. Single unit activity in the rat hippocampus during a spatial 1074 

memory task. Exp Brain Res [Internet]. 1987;68(1):1–27. Available from: 1075 

https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00255230 1076 

21.  Olton DS, Paras BC. Spatial memory and hippocampal function. Neuropsychologia. 1077 

1979;17(6):669–82.  1078 

22.  Niv Y, Daw ND, Joel D, Dayan P. Tonic dopamine: opportunity costs and the control of 1079 

response vigor. Psychopharmacol [Internet]. 2007;191(3):507–20. Available from: 1080 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Citation1081 

&list_uids=17031711 1082 

23.  Niv Y, Joel D, Dayan P. A normative perspective on motivation. Trends Cogn Sci. 1083 

2006;10(8):375–81.  1084 

24.  Schultz W, Dayan P, Montague PR. A neural substrate of prediction and reward. Science 1085 

(80- ) [Internet]. 1997;275(5306):1593–9. Available from: 1086 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Citation1087 

&list_uids=9054347 1088 



Motivational Valence, Spatial Exploration, and Memory 45 

25.  Robbins TW, Everitt BJ. Neurobehavioural mechanisms of reward and motivation. Curr 1089 

Opin Neurobiol [Internet]. 1996 [cited 2017 Apr 13];6(2):228–36. Available from: 1090 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0959438896800778 1091 

26.  Berridge KC, Robinson TE. What is the role of dopamine in reward: hedonic impact, 1092 

reward learning, or incentive salience? Brain Res Rev [Internet]. 1998 [cited 2017 Apr 1093 

13];28(3):309–69. Available from: 1094 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0165017398000198 1095 

27.  Ikemoto S, Panksepp J. The role of nucleus accumbens dopamine in motivated behavior: 1096 

a unifying interpretation with special reference to reward-seeking. Brain Res Rev 1097 

[Internet]. 1999 [cited 2017 Apr 13];31(1):6–41. Available from: 1098 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0165017399000235 1099 

28.  Krebs RM, Schott BH, Schütze H, Düzel E. The novelty exploration bonus and its 1100 

attentional modulation. Neuropsychologia [Internet]. 2009;47(11):2272–81. Available 1101 

from: http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0028393209000190 1102 

29.  Kakade S, Dayan P. Dopamine: generalization and bonuses. Neural Networks. 1103 

2002;15(4):549–59.  1104 

30.  Minassian A, Young JW, Cope ZA, Henry BL, Geyer MA, Perry W. Amphetamine 1105 

increases activity but not exploration in humans and mice. Psychopharmacol [Internet]. 1106 

2015/10/10. 2015; Available from: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26449721 1107 

31.  Adcock RA, Thangavel A, Whitfield-Gabrieli S, Knutson B, Gabrieli JDE. Reward-1108 

Motivated Learning: Mesolimbic Activation Precedes Memory Formation. Neuron 1109 

[Internet]. 2006 [cited 2017 Apr 13];50(3):507–17. Available from: 1110 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0896627306002625 1111 

32.  Wittmann BC, Schott BH, Guderian S, Frey JU, Heinze H-J, Düzel E. Reward-Related 1112 

fMRI Activation of Dopaminergic Midbrain Is Associated with Enhanced Hippocampus- 1113 

Dependent Long-Term Memory Formation. Neuron [Internet]. 2005 [cited 2017 Apr 1114 



Motivational Valence, Spatial Exploration, and Memory 46 

13];45(3):459–67. Available from: 1115 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0896627305000218 1116 

33.  Shohamy D, Adcock RA. Dopamine and adaptive memory. Trends Cogn Sci [Internet]. 1117 

2010/09/11. 2010;14(10):464–72. Available from: 1118 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20829095 1119 

34.  Lisman JE, Grace AA. The hippocampal-VTA loop: controlling the entry of information 1120 

into long-term memory. Neuron [Internet]. 2005 Jun 2 [cited 2017 Apr 14];46(5):703–13. 1121 

Available from: http://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0896627305003971 1122 

35.  Otmakhova N, Duzel E, Deutch AY, Lisman J. The hippocampal-VTA loop: the role of 1123 

novelty and motivation in controlling the entry of information into long-term memory. In: 1124 

Intrinsically Motivated Learning in Natural and Artificial Systems. Springer; 2013. p. 235–1125 

54.  1126 

36.  Duzel E, Bunzeck N, Guitart-Masip M, Duzel S. NOvelty-related motivation of anticipation 1127 

and exploration by dopamine (NOMAD): implications for healthy aging. Neurosci 1128 

Biobehav Rev [Internet]. 2009/09/01. 2010;34(5):660–9. Available from: 1129 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19715723 1130 

37.  Alcaro A, Huber R, Panksepp J. Behavioral functions of the mesolimbic dopaminergic 1131 

system: An affective neuroethological perspective. Brain Res Rev [Internet]. 1132 

2007;56(2):283–321. Available from: 1133 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0165017307001373 1134 

38.  Corey DT. The determinants of exploration and neophobia. Neurosci Biobehav Rev. 1135 

1978;2(4):235–53.  1136 

39.  Hughes RN. Neotic preferences in laboratory rodents: issues, assessment and 1137 

substrates. Neurosci Biobehav Rev [Internet]. 2007/01/03. 2007;31(3):441–64. Available 1138 

from: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17198729 1139 

40.  Blanchard DC. Stimulus, environmental, and pharmacological control of defensive 1140 



Motivational Valence, Spatial Exploration, and Memory 47 

behaviors. 1997;  1141 

41.  Carleton RN. Fear of the unknown: One fear to rule them all? J Anxiety Disord [Internet]. 1142 

2016;41:5–21. Available from: 1143 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0887618516300469 1144 

42.  Bisby JA, Burgess N. Negative affect impairs associative memory but not item memory. 1145 

Learn Mem  [Internet]. 2014 Jan 1;21(1):21–7. Available from: 1146 

http://learnmem.cshlp.org/content/21/1/21.abstract 1147 

43.  Bisby JA, Horner AJ, Hørlyck LD, Burgess N. Opposing effects of negative emotion on 1148 

amygdalar and hippocampal memory for items and associations. Soc Cogn Affect 1149 

Neurosci [Internet]. 2016 Jun 1;11(6):981–90. Available from: 1150 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/scan/nsw028 1151 

44.  Wolosin SM, Zeithamova D, Preston AR. Reward modulation of hippocampal subfield 1152 

activation during successful associative encoding and retrieval. J Cogn Neurosci 1153 

[Internet]. 2012/04/25. 2012;24(7):1532–47. Available from: 1154 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22524296 1155 

45.  Murty VP, LaBar KS, Adcock RA. Distinct medial temporal networks encode surprise 1156 

during motivation by reward versus punishment. Neurobiol Learn Mem [Internet]. 1157 

2016/02/09. 2016; Available from: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26854903 1158 

46.  Higgins ET. Promotion and Prevention: Regulatory Focus as A Motivational Principle. In 1159 

1998 [cited 2017 Apr 13]. p. 1–46. Available from: 1160 

http://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0065260108603810 1161 

47.  Aarts E, Roelofs A, Franke B, Rijpkema M, Fernandez G, Helmich RC, et al. Striatal 1162 

dopamine mediates the interface between motivational and cognitive control in humans: 1163 

evidence from genetic imaging. Neuropsychopharmacology [Internet]. 2010/05/14. 1164 

2010;35(9):1943–51. Available from: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20463658 1165 

48.  Boettiger CA, Mitchell JM, Tavares VC, Robertson M, Joslyn G, D’Esposito M, et al. 1166 



Motivational Valence, Spatial Exploration, and Memory 48 

Immediate reward bias in humans: fronto-parietal networks and a role for the catechol-O-1167 

methyltransferase 158(Val/Val) genotype. J Neurosci [Internet]. 2007/12/28. 1168 

2007;27(52):14383–91. Available from: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18160646 1169 

49.  Deyoung CG. The neuromodulator of exploration: A unifying theory of the role of 1170 

dopamine in personality. Front Hum Neurosci [Internet]. 2013/12/03. 2013;7:762. 1171 

Available from: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24294198 1172 

50.  Gibbs SE, D’Esposito M. Individual capacity differences predict working memory 1173 

performance and prefrontal activity following dopamine receptor stimulation. Cogn Affect 1174 

Behav Neurosci [Internet]. 2005;5(2):212–21. Available from: 1175 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Citation1176 

&list_uids=16180627 1177 

51.  Keller J, Bless H. Regulatory fit and cognitive performance: the interactive effect of 1178 

chronic and situationally induced self-regulatory mechanisms on test performance. Eur J 1179 

Soc Psychol. 2006;36:393–405.  1180 

52.  Scult MA, Knodt AR, Hanson JL, Ryoo M, Adcock RA, Hariri AR, et al. Individual 1181 

differences in regulatory focus predict neural response to reward. Soc Neurosci [Internet]. 1182 

2016/04/15. 2016;1–11. Available from: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27074863 1183 

53.  Weber EU. What shapes perceptions of climate change? Wiley Interdiscip Rev Clim 1184 

Chang. 2010;1(3):332–42.  1185 

54.  Myers TA, Nisbet MC, Maibach EW, Leiserowitz AA. A public health frame arouses 1186 

hopeful emotions about climate change. Clim Change. 2012;113(3):1105–12.  1187 

55.  Spence A, Pidgeon N. Framing and communicating climate change: the effects of 1188 

distance and outcome frame manipulations . Glob Environ Chang. 2010;20(4):656–67.  1189 

56.  Hashemi J, Qiu Q, Sapiro G. Cross-modality pose-invariant facial expression. In: IEEE 1190 

International Conference on Image Processing. Quebec City, Canada; 2015.  1191 

57.  Rimmele U, Davachi L, Petrov R, Dougal S, Phelps EA. Emotion enhances the subjective 1192 



Motivational Valence, Spatial Exploration, and Memory 49 

feeling of remembering, despite lower accuracy for contextual details. Emotion [Internet]. 1193 

2011/06/15. 2011;11(3):553–62. Available from: 1194 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21668106 1195 

58.  Carver CS, White TL. Behavioral inhibition, behavioral activation, and affective responses 1196 

to impending reward and punishment: the BIS/BAS scales. J Pers Soc Psychol. 1197 

1994;67:319–33.  1198 

59.  Costa PT. NEO Personality Investory-Revised (NEO-PI-R) and NEO Five-Factor 1199 

Inventory (NEO-FFI) Professional Manual. Odessa, FL: Psychological Assessment 1200 

Resources; 1992.  1201 

60.  Milfont TL, Duckitt J. The Environmental Attitudes Inventory: a valid and reliable measure 1202 

to assess the structure of environmental attitudes. J Environ Psychol. 2010;30:80–94.  1203 

61.  Dobson AJ, Barnett A. An introduction to generalized linear models. Boca Raton: CRC 1204 

Press; 2008.  1205 

62.  Murty VP, LaBar KS, Adcock RA. Threat of Punishment Motivates Memory Encoding via 1206 

Amygdala, Not Midbrain, Interactions with the Medial Temporal Lobe. J Neurosci 1207 

[Internet]. 2012 [cited 2017 Apr 13];32(26). Available from: 1208 

http://www.jneurosci.org/content/32/26/8969.short 1209 

63.  Craik FI, Tulving E. Depth of processing and the retention of words in episodic memory. J 1210 

Exp Psychol Gen. 1975;104(3):268.  1211 

64.  Zajonc RB. Attitudinal effects of mere exposure. J Pers Soc Psychol. 1968;9(2p2):1.  1212 

65.  Harmon-Jones E, Allen JJB. The role of affect in the mere exposure effect: Evidence from 1213 

psychophysiological and individual differences approaches. Personal Soc Psychol Bull. 1214 

2001;27(7):889–98.  1215 

66.  de Vries M, Holland RW, Chenier T, Starr MJ, Winkielman P. Happiness Cools the Warm 1216 

Glow of Familiarity. Psychol Sci [Internet]. 2010 Jan 19;21(3):321–8. Available from: 1217 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797609359878 1218 



Motivational Valence, Spatial Exploration, and Memory 50 

67.  Gruber MJ, Ritchey M, Wang SF, Doss MK, Ranganath C. Post-learning Hippocampal 1219 

Dynamics Promote Preferential Retention of Rewarding Events. Neuron [Internet]. 1220 

2016/02/16. 2016;89(5):1110–20. Available from: 1221 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26875624 1222 

68.  Patil A, Murty VP, Dunsmoor JE, Phelps EA, Davachi L. Reward retroactively enhances 1223 

memory consolidation for related items. Learn Mem  [Internet]. 2017 Jan 1;24(1):65–9. 1224 

Available from: http://learnmem.cshlp.org/content/24/1/65.abstract 1225 

69.  Dunsmoor JE, Murty VP, Davachi L, Phelps EA. Emotional learning selectively and 1226 

retroactively strengthens memories for related events. Nature [Internet]. 2015 Apr 1227 

16;520(7547):345–8. Available from: 1228 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4432479/ 1229 

70.  Collet C, Vernet-Maury E, Delhomme G, Dittmar A. Autonomic nervous system response 1230 

patterns specificity to basic emotions. J Aut Nerv Syst [Internet]. 1997/01/12. 1997;62(1–1231 

2):45–57. Available from: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9021649 1232 

71.  Garrido MI, Dolan RJ, Sahani M. Surprise leads to noisier perceptual decisions. 1233 

Iperception [Internet]. 2011/01/01. 2011;2(2):112–20. Available from: 1234 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23145228 1235 

72.  Schroger E, Wolff C. Behavioral and electrophysiological effects of task-irrelevant sound 1236 

change: a new distraction paradigm. Brain Res Cogn Brain Res [Internet]. 1998/08/26. 1237 

1998;7(1):71–87. Available from: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9714745 1238 

73.  Murty VP, Adcock RA. Enriched Encoding: Reward Motivation Organizes Cortical 1239 

Networks for Hippocampal Detection of Unexpected Events. Cereb Cortex [Internet]. 1240 

2013; Available from: 1241 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Citation1242 

&list_uids=23529005 1243 

74.  Larsen RJ, Ketelaar T. Personality and susceptibility to positive and negative emotional 1244 



Motivational Valence, Spatial Exploration, and Memory 51 

states. J Pers Soc Psychol [Internet]. 1991/07/01. 1991;61(1):132–40. Available from: 1245 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1890584 1246 

75.  DeYoung CG, Hirsh JB, Shane MS, Papademetris X, Rajeevan N, Gray JR. Testing 1247 

predictions from personality neuroscience. Brain structure and the big five. Psychol Sci 1248 

[Internet]. 2010/05/04. 2010;21(6):820–8. Available from: 1249 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20435951 1250 

76.  Lang PJ, Bradley MM. Emotion and the motivational brain. Biol Psychol [Internet]. 1251 

2009/11/03. 2010;84(3):437–50. Available from: 1252 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19879918 1253 

77.  Schwartz SA. Individual differences in cognition: some relationships between personality 1254 

and memory. J Res Pers. 1975;9(3):217–25.  1255 

78.  Eysenck MW, Calvo MG. Anxiety and performance: the processing efficiency theory. 1256 

Cogn Emot. 1992;6:409–34.  1257 

79.  DeYoung CG. Openness/Intellect: A dimension of personality reflecting cognitive 1258 

exploration. In: Cooper ML, Larsen RJ, editors. APA handbook of personality and social 1259 

psychology: Personality processes and individual differences. Washington, DC: American 1260 

Psychological Association; 2014. p. 369–99.  1261 

80.  Sharp ES, Reynolds CA, Pedersen NL, Gatz M. Cognitive engagement and cognitive 1262 

aging: is openness protective? Psychol Aging [Internet]. 2010/03/17. 2010;25(1):60–73. 1263 

Available from: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20230128 1264 

81.  Deyoung CG, Cicchetti D, Rogosch FA, Gray JR, Eastman M, Grigorenko EL. Sources of 1265 

Cognitive Exploration: Genetic Variation in the Prefrontal Dopamine System Predicts 1266 

Openness/Intellect. J Res Pers [Internet]. 2011/08/02. 2011;45(4):364–71. Available 1267 

from: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21804655 1268 

82.  Waugh CE, Fredrickson BL, Taylor SF. Adapting to life’s slings and arrows: Individual 1269 

differences in resilience when recovering from an anticipated threat. J Res Pers [Internet]. 1270 



Motivational Valence, Spatial Exploration, and Memory 52 

2009/08/04. 2008;42(4):1031–46. Available from: 1271 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19649310 1272 

83.  Gifford R, Comeau LA. Message framing influences perceived climate change 1273 

competence, engagement, and behavioral intentions. Glob Environ Chang. 1274 

2011;21(4):1301–7.  1275 

84.  Heubeck BG, Wilkinson RB, Cologon J. A second look at Carver and White’s (1994) 1276 

BIS/BAS scales. Pers Individ Dif. 1998;25(4):785–800.  1277 

85.  Levine L, Edelstein RS. Emotion and memory narrowing: a review and goal-relevance 1278 

approach. Cogn Emot. 2009;23(5):833–75.  1279 

86.  Kumaran D, Summerfield JJ, Hassabis D, Maguire EA. Tracking the emergence of 1280 

conceptual knowledge during human decision making. Neuron [Internet]. 2009/09/26. 1281 

2009;63(6):889–901. Available from: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19778516 1282 

87.  Palombo DJ, Keane MM, Verfaellie M. How does the hippocampus shape decisions? 1283 

Neurobiol Learn Mem [Internet]. 2015/08/25. 2015;125:93–7. Available from: 1284 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26297967 1285 

88.  Shohamy D, Turk-Browne NB. Mechanisms for widespread hippocampal involvement in 1286 

cognition. J Exp Psychol Gen [Internet]. 2013/11/20. 2013;142(4):1159–70. Available 1287 

from: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24246058 1288 

89.  Cacioppo JT, Berntson GG, Larsen JT, Poehlmann KM, Ito TA. The psychophysiology of 1289 

emotion. Handb Emot. 2000;2:173–91.  1290 

90.  Isaacowitz DM, Livingstone KM, Harris JA, Marcotte SL. Mobile eye tracking reveals little 1291 

evidence for age differences in attentional selection for mood regulation. Emotion 1292 

[Internet]. 2014/12/22. 2015;15(2):151–61. Available from: 1293 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25527965 1294 

91.  Bradley MM, Miccoli L, Escrig MA, Lang PJ. The pupil as a measure of emotional arousal 1295 

and autonomic activation. Psychophysiology [Internet]. 2008;45(4):602–7. Available from: 1296 



Motivational Valence, Spatial Exploration, and Memory 53 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Citation1297 

&list_uids=18282202 1298 

92.  Young JW, Minassian A, Geyer MA. Locomotor Profiling from Rodents to the Clinic and 1299 

Back Again BT  - Translational Neuropsychopharmacology. In: Robbins TW, Sahakian 1300 

BJ, editors. Cham: Springer International Publishing; 2016. p. 287–303. Available from: 1301 

https://doi.org/10.1007/7854_2015_5015 1302 

93.  Kensinger EA, Corkin S. Two routes to emotional memory: distinct neural processes for 1303 

valence and arousal. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A [Internet]. 2004/02/26. 2004;101(9):3310–1304 

5. Available from: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14981255 1305 

94.  Talmi D, Anderson AK, Riggs L, Caplan JB, Moscovitch M. Immediate memory 1306 

consequences of the effect of emotion on attention to pictures. Learn Mem. 1307 

2008;15(3):172–82.  1308 

95.  Lawton CA. Gender differences in way-finding strategies: Relationship to spatial ability 1309 

and spatial anxiety. Sex Roles. 1994;30(11–12):765–79.  1310 

96.  Jonasson Z. Meta-analysis of sex differences in rodent models of learning and memory: a 1311 

review of behavioral and biological data. Neurosci Biobehav Rev. 2005;28(8):811–25.  1312 

97.  Voyer D, Voyer S, Bryden MP. Magnitude of sex differences in spatial abilities: a meta-1313 

analysis and consideration of critical variables. American Psychological Association; 1314 

1995.  1315 

98.  D’Hooge R, De Deyn PP. Applications of the Morris water maze in the study of learning 1316 

and memory. Brain Res Rev. 2001;36(1):60–90.  1317 

99.  Beiko J, Lander R, Hampson E, Boon F, Cain DP. Contribution of sex differences in the 1318 

acute stress response to sex differences in water maze performance in the rat. Behav 1319 

Brain Res. 2004;151(1):239–53.  1320 

 1321 



Motivational Valence, Spatial Exploration, and Memory 54 

Supporting Information Captions 1322 

 1323 

S1 Text. Supplementary Methods: Facial Expression Analysis 1324 

 1325 

S2 Text. Supplementary Results. Exploration and Memory Measures as a Main Effect of Group 1326 

 1327 

S1 Table. Data present for each experimental measure. 1328 

 1329 

S2 Table. Demographic, personality, and environmental attitude variables of the sample, 1330 

separated by framing condition. Means are presented with standard deviations in brackets. 1331 

Usable N for each data measure present noted. 1332 

 1333 

S3 Table. Correlational relationships between individual difference measures and dependent 1334 

measures of exploration and memory behavior collapsed across Promotion and Prevention 1335 

framing conditions (text with white background); in the Promotion condition (text with red 1336 

background); and in the Prevention condition (text with blue background). (Pearson correlation 1337 

coefficients, significance uncorrected for multiple comparisons.) ^p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01 1338 

 1339 

S4 Table. Hierarchical multiple regression model with item/wander time proportion as a DV and 1340 

individual differences and framing condition as predictors (Indiv x Framing interaction terms 1341 

entered at Step 2). ^p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01 1342 

 1343 

S1 Figure. Given that Neuroticism was associated with impaired memory while BIS was 1344 

associated with enhanced memory, we plotted relationships between (a) NEO-Neuroticism and 1345 

expressed surprise during statement reading; (b) BIS and expressed surprise during statement 1346 



Motivational Valence, Spatial Exploration, and Memory 55 

reading; to investigate for affective mechanisms underlying these diverging effects. A positive 1347 

relationship between increasing Neuroticism and surprise in the Promotion condition suggests 1348 

that highly Neuroticism individuals expressed more surprise (and may have experienced 1349 

increased emotional arousal), leading to impaired subsequent exhibit memory. In contrast, 1350 

increasing BIS was associated with decreasing surprise in both the Promotion and Prevention 1351 

conditions, with a more robust association under Prevention. These results suggest that 1352 

Neuroticism, but not BIS, was positively associated with emotional arousal and potentially, task-1353 

irrelevant negative affect: leading to memory impairment with increasing Neuroticism but not 1354 

BIS. Further, these relationships interacted with motivational context. These results are 1355 

speculative, given that none of the analyses reached statistical significance, but hint at potential 1356 

mechanisms to be explored more fully in future research.  1357 

 1358 

 1359 
 1360 



Chiew - Figure 1 Click here to download Figure Chiew - Figure 1.tiff 

http://www.editorialmanager.com/pone/download.aspx?id=21772383&guid=80d6bb40-7a4f-4386-ad33-c0827244fc72&scheme=1
http://www.editorialmanager.com/pone/download.aspx?id=21772383&guid=80d6bb40-7a4f-4386-ad33-c0827244fc72&scheme=1


Chiew - Figure 2 Click here to download Figure Chiew - Figure 2.tiff 

http://www.editorialmanager.com/pone/download.aspx?id=21772392&guid=e299c362-55f1-4ce8-81e1-4460be5dcf75&scheme=1
http://www.editorialmanager.com/pone/download.aspx?id=21772392&guid=e299c362-55f1-4ce8-81e1-4460be5dcf75&scheme=1


Chiew - Figure 3 Click here to download Figure Chiew - Figure 3.tiff 

http://www.editorialmanager.com/pone/download.aspx?id=21772393&guid=61947289-d857-40b0-ad8a-66edae5b4f3e&scheme=1
http://www.editorialmanager.com/pone/download.aspx?id=21772393&guid=61947289-d857-40b0-ad8a-66edae5b4f3e&scheme=1


Chiew - Figure 4 Click here to download Figure Chiew - Figure 4.tiff 

http://www.editorialmanager.com/pone/download.aspx?id=21772407&guid=47bce716-eeb3-4f26-bfcd-1e749a6809ae&scheme=1
http://www.editorialmanager.com/pone/download.aspx?id=21772407&guid=47bce716-eeb3-4f26-bfcd-1e749a6809ae&scheme=1


Chiew - Figure 5 Click here to download Figure Chiew - Figure 5.tiff 

http://www.editorialmanager.com/pone/download.aspx?id=21772424&guid=903e848a-a15f-44c0-b870-5a3cd34b72b0&scheme=1
http://www.editorialmanager.com/pone/download.aspx?id=21772424&guid=903e848a-a15f-44c0-b870-5a3cd34b72b0&scheme=1


Chiew - Figure 6 Click here to download Figure Chiew - Figure 6.tiff 

http://www.editorialmanager.com/pone/download.aspx?id=21772434&guid=f8d6a32e-487b-40c5-872a-e565c8fe6354&scheme=1
http://www.editorialmanager.com/pone/download.aspx?id=21772434&guid=f8d6a32e-487b-40c5-872a-e565c8fe6354&scheme=1


Chiew - Figure 7 Click here to download Figure Chiew - Figure 7.tiff 

http://www.editorialmanager.com/pone/download.aspx?id=21772435&guid=a3298bae-bbcf-4163-99cd-8f94bfb6aad8&scheme=1
http://www.editorialmanager.com/pone/download.aspx?id=21772435&guid=a3298bae-bbcf-4163-99cd-8f94bfb6aad8&scheme=1


  

Chiew - Supporting Information - Text 1

Click here to access/download
Supporting Information

Chiew - S1 Text.pdf

http://www.editorialmanager.com/pone/download.aspx?id=21772436&guid=134c1db8-39d6-4257-8da5-580ce8318ee5&scheme=1


  

Chiew - Supporting Information - Text 2

Click here to access/download
Supporting Information

Chiew - S2 Text.pdf

http://www.editorialmanager.com/pone/download.aspx?id=21772437&guid=09899bfe-ad37-436b-9882-6d20cb0ef84e&scheme=1


  

Chiew - Supporting Information - Table 1

Click here to access/download
Supporting Information
Chiew - S1 Table.pdf

http://www.editorialmanager.com/pone/download.aspx?id=21772438&guid=ca3b49e6-38f4-47c5-9352-29035bbaea83&scheme=1


  

Chiew - Supporting Information - Table 2

Click here to access/download
Supporting Information
Chiew - S2 Table.pdf

http://www.editorialmanager.com/pone/download.aspx?id=21772442&guid=d54f8875-2aea-457c-aa01-e6850f3f0ba4&scheme=1


  

Chiew - Supporting Information - Table 3

Click here to access/download
Supporting Information
Chiew - S3 Table.pdf

http://www.editorialmanager.com/pone/download.aspx?id=21772443&guid=a4057961-4be5-4f10-bc69-4ed6f91d90d8&scheme=1


  

Chiew - Supporting Information - Table 4

Click here to access/download
Supporting Information
Chiew - S4 Table.pdf

http://www.editorialmanager.com/pone/download.aspx?id=21772444&guid=6af92a52-0f60-472a-aaa4-152f74ab37eb&scheme=1


  

Chiew - Supporting Information - Figure S1

Click here to access/download
Supporting Information
Chiew - Figure S1.tiff

http://www.editorialmanager.com/pone/download.aspx?id=21772449&guid=504794f9-233e-4e95-ad2c-48a669252a38&scheme=1

