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Reactivating hippocampal-mediated mem-
ories during reconsolidation to disrupt fear

Stephanie L. Grella 1,2, Amanda H. Fortin1, Evan Ruesch1, John H. Bladon 1,3,
Leanna F. Reynolds1, Abby Gross1, Monika Shpokayte1, Christine Cincotta1,
Yosif Zaki4 & Steve Ramirez 1

Memories are stored in the brain as cellular ensembles activated during
learning and reactivated during retrieval. Using the Tet-tag system in mice, we
label dorsal dentate gyrus neurons activated by positive, neutral or negative
experiences with channelrhodopsin-2. Following fear-conditioning, these cells
are artificially reactivated during fear memory recall. Optical stimulation of a
competing positive memory is sufficient to update the memory during
reconsolidation, thereby reducing conditioned fear acutely and enduringly.
Moreover,mice demonstrate operant responding for reactivation of a positive
memory, confirming its rewarding properties. These results show that inter-
ference from a rewarding experience can counteract negative affective states.
While memory-updating, induced by memory reactivation, involves a rela-
tively small set of neurons, we also find that activating a large population of
randomly labeled dorsal dentate gyrus neurons is effective in promoting
reconsolidation. Importantly, memory-updating is specific to the fear mem-
ory. These findings implicate the dorsal dentate gyrus as a potential ther-
apeutic node for modulating memories to suppress fear.

Maladaptive conditioned fear, caused by dysregulated fear circuits,
plays a significant role in the etiology of anxiety disorders such as
specific phobias and post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD). PTSD can
develop in individualswhohave experienced a traumatic event and it is
often characterized by persistent memories of the trauma1. Conse-
quently, contextual fear-conditioning (CFC), which is highly conserved
across species2, has been used as a representative model in animals to
study certain aspects of PTSD, such as fear generalization, exaggerated
fear responses, and enhanced stress reactivity3–5. Themostwidelyused
CFC paradigms involve pairing an emotionally neutral conditioned
stimulus (CS) such as a training context, with an aversive uncondi-
tioned stimulus (US) like a foot shock that typically elicits activity
bursts that lead to conditioned freezing responses in rodents. A
learned association emerges, and the CS acquires aversive properties
that facilitate retrieval of the conditioned fear memory in the absence
of the US. In rodentmodels, this results in a conditioned fear response

upon re-exposure to the context demonstrating this learned
relationship6. In humans, pathological conditioned fear can occur for
decades even in the absence of the exact context in which the trau-
matic event took place.

In spite of the fact that anxiety disorders are extremely prevalent
in the general population, and many individuals experience patholo-
gical anxiety as a form of an exaggerated fear state, there are few ways
to attenuate maladaptive conditioned fear. Reconsolidation, however,
has potential as a therapeutic mechanism for diminishing Pavlovian
fear7. Reconsolidation theory posits that memories become destabi-
lized during recall as they enter a transient state of malleability where
they can be modulated during the time it takes them to restabilize7,8.
Despite the long history of experimental reconsolidation-related
interventions using a variety of pharmacological agents, behavioral
treatments and stimulation protocols to disrupt or enhance
memory9–11, these studies have yieldedmixed results. Only recently has
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the potential for developing improved reconsolidation-based treat-
ments andnovel interventions been recognized12,13. Nevertheless,most
effective therapies for PTSD are trauma-focused, meaning the treat-
ment focuses on the memory of the traumatic event14.

Memory is thought to be stored in the sparse activity patterns of
neuronal populations within a distributed network15–17, or as Wilder
Penfield described memory as “the writing left behind the brain by
conscious experience”18. We often refer to these ensembles, active
duringmemory encoding, asmemory traces or engrams19,20, and these
engrams are reactivated during retrieval17,21. Findings from several
studies have shown that specific memories, including fear memories,
can be disrupted by inhibition of associated engrams15,22–26. Specifi-
cally, the dorsal dentate gyrus (dDG) of the hippocampus is important
for encoding contextual fearmemories27–30, and has been implicated in
the pathophysiology of a number of anxiety disorders28,31. Of particular
relevance to PTSD, contextual information, which includes more than
spatial information, has the capacity to modulate fear and safety4.
Valence (e.g., negative memories) can be considered an aspect of
context, which has the potential to promote exaggerated fear
responses and fear generalization through associations formed in the
hippocampus. Importantly, the DG also plays a role in disambiguating
trauma-related and non-trauma-related contextual information32,33 as
well as in extinction learning34 and PTSD patients exhibit impairments
in both3. Moreover, we have previously shown that artificial reactiva-
tion of a positive memory stored in the dDG can acutely rescue stress-
induced, depression-related behavior35.

Here, we propose an innovative intervention based on the
hypothesis that using optogenetics to artificially reactivate a pre-
viously formed, dDG-mediated memory during reconsolidation will
permanently alter and disrupt the original fear memory. We used the
Tet-tag system36 to label dDG neurons activated by exposure to posi-
tive, neutral or negative experiences with channelrhodopsin-2 (ChR2).
Mice were subsequently fear conditioned and given a fear memory
recall test wherein these tagged neurons were optically reactivated.
We hypothesized that this intervention during the reconsolidation
window would update the fear memory with attributes from the
competing engram, thereby reducing the behavioral expression of
conditioned fear. Moreover, as we have previously shown that stress-
induced behaviors can be rescued by optically reactivating dDG cells
previously active during a positive experience35 and others have shown
that positive emotions counteract a subset of aftereffects of negative
emotions37, we proposed that this effect would be more pronounced
when the competing engramwas associatedwith a positive experience
compared to a neutral or negative experience.

Here we show that reconsolidation-based hippocampal inter-
ference induced by optical reactivation of a competing, positive
memory is sufficient to update a fear memory at the ensemble level
resulting in an attenuation of maladaptive conditioned fear.

Results
Artificial reactivation of hippocampal-mediated memories dur-
ing fear memory reconsolidation reduces fear acutely and
enduringly
We used a viral, activity-dependent, and inducible neuronal tagging
strategy in wild-type c57BL/6 mice (Fig. 1a). Male mice were injected
with virus (either ChR2 or eYFP) and implanted with bilateral optic
fibers before being taken off DOX to open a tagging window17,38. They
were split into three groups, and each assigned a differentially-
valenced behavioral experience (Fig. 1a). All mice were placed into a
novel clean cage and either left undisturbed (neutral)21, placed with a
female (positive)35,39, or placed into a restraint tube with air holes
(negative)35 and then placed into the cage. Mice were returned to their
home cages 1 h later back on DOX to close the tagging window. The
following day, mice were fear conditioned (FC) in context A and 24 h
later given a 20min recall test in the same context. During this test, in

which we assessed conditioned fear (i.e., freezing) as a proxy for
retrieval of the associative fearmemory, we simultaneously stimulated
the tagged dDGensembles during the first (F10) or last half (L10) of the
session rather than the entire session, as we did not want to risk heat
damage to the brain40 and wanted to compare light-on and light-off
periods in a within-subject manner. We initially hypothesized that
reactivating a positivememory during the last half of the recall session
would promote reconsolidation since the fear memory would already
be online. This would potentially alter the fear memory ensemble,
updating it with positive attributes from the experience resulting in
decreased freezing at subsequent timepoints.We aimed to specifically
weaken the strength of the CS-US association by dampening the
acquired aversion to the CS41 and to alter the original fear memory
through reconsolidation. Therefore, we chose a session length not
longer than 20min to ensure that our optical manipulation would be
introduced during the short window post-memory reactivation when
reconsolidation occurs42 and not during extinction learning43. This
strategy permits us to measure real-time decreases in freezing with
optical stimulation during recall. Moreover, it permits us to measure
any long-lasting effects of ourmanipulation, andwe thus extended our
assessment to include two extinction sessions to test for stress-
induced reinstatement after an immediate shock in context B. The
shock was delivered in a new context in under 2 s so mice would not
form a contextual representation of the environment, and, therefore
not form a new associative fear memory, but would still experience
stress. This method allowed us to model fear generalization and
heightened stress reactivity as an example of maladaptive condition-
ing since the stressor was delivered in a different context44–46.

Based on previous studies39,41,47, mice first were FC using a 4-shock
protocol (Fig. 1b) wherein they exhibited freezing in a stepwise man-
ner, increasing with each successive shock presented (Supplementary
Fig. 1a–c). We saw this pattern of freezing for all experiments (Sup-
plementary Fig. 1a–h). Mice were returned to the context the next day
for a fear memory recall test (Fig. 1c). With L10 stimulation, mice in
positive and negative-ChR2 groups demonstrated a real-time reduc-
tion in freezing compared to mice in the neutral-ChR2 group and to
eYFP controls respectively. While there was a natural decline in
freezing across the session due to the absence of shock, these mice
showed a significantly steeper decline. While freezing levels generally
declined across extinction days, no group differences were observed
during extinction (Fig. 1d and Supplementary Fig. 1a) or immediate
shock (Fig. 1e). During reinstatement (Fig. 1f), we saw less freezing in
negative-ChR2 mice compared to neutral-eYFP mice, and in general,
eYFP control mice froze more than experimental ChR2 mice at rein-
statement compared to immediate shock (Fig. 1g). In contrast, post-
shock freezing following fear-conditioning (Fig. 1h) was reduced in the
F10 condition (Fig. 1i), only for positive-ChR2 mice compared to eYFP
controls, which occurred specifically in the last 10min of the session.
Here, neutral-ChR2 mice extinguished more quickly; however, no
group differences were observed during extinction (Fig. 1j and Sup-
plementary Fig. 1b). As expected, there were no group differences
during immediate shock (Fig. 1k). During reinstatement, both positive
and neutral-ChR2 groups demonstrated reduced fear compared to
eYFP controls, while negative-ChR2 mice did not (Fig. 1l). Again, con-
trol mice froze more than experimental mice at reinstatement com-
pared to immediate shock (Fig. 1m), and this was a more pronounced
effect. Therefore, we adopted the F10 protocol for all subsequent
experiments. However, as an additional control, we added an experi-
ment to assess how effective artificial reactivation of a positive mem-
oryduring themiddle portionof the session (M10)wouldbe compared
to F10 or L10 stimulation during recall (Supplementary Fig. 2a). During
acquisition of the FC response, mice in all three conditions showed
greater freezing post-shock (Supplementary Fig. 2b–g). During recall,
the stimulation caused real-time decreases in freezing in the ChR2
group in the F10 and L10 conditions but not in the M10 condition
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(Supplementary Fig. 2h–j). F10 ChR2 mice continued to show
decreased freezing in the latter half of the recall session in the absence
of stimulation (Supplementary Fig. 2j). All three stimulation protocols
produced decreased freezing in ChR2 mice in the first 3min of
extinction, but group differences were only seen with F10-stimulated
mice (Supplementary Fig. 2k–m). Across the first extinction session,
fear expression was decreased in F10 or M10 ChR2 groups (Supple-
mentary Fig. 2n–p). There were no differences in immediate shock
(Supplementary Fig. 2q–s). Finally, we again saw diminished freezing

for both F10 and M10 ChR2 groups during reinstatement (Supple-
mentary Fig. 2t–y).

Next, we assessed long-term effects of our manipulation. We
replicated the above findings with a similar experimental design.
However, instead of giving mice a reinstatement test after immediate
shock, we left mice undisturbed in their home cage for 2 weeks after
extinction and then gave them a test for the spontaneous recovery of
fear (Fig. 1n). Twenty-fourhours after fear-conditioning (Fig.1o), during
recall, both positive and neutral-ChR2 groups froze less in the last half
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of the session compared to eYFP controls (Fig. 1p). We saw no group
differences during extinction (Fig. 1q and Supplementary Fig. 1c).
Consistent with effects seen during recall, the spontaneous recovery
test revealed that both positive and neutral-ChR2 mice froze less
compared to eYFP controls and compared to the negative-Chr2 group
demonstrating that our manipulation produced enduring effects on
fear memory retrieval processes evident two weeks after extinction
(Fig. 1r, s).

Importantly, we showed the decreases in freezing observed after
tagging and stimulating a positivememory, cannot be attributed solely
to the viral injection nor light stimulation alone. Specifically, we found
that reactivation of a tagged positive memory (female exposure)
(Supplementary Fig. 3a), after mice were FC to show increased post-
shock freezing (Supplementary Fig. 3b, c), resulted in less freezing in
only ChR2mice that received laser stimulation. Thiswas in comparison
to ChR2 mice did not receive stimulation, eYFP mice that did receive
stimulation, and to the no virus/no laser group. This was true during
recall (Supplementary Fig. 3d), on the first day of extinction, and
during the first 3min of extinction (Supplementary Fig. 3e, f). As
expected, we saw no group differences during immediate shock
(Supplementary Fig. 3g) but saw a significant decrease in freezing in
the ChR2-Laser On group compared to all other groups at reinstate-
ment (Supplementary Fig. 3h, i).Moreover, this effect was only present
when mice received artificial reactivation of a tagged a memory in the
FC context (Supplementary Fig. 4a). Next, we tagged a positive
memory (female exposure) and then FCmice that demonstrated post-
shock freezing (Supplementary Fig. 4b). When this memory was
reactivated in a novel context and mice were returned to the con-
ditioning context 24h later, freezing did not decrease in the ChR2
groupduring recall (Supplementary Fig. 4c). Freezing remained similar
to eYFP controls throughout extinction and reinstatement (Supple-
mentary Fig. 4d, e). These findings provide evidence that our manip-
ulation occurs via reconsolidation, as it is specific to when mice
experience natural recall of the fear memory, which in this case, is
prompted by exposure to the conditioning context.

Valence matters: Artificial reactivation of a neutral home cage
experience during reconsolidation is not sufficient to disrupt a
fear memory
The above results illustrate that hippocampal interference resulting
from reactivation of positive or neutral engrams is more effective at
reducing conditioned fear than engrams associated with a negative
experience. To further gauge the importance of valence, first, we tes-
ted if the novel clean cage experiencewas indeed “neutral”, rather than

positive or negative given that novel stimuli can engage a complex set
of approach and avoidance dopaminergic pathways related to sal-
ience, reward, and neophobia48–52. Therefore, for the neutral compo-
nent of the next experiment, we used a home cage38 experience
instead, where mice were left undisturbed. Secondly, we asked whe-
ther a separate positive experience that did not involve female expo-
sure was sufficient to reduce fear. Consequently, we used acute
cocaine exposure53 as our next positive experience. And finally, we
asked if the inability to reduce freezing via stimulation of a negative
engram during fear memory recall was the result of those memories
overlapping. To test this, we tagged dDG cells active when mice were
FC in context C as our next negative experience as this interfering
engramwould theoretically be composed of some of the same cells as
the fear memory acquired in context A due to generalization.

To address these questions, we again opened a tagging window
off DOX and labelled a positive, neutral, or negative memory in the
dDG (Fig. 2a). Mice assigned to negative groups were initially FC in
context C demonstrating significant post-shock freezing (Fig. 2b). The
following day they were FC as before in context A. Mice FC the pre-
vious day showed higher freezing than the other groups pre- and post-
shock (Fig. 2c). During recall, negative ChR2mice continued to exhibit
more freezing compared to other ChR2 groups (Fig. 2d), which was
observed throughout the session. However, there were no real-time
decreases in freezing in any of the ChR2-groups, compared to eYFP
counterparts in any part of the recall session (Fig. 2d). No group dif-
ferences were observed during extinction (Fig. 2e and Supplementary
Fig 1d) nor immediate shock (Fig. 2f). Optical stimulation of the home
cage memory was not sufficient to compete with the fear memory
given that during reinstatement, we observed that only positive-ChR2
mice showed less freezing compared to eYFP controls and the negative
groups (Fig. 2g). Negative-ChR2 mice demonstrated equal freezing to
controls (Fig. 2g, h). These results corroborate our previous findings
showing that optical stimulation of a competing positive memory, but
not a neutral or negative memory, is sufficient to disrupt reconsoli-
dation of fear.

The reduction in freezing observed is not due to increases in
locomotion
In a separate cohort of mice, dDG cells involved in encoding an acute
cocaine exposurewere tagged off DOX (Fig. 2i). The next day, to assess
whether activation of a cocaine engram would induce hyper-
locomotor activity, we tested mice in the open field where we reacti-
vated the cocaine engram in the last 5min of the 10min test.We found
nogroupdifferences in total number of line crossings (Fig. 2j), distance

Fig. 1 | Artificial reactivation of hippocampal-mediated memories during fear
memory reconsolidation reduces fear acutely and enduringly. a Viral strategy
and experimental design. dDG cells encoding positive, neutral, and negatively-
valenced behavioral epochs were tagged off-DOX (orange). Mice were FC (context
A) and 24h later given a recall session during which cells previously tagged were
artificially reactivated in either the first (F10), or last half (L10) of the session. Across
next 2 days, mice were given 2 EXT sessions. The following day, to reinstate fear
responding, mice received an IS (context B) and the next day were tested for RE.
bMice showed greater freezing post-shock (three-way RM ANOVA: F(1,33) = 448.3,
P <0.0001). c During recall, L10 mice in positive (P =0.022) and negative
(P <0.0001) ChR2-groups showed less freezing compared to neutral-ChR2 mice
but not eYFP-controls (three-way RM ANOVA: F(2,34) = 4.665, P =0.0162, Time ×
Valence × Virus). Freezing declined faster for both groups (P <0.0001). d–f No
group differences during EXT, or IS. At RE, negative-ChR2 mice showed less
freezing than neutral-eYFP mice (p =0.0449). g eYFP controls froze more than
experimental mice at RE (three-way RMANOVA: F(1,34) = 5.704, P =0.0226, Virus ×
Day); F(1,34) = 3.969, P =0.0282, Virus × Valence). h A separate cohort was FC
demonstrating greater freezing post-shock (three-way RM ANOVA: F(1,48) = 761.4,
P <0.0001). i With F10 stimulation, only positive-ChR2 mice showed reduced fear
in the last half of the session compared to eYFP controls (three-way RM ANOVA:
F(1,48) = 7.737; P =0.0077). j Neutral-ChR2 mice extinguished most rapidly (three-

way RMANOVA: F(1,48) = 57.75, P <0.0001, Time; F(1,48) = 10.99; P =0.0017). kNo
groupdifferences seenduring IS. lDuringRE, bothpositive (P =0.0016) andneutral
(P =0.0031) ChR2-groups showed less fear compared to eYFP controls, while
negative-ChR2 mice did not (two-way ANOVA: F(1,48) = 26.97, P <0.0001).
m Control mice froze more than experimental mice at RE (three-way RM ANOVA:
F(1,48) = 24.66, P <0.0001, Day × Virus). n A separate cohort was tested on SR.
o Mice demonstrated greater freezing post-shock (three-way RM ANOVA:
F(1,46) = 685.2, P <0.0001). p Positive (P =0.0251) and neutral (P =0.0266) ChR2
mice showed reduced fear in the last half of recall compared to eYFP controls
(three-way RM ANOVA: F(1,46) = 16.75, P =0.0002, Time; F(1,46) = 28.15,
P <0.0001). q No group differences observed during EXT. r In a test for SR, both
positive (P =0.0004, P =0.0122) and neutral (P =0.0070, P =0.0011) mice showed
less freezing compared to eYFP controls and compared to negative-ChR2 mice
(two-way ANOVA: F(2,46) = 6.894, P =0.0024, Valence × Virus). s Positive and
neutral ChR2 mice continued to exhibit less fear 2 weeks after EXT compared to
both positive and neutral-eYFP mice, and both negative groups (three-way RM
ANOVA: F(2,46) = 3.784, P =0.0301, Valence × Virus; F(1,46) = 7.859, P =0.0074,
Day). Data represented as means ± s.e.m. *P <0.05, **P <0.01, ***P <0.005,
****P <0.00. dDG dorsal dentate gyrus, DOX doxycycline, EXT extinction, IS
immediate shock, RE reinstatement, SR spontaneous recovery. Source data pro-
vided as a Source Data file.
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Fig. 2 | Valence matters: Artificial reactivation of a neutral home cage experi-
ence during reconsolidation is not sufficient to disrupt a fear memory. a Viral
strategy and experimental design. dDG cells encoding positive, neutral, and
negatively-valenced behavioral epochs were tagged off-DOX (orange).
b Negative groups were initially FC in an alternate context (Context C). These
mice showed greater freezing post-shock (two-way RMANOVA: F(1,10) = 168.4,
P < 0.0001). c The next day all mice were FC. While all mice showed increased
freezing post-shock (three-way RM ANOVA: F(1,37) = 295, P < 0.0001), mice in
the negative groups demonstrated higher freezing pre-shock (Negative: vs.
Positive P < 0.0001, vs. Neutral P < 0.0001) (two way RM ANOVA:
F(2,40) = 27.55, P < 0.0001), and post-shock (three-way RM ANOVA:
F(2,37) = 25.25, P < 0.0001). d During recall, negative groups continued to
exhibit increased freezing (three-way RM ANOVA: F(2,37) = 3.286, P < 0.0486,
Valence × Virus × Time). Negative-ChR2 mice froze more than neutral-ChR2
mice in the first (P = 0.0086) and last 10min (P < 0.0001) and more than
positive-ChR2 mice at both time points (P = 0.255, P < 0.0001). Positive
(P = 0.0072) and neutral (P = 0.0002) ChR2 mice showed faster decline in

freezing compared to eYFP controls. e During EXT1, positive and neutral-ChR2
mice froze less than other groups (three-way ANOVA: F(2,37) = 4.107,
P = 0.0245, Valence × Day; F(2,37) = 6.841, P = 0.0128, Virus × Day). f No group
differences observed during IS. g During RE, positive ChR2-mice showed
reduced fear compared to eYFP controls (P = 0.0249) and both negative-ChR2
(P = 0.0147) and eYFP (P = 0.0498) groups (two-way ANOVA: F(1,37) = 5.923,
P = 0.0199, Virus; F(2,37) = 3.440, P = 0.0426). h Positive-ChR2 mice froze less
than other groups except neutral-ChR2 mice at RE compared to IS (three-way
RM ANOVA: F(1,37) = 5.912, P = 0.0200, Day × Virus). i Viral strategy and
experimental design. dDG cells encoding acute cocaine-exposure (positive)
were tagged off-DOX (orange) and 24 h later mice were placed in the OF
(10min) where tagged dDG cells were reactivated in the last 5 min. No group
differences in locomotor j line crossings k distance traveled and l speed m or
anxiety measures (percentage time spent in center). Data represented as
means ± s.e.m. *P < 0.05, **P < 0.01, ***P < 0.005, ****P < 0.00. dDG dorsal den-
tate gyrus, DOX doxycycline, EXT extinction, OF open field, IS immediate
shock, RE reinstatement. Source data provided as a Source Data file.
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traveled (Fig. 2k), or speed (Fig. 2l) suggesting decreases in freezing
observed in the previous experiment were not due to increased loco-
motion. Additionally, time spent in the center region revealed no
group differences (Fig. 2m) suggesting that artificial activation of a
cocaine-related memory is neither anxiogenic, nor anxiolytic.

Mice will perform an operant response for artificial reactivation
of a positive memory
While the hippocampus is implicated in processing positive experi-
ences, it is thought to do so in concert with several regions involved in
neuromodulation, including the ventral tegmental area (VTA). TheVTA
is a critical component of the brain’s reward system, and negative
affective states (e.g., anxiety) are mediated by VTA dysregulation. It is
well established that intracranial self-stimulation (ICSS) of the VTA is a
powerfully rewarding operant behavior, where rodents maintain
delivery of electrical impulses resulting in dopamine release54,55. This
procedure has been previously adapted56–61 to incorporate in vivo
optogenetic stimulation of dopaminergic neurons in the VTA. To tag
and reactivate dDG cells active during this positive experience, we
selectively expressedChR2 indopaminergicVTA cells using transgenic

mice which express Cre under control of the dopamine transporter
(DAT). We injected our viral vectors AAV5-Ef1a-DIO-(hChR2-E123A)-
eYFP and implanted an optic fiber unilaterally into the VTA. We also
injected c-Fos-tTA-TRE-(ChR2)-eYFP and implanted optic fibers bilat-
erally aimed at the dDG (Fig. 3a). Mice were initially habituated to the
operant chamber and given access to a wheel with no consequences,
which served as a baseline measure. The following day, mice were
placedback into the operant box, and twonoseportswere introduced,
one active and one inactive. Nose pokes into the active port produced
optogenetic VTA stimulation, while nose pokes into the inactive port
produced no stimulation and served as a discriminative control. Mice
were given three ICSS training sessions and then taken off DOX. They
were brought back for a fourth training session, in which dDG cells
responsive to VTA self-stimulation were tagged. The following day,
access to the nose ports was restricted, and wheel spins produced
optical dDG stimulation to reactivate the VTA self-stimulation engram.
This was done to assess whether mice would perform an operant
response for a positive (VTA-ChR2, dDG-ChR2) or neutral (VTA-eYFP,
dDG-ChR2) experience compared to dDG-eYFP controls (Fig. 3a). In
mice injected with ChR2 in the VTA, nose pokes into the active port
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were significantly higher than the inactive port, and they increased
across sessions demonstrating the mice’s ability to discriminate
between ports and self-deliver optical stimulation for reward
(Fig. 3b–e). Comparing wheel baseline measures to training and test,
mice injected with ChR2 in the VTA and dDG, completed more wheel
rotations, which were kept in motion for longer durations and dis-
tances (Fig. 3f–h) and produced more stimulations (Fig. 3i) compared
to all other groups. This finding demonstrates that mice will perform
an operant response to maintain artificial reactivation of a positive
memory, specifically thememory of VTA self-stimulation. Mice did not
exhibit this behavior for a memory of operant box exposure in the
absence of VTA stimulation. Following this test, mice underwent the
same experimental protocol as beforewhere theywere FC in context A
where they demonstrated post-shock freezing (Fig. 3j and Supple-
mentary Fig. 1e) and then given a fearmemory recall test. Reactivating
the VTA self-stimulation engram (VCDC) during recall reduced freez-
ing throughout the session (Fig. 3k). Levels remained low throughout
extinction (Fig. 3l and Supplementary Fig. 1e), immediate shock
(Fig. 3m), and reinstatement (Fig. 3n). Interestingly, between the two
dDG-eYFP groups, the group that had received VTA stimulation earlier
(VCDE) demonstrated a beneficial effect of this experience exhibiting
intermediate levels of freezing compared to the VCDC group and the
other control groups on EXT1 (Fig. 3l), and from immediate shock to
reinstatement (Fig. 3o). Together, these results show that interference
from a rewarding experience can counteract negative affective states.

Activation of randomly labeled dDG neurons is also sufficient to
promote the reconsolidation of fear
Next we asked, if artificial reactivation of a positive memory, which
involves stimulation of a small set of neurons (<10%)38, can update a
fear memory during reconsolidation, could we circumvent the
positive-valence prerequisite to achieve a similar effect if we activate a
larger population of neurons not necessarily tied to a memory? Unlike
previous experiments, where we used a cFos-inducible tagging strat-
egy to label cells involved in different experiences, here, we used a
virus with a constitutive promoter (CaMKIIa) to randomly tag dDG
neurons with ChR2 (Fig. 4a). Mice were injected with either undiluted
or diluted virus to label a large percentage or fraction of dDG cells,
respectively. Mice demonstrated post-shock freezing after being FC
(Fig. 4b and Supplementary Fig. 1f). During recall the next day, the

labeled neurons were optically stimulated. During the first half of the
session, we saw real-time decreases in freezing in both undiluted and
diluted-ChR2 groups but by the second half, only the undiluted group
showed less freezing (Fig. 4c). The undiluted-ChR2 group continued to
exhibit less freezing throughout extinction (EXT1 & EXT2) (Fig. 4d) and
both undiluted and diluted ChR2 groups froze less than the eYFP
groups during the first 3min of EXT1 (Supplementary Fig. 1f). As
expected, there were no group differences during immediate shock
(Fig. 4e). At reinstatement, we observed reduced freezing in both
undiluted and diluted-ChR2 groups compared to eYFP controls
(Fig. 4f) and compared to immediate shock (Fig. 4g). Our effects were
greater in the undiluted group, suggesting reconsolidation-based
processes can be potentially engaged by activating ensembles that are
not connected to an engram of a particular valence if enough cells are
activated. This memory modulation strategy may be akin to stimula-
tion protocols currently approved for use in humans62,63.

dDG interference is specific to the fear memory and does not
affect other hippocampal-mediated memories
To determine whether our manipulation, which disrupts the fear
memory, would also indiscriminately affect other types of
hippocampal-mediated memory, we trained mice on a spatial refer-
ence memory task. Like the previous experiment, we injected mice
with undiluted AAV5-CaMKIIa-(hChR2-H134R)-eYFP to randomly label
dDG neurons (Fig. 5a). Water-restricted mice were then trained to
obtain a water reward from one of the arms in an 8-arm radial maze.
They received 4 trials/d until a set of performance criteria were met.
Afterwards, to assess the effect of dDG stimulation on the fear mem-
ory, they underwent the same behavioral protocol as previous
experiments. To assess effects of dDG stimulation on the spatial
reference memory, we retested mice on spatial memory performance
after fear-conditioning and after recall and ran a curtain probe trial
after EXT2 to ensure mice were using extra-maze cues to perform the
task. Interestingly, mice in this experiment demonstrated lower post-
shock freezing during fear-conditioning compared to othermice in the
study, which we believe is a direct result of being handled more often
due to training on the spatial reference task (Fig. 5b and Supplemental
Fig. 1g). Nonetheless, during recall, eYFPmice showed normal freezing
whereas as expected, ChR2-mice showed real-time decreases in
freezing (Fig. 5c). This diminished fear responding persisted during

Fig. 3 | Mice will perform an operant response for artificial reactivation of a
positive memory. a Viral strategy and experimental design. DAT-Cre mice were
given access to a wheel that produced no consequences (baseline and training).
They were then trained to nose poke for 500ms bursts of optogenetic VTA sti-
mulation (T1–T3). dDGcells encoding thispositive experiencewere taggedoff-DOX
(orange, T4). The next day, mice were again given access to the wheel, where
spinning it now produced artificial reactivation of the tagged dDG cells responsive
to VTA self-stimulation. 24 h later, mice underwent the same experimental proce-
dure as previous experiments. Mice were injected with either ChR2 (VC) or eYFP
(VE) in the VTA, and also injected with either ChR2 (DC) or eYFP (DE) in the dDG.
b In the active port, VCDC & VCDEmice nose-poked more than VEDC & VEDEmice
(two-way RM ANOVA: F(9,138) = 2.179, P =0.0270, Time × Group) and increased
responding across days whereas c, no effects were seen for the inactive port.
d Summary of nose poke behavior across days (two-way RM ANOVA:
F(3,46) = 6.102, P =0.0014, Noseport × Group). eActive port nose pokes resulted in
VTA stimulation bouts, which were observed significantly more in VCDC and VCDE
groups (two-way RM ANOVA: F(9,138) = 2.472, P =0.0120, Time × Group). f We
found VCDC mice spun the wheel longer during the test compared to baseline
(P =0.0230) and training (P =0.0029) and also longer than VEDC mice during the
test (P =0.0264), demonstrating they will perform an operant response for access
to a positive memory (two-way RM ANOVA: F(6,92) = 2.233, P =0.0467, Time ×
Group). g We found a similar result for number of wheel spins (At test - VCDC vs.
VEDC: P =0.0108, VCDC vs. VEDE: P =0.0133; VCDC - from baseline to test:
P =0.0148, from training to test: P =0.0032) (two-way RM ANOVA: F(6,92) = 2.513,
P =0.0269, Time × Group). h and wheel distance (At test - VCDC vs. VEDC:

P =0.0246; VCDC - from baseline to test: P =0.0177, from training to test:
P =0.0009) (two-way RM ANOVA: F(6,92) = 2.575, P =0.0237, Time × Group).
i VCDCmice produced more dDG stimulations at test than VEDCmice (P =0.0318)
(one-way ANOVA: F(3,46) = 2.836, P =0.0484). j Mice showed post-shock freezing
following FC (three way RM ANOVA: F(1,92) = 386.4, P <0.0001, Time). k During
recall, stimulation produced decreases in freezing in the VCDC group compared to
other groups (vs. VCDE: P =0.0112, VEDC: P <0.0001, VEDE: P =0.0004) persisting
into the last half of the session (vs. VEDC: P =0.0001, VEDE: P =0.0027) (three-way
RM ANOVA: F(1,46) = 11.65, P =0.0013, dDG Virus × VTA Virus; F(1,46) = 9.841,
P =0.003, Time). lDuring EXT, VCDCmice showed less freezing compared to VEDC
(Day 1: P <0.0001, Day 2: P =0.0090) and VEDE (Day 1: P <0.0001, Day 2:
P =0.0144) controls (three way RMANOVA: F(1,46) = 8.526, P =0.0054, VTA Virus ×
Day; F(1,46) = 5.896, P =0.0191, dDG Virus × Day).m These same differences were
seen during IS (VCDC vs. VEDC: P =0.0107; VCDC vs. VEDE: P =0.0201) (two-way
ANOVA: F(1,46) = 10.70, P =0.002, VTA Virus). n During RE, VCDC mice showed
reduced fear compared to VEDC (P =0.0405) and VEDE controls (P =0.0007).
VCDE mice, which differed from VEDE mice by their VTA self-stimulation experi-
ence alone, also showed less freezing (P =0.0199) (two-wayANOVA: F(1,46) = 16.78,
P =0.0002, VTA Virus). o VCDC and VCDE mice froze less than VTA-eYFP controls
(VEDC & VEDE mice) at RE (three-way RM ANOVA: F(1,46) = 7.879, P =0.0073, VTA
Virus × Day). Data represented as means ± s.e.m. *P <0.05, **P <0.01, ***P <0.005,
****P <0.00. dDG dorsal dentate gyrus, DOX doxycycline, EXT extinction, IS
immediate shock, RE reinstatement, VTA ventral tegmental area. Source data
provided as a Source Data file.
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extinction (Fig. 5d) with ChR2 mice showing less freezing in the first
3min of EXT1 (Supplemental Fig. 1g) and throughout the entire
EXT2 session. No differences were seen during immediate shock
(Fig. 5e), and as expected, ChR2-groups demonstrated less freezing
during reinstatement (Fig. 5f, g). For maze performance, all mice met
criteria between 5 and 14 days (Fig. 5h) and improved across time
during acquisition, in terms of latency to find the reward, number of
arm-deviations (upon a mouse’s first visit to an arm), number of
reference errors (i.e., entering wrong arm) and repeated reference
errors (working memory errors) made (Fig. 5i–p, left-most panels).
Performance was divided into two categories: trial 1, which was inter-
preted as an assessment of long-term memory from the day before,
and trials 2–4, which were interpreted as an assessment of short-term
memory from the previous trial on the same day. Mice were first
retested in the maze 3 h after fear-conditioning to confirm that fear-
conditioning itself did not affect spatial memory. We saw no effects
(Fig. 5i–p, middle panels).

Working under the assumption that disruption of the fear mem-
ory by our optical intervention occurs because conditions are present
for memory to undergo reconsolidation, observing an impairment of
spatial memory could be obscured if this memory does not also
undergo reconsolidation. To accurately test whether our intervention
was specific to the fear memory, we sought to increase the likelihood
that boundary conditions permitting memory reconsolidation for the
spatial memory were met64. To that end, we gave half the mice
(Reminder groups) one reminder session (trial 1) 5min prior to the fear
memory recall test. During this reminder session, we replaced the
flooring in the maze center with sandpaper to create a prediction
error65. This did not affect reward location, but it did presentmicewith
an unexpected cue during the trial. Reminder-mice received trials 2–4
3 h after the recall session, while the other half of mice (No Reminder
groups) did not receive a reminder session, and instead received all 4
regular trials 3 h after the recall session. Again, we sawnodifferences in
performance and all mice performed well within the range of criterion
(Fig. 5i–p, middle panels). All mice were tested on the maze the fol-
lowing day and 3 h later were given the first extinction session. No

measures were affected during this test except arm-deviations (Fig. 5k,
l). On trial 1, both ChR2 and eYFP mice in the Reminder groups had
higher arm-deviations suggesting the reminder session, which poten-
tially led to reconsolidation of the spatial memory, briefly affected this
measure of performance.However, this effectwas behavioral andnot a
result of optical stimulation of random dDG cells as there were no
differences between ChR2 and eYFP mice. On trials 2–4, mice in ChR2
groups (both Reminder and No Reminder) demonstrated better per-
formance (fewer arm-deviations) compared to eYFPgroups suggesting
maze performance improved as a result of reconsolidation regardless
of whether a reminder session was given. Importantly, this also
demonstrated that the disruptive effect of our manipulation was spe-
cific to the fear memory (Fig. 5i–p, middle panels).

To ensure wewere testing hippocampal-mediatedmemorywhere
mice were using extra-maze cues to find the reward, the following day
mice were given a curtain probe test. As expected, all mice showed
decreased performance on the probe compared to the last 3 d of
training with performance reaching the level it was at when they first
started the task (Fig. 5i–p, right-most panels).

Rewriting the original fear memory
Next, we sought to determine whether the reduction in conditioned
fear was accompanied by a change in ensemble dynamics of the ori-
ginal fear engram. To assess whether ourmanipulation had altered the
original fear memory, we combined two virus-based systems (Fig. 6a).
All mice were injected with c-Fos-tTA-TRE-mCherry to tag dDG cells
involved in encoding the fear-conditioning epoch. Mice were also
injected with either undiluted AAV5-CaMKIIa-hChR2-H134R-eYFP or
undiluted AAV5-CaMKIIa-eYFP to label a competing set of dDG neu-
rons. Mice then underwent the same experimental protocol as before
where they were FC demonstrating post-shock freezing (Fig. 6b and
Supplemental Fig. 1h). During recall, optical stimulation produced real
time decreases in freezing in ChR2 mice compared to eYFP controls
(Fig. 6c), and these differences persisted in extinction (Fig. 6d)
including the first 3min of EXT1 and the last 3min of EXT2 (Supple-
mental Fig. 1h). No group differences were observed during immediate
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Fig. 4 | Activation of randomly labeled dDG is also sufficient to disrupt fear
reconsolidation. a Viral strategy and experimental design. We used a virus with a
constitutive promoter to randomly label dDG neurons not tied to the encoding of a
behavioral epoch. Mice were injected with either undiluted or diluted virus. The
experimental procedure was similar to the previous experiments with the excep-
tion of the neuronal tagging component. b During FC, all mice froze post-shock
(three-way RM ANOVA: F(1,23) = 447.9, P <0.0001). c During recall, stimulation
produced decreases in freezing in both the undiluted (P =0.0106) and diluted
(P =0.0369) ChR2-groups compared to eYFP-controls (three-way RM ANOVA:
F(1,23) = 25.67, P <0.0001, Virus). In the latter half of the session, mice in the
undiluted ChR2 continued to show decreased freezing compared to eYFP-controls

(P =0.0300). d During EXT, there was an overall decrease in freezing across days
(three-way RM ANOVA: F(1,23) = 4.312, P =0.0492) and a reduction in freezing in
ChR2-groups compared to eYFP-controls (three-way ANOVA: F(1,23) = 20.88,
P =0.0001). More specifically, in the undiluted groups on day 1 (P =0.0394). e No
group differences were seen during IS. f During RE, mice in both the undiluted
(P =0.0004) and diluted (P =0.0304) ChR2-groups froze less compared to eYFP-
controls (two-way ANOVA: F(1,23) = 25.15, P <0.0001). g They also froze less at RE
compared to IS (three-way RM ANOVA: F(1,23) = 27.08, P <0.0001, Virus × Day).
Data represented as means ± s.e.m. *P <0.05, **P <0.01, ***P <0.005, ****P <0.00.
dDG dorsal dentate gyrus, EXT extinction, IS immediate shock, RE reinstatement.
Source data are provided as a Source Data file.
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shock (Fig. 6e). During reinstatement, ChR2 mice continued to show
decreased freezing (Fig. 6f, g). To determine whether these mice
had fewer overlapping neurons from the original fear-conditioning
epoch to the reinstatement test compared to eYFP controls, mice
were perfused 90min after reinstatement, and c-Fos levels were
quantified.

For each experiment, representative images from each neuronal
tagging strategywere taken (Fig. 7a–dandSupplemental Fig. 5a–e) and
used to obtain cell counts.We first calculated the total number of DAPI
labeled cells for each group (Fig. 7e, f). For experiments where we
tagged a behavioral epoch using a c-Fos promoter (Figs. 1–3, 6), the
size of the engram was determined as a percentage of DAPI-labeled
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neurons (Fig. 7g, eYFP; Fig. 7h, mCherry). Regardless of valence, tag-
ged cells associated with a particular behavioral experience, including
a home cage experience38, consisted of approximately 8% of DAPI-
labeled neurons in dDG (M = 8.015, SD =0.572). The percentage of cells
labeled as c-Fos+, representing the set of cells active during the rein-
statement test (Fig. 7g, i, RFP; Fig. 7h, j, RFP & BFP) was approximately
1.5% (M = 1.438, SD = 0.21). In the first set of experiments, the percen-
tage of overlap (yellow) (Fig. 7g, k) between the tagged engramused to
interfere with the fear memory during recall (eYFP) (Fig. 7g) and the
engram at reinstatement (RFP) (Fig. 7g, i) can be interpreted as a

measure of whether our reconsolidation-based manipulation resulted
in merging the two memories together. We observed a greater per-
centage of overlap for negative experiences compared to neutral
experiences suggesting the negative experiences shared higher simi-
larity with the fear memory compared to the neutral experiences.
However, no differences were observed between the percentage of
overlap for negative experiences compared to positive experiences, or
positive experiences compared to neutral experiences. While we
speculate that the degree of overlap between negative experiences
and the fearmemorymay be preventing reactivation of those engrams

Fig. 5 | dDG interference is specific to the fearmemoryanddoesnotaffectother
hippocampal-mediated memories. a Viral strategy and experimental design. We
randomly labeled a dDG ensemble and then trainedwater-restrictedmice to obtain
water from one of the arms in an 8-arm radial maze (4 trials/day). Following cri-
terion, they were FC and 3 h later tested on spatial memory. The next day they
received a recall test during which labeled cells were stimulated. Half the mice
received one reminder session (trial 1, T1) 5min prior to recall, and trials 2–4 (T2–4)
3 h after recall. The other half did not receive a reminder session, and instead all 4
regular trials 3 h after recall. Spatial performancewas tested thenextday, 3 hbefore
the first EXT session. The next day mice got a second EXT session and 3 h later a
curtain probe. The next day, mice underwent IS and 24 h later a RE test. Effect of
dDG Stimulation on Fear Memory: b During FC, all mice froze post-shock (three-
way RM ANOVA: F(1,16) = 377.1, P <0.0001). c During recall, stimulation decreased
freezing in the No Reminder-ChR2 group (P =0.0027) compared to eYFP controls
(three-way RM ANOVA: F(1,16) = 26.11, P =0.0001, Time; F(1,16) = 24.75, P =0.0001,
Virus). d Freezing decreased across EXT days and in ChR2 groups compared to
eYFP controls (three-way RM ANOVA: F(1,16) = 6.008, P =0.0261, Time × Virus).
More specifically, in No Reminder groups on day 1 (P <0.0001) and in both
Reminder (P =0.0279) and No Reminder (P =0.0395) groups on day 2. e No group
differences seen during IS. fDuring RE,mice in both Reminder (P =0.0008) andNo
Reminder (P =0.0003) ChR2 groups froze less compared to eYFP controls (two-
way ANOVA: F(1,16) = 53.27, P <0.0001). g and at RE compared to IS (three-way RM
ANOVA: F(1,16) = 66.81, P <0.0001, Virus × Day). Effect of dDG Stimulation on the
Spatial Memory: h Mice reached criterion in 5–14 days. Dependent measures:
i, j latency to find reward, k, l arm-deviations, m, n reference errors, and
o,p repeated reference errors. During acquisition (left panels, first 3 and last 3 days
of training), for T1 (long-term memory) and T2–4 (short-term memory) all mice

improved across training (three-way RM ANOVAs. Latency - T1: F(5,48) = 8.053,
P <0.0001, T2–4: F(5,48) = 19.66, P <0.0001; Arm-Deviations - T1: F(5,48) = 6.817,
P <0.0001, T2–4; F(5,48) = 5.186, P =0.0007; Reference Errors - T1: F(5,48) = 3.921,
P =0.0046, T2–4: F(5,48) = 14.94, P <0.0001; Repeated Reference Errors - T1:
F(5,48) = 6.392,P =0.0001, T2–4: F(5,48) = 9.848,P <0.0001).We compared spatial
performance after FC (purple), before (Reminder groups only) and after recall
(pink), and before EXT1 (mint) (middle panels). We only saw differences for arm-
deviations. For T1, both ChR2 and eYFP-mice in the Reminder groups had higher
arm-deviations during the first trial prior to EXT1 (three-way RM ANOVA:
F(1,24) = 4.741, P =0.0395). As differences were not between ChR2 and eYFP mice,
this suggests the Reminder session, and not the reconsolidation-based manipula-
tion, briefly affected this measure. Briefly since, on T2–4: mice in the ChR2 groups
(Reminder and No Reminder) demonstrated better performance (fewer arm-
deviations) compared to eYFP groups on EXT 1, suggesting the manipulation
improved performance on the maze despite whether a reminder session was given
(three-way RM ANOVA: F(1,24) = 6.819, P =0.0153). For the curtain probe, extra-
maze cues were not visible. We compared performance on this test to the first and
last 3 days of acquisition (peach) (right panels). All mice performed as poorly as the
start of training (three-way RM ANOVAs. Latency - T1: F(2,24) = 15.16, P <0.0001,
T2–4: F(2,24) = 43.93, P <0.0001; Arm-Deviations - T1: F(2,24) = 5.671, P =0.0096,
T2–4; F(2,24) = 8.610, P =0.0015; Reference Errors - T1: F(2,24) = 13.80, P =0.0001,
T2–4: F(2,24) = 6.009, P <0.0077, Time × Reminder; Repeated Reference Errors -
T1: F(2,24) = 7.927, P =0.0023, T2–4: F(2,24) = 5.862, P =0.0085, Time × Virus).
Dotted lines: criterion required for 2 consecutive days.Data representedasmeans ±
s.e.m. *P <0.05, **P <0.01, ***P <0.005, ****P <0.00. dDG dorsal dentate gyrus, CP
curtain probe, EXT extinction, F3 first 3 days, IS immediate shock, L3 last 3 days, RE
reinstatement. Source data provided as a Source Data file.
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DOX doxycycline, EXT extinction, IS immediate shock, RE reinstatement. Source
data are provided as a Source Data file.
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from interfering with the fear memory, we cannot assume that our
ability to successfully weaken a fearmemory by reactivating a positive
memory derives solely from a disparity in these populations.

There were no differences between ChR2 and eYFP mice, leading
us to conclude that stimulation of an interfering engram during recall
did not increase the similarity between the engram and the fear

memory at reinstatement (Fig. 7k). Similarly, when we tagged neurons
not involved in the encoding of a behavioral epoch, we saw a similar
trend where overlaps did not differ between ChR2 and eYFP groups
suggesting that activation of the randomly labeled neurons did not
then become recruited into the fear memory engram at reinstatement
(Fig. 7h, l). However, there was a higher degree of overlap in the
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undiluted groups compared to the diluted groups based simply on the
number cells tagged. In the undiluted groups, we tagged approxi-
mately 40% (M = 37.16, SD = 5.5) of DAPI-labeled neurons and in the
diluted groups we tagged a similar 8% of cells (M = 8.57, SD = 0.4) as
our epoch-associated engrams (Fig. 7h). Finally, we sought to deter-
mine whether the original fear memory was changed from condition-
ing to reinstatement given the reduction in fear, despite not being
biased to incorporate the cells artificially activated during recall. The
percentage of overlaps (magenta) (Fig. 7h, l) between these sets of
neurons, those tagged in the original fear engram (mCherry) (Fig. 7h)
and the fear engram at reinstatement (BFP) (Fig. 7h, j) can be inter-
preted as a measure of whether our reconsolidation-based interven-
tion resulted in alteration of the original fear memory. We found
significantly fewer overlaps in the fear memory across conditioning
and reinstatement in the ChR2 group, suggesting that while we did not
merge the fear memory with the interfering ensembles (Fig. 7m), our
manipulations, nonetheless, altered the original fearmemory (Fig. 7n),
which we believe may help explain corresponding reductions in fear.
We speculate that our reconsolidation-based manipulation caused a
disengagement of these ensembles in an orthogonal manner, separ-
ating thesememories into disparate neuronal populations (Fig. 7m, n).
Interestingly, the proportion of randomly labeled/activated (eYFP)
cells that were also part of the original fear engram (mCherry) was
above chance (yellow) and the proportion of randomly labeled/acti-
vated (eYFP) cells that were also part of the fear engram at reinstate-
ment (BFP)was alsoabove chance (cyan) aswas overlapof all 3 typesof
cells (white) in the eYFP group (Fig. 7l); however, no group differences
were seen. Taken together, these findings provide preliminary evi-
dence for the potential therapeutic efficacy of artificially modulating
memories to both acutely and enduringly suppress fear responses by
altering the original fear memory during the reconsolidation period.

Discussion
Here, we combined our viral neuronal tagging strategy with optoge-
netics to manipulate hippocampal ensembles and disrupt the expres-
sion of a fear memory in mice. We showed that hippocampal
interference induced by optical reactivation of a competing, positive
memory was sufficient to update the fear memory during natural
reactivation in a recall session through reconsolidation. These effects
were not due to the viral injections themselves nor the light

stimulation alone and were only observed when the positive memory
was reactivated in the conditioning context.

While it is generally considered evolutionarily advantageous to
remember emotionally significant events well, the pursuit of ther-
apeutic forgetting has emerged in cases such as PTSD where these
memories become debilitatingly intrusive. Currently, the majority of
pharmacological and cognitive behavioral treatments used to treat
disordersof emotionalmemory typically only affect the strengthof the
affective response while the original fear memory is left intact66. As a
result, these memories often recover their strength following sub-
sequent aversive events involving stress. Thus, there is an urgent need
for a shift toward mechanism-guided psychiatric therapeutics67. Stu-
dies testing reconsolidation theory have provided experimental evi-
dence that memories are not immutable and can be updated if certain
conditions are met7,68. One condition is that the memory must be
reactivated, and secondly, that the treatment aimed at altering the
memory must happen post-reactivation69. Our reconsolidation-based
manipulation, aimed at updating the original fear engram with attri-
butes of a positively valenced, taggedmemory, allowed for both these
requirements to be satisfied. However, to limit the optical stimulation
period, we designed our first experiment to test whether the stimula-
tionprotocolwouldbemore effectivewhen administered in thefirstor
last half of the session. We originally hypothesized that the manip-
ulation would bemore effective when administered in the latter half of
the session (L10) since the memory would have already been online,
satisfying this condition for reconsolidation.Wewere surprised to find
our manipulation worked more effectively when it occurred simulta-
neously with memory recall (F10) as opposed to ten minutes post-
reactivation. We speculate that the efficacy of our stimulation may be
disrupted when it occurs later in the session as the mice are taken out
of the chamber as soonas stimulation ends.Webelieve that this typeof
stimulation may promote new learning70 (e.g., extinction) and since
the mice were left in the chamber for an additional ten minutes in the
F10 condition, the context could theoretically serve as a substrate for
learning, especially given that conditioned fear decreases across the
session. However, it is also possible that since mice were shocked
within the interval of 198–440 s during fear-conditioning the prior day,
that thememorywasmoremalleableearly in the recall session as this is
when the highest degree of shock expectation would theoretically
occur. This could explain why the fear memory may have become

Fig. 7 | Perturbing dDG neurons during fear memory reconsolidation rewrites
original fear memory but does not bias it in the direction of the interfering
cellular ensemble. Representative dDG images (20×) of a a tagged engram (dDGs:
suprapyramidal layer; dDGi: infrapyramidal layer). b Randomly-labeled ensemble-
undiluted. c -diluted. DAPI (blue, enclosed within white dotted lines), eYFP (green),
c-Fos (red), overlaps (yellow). d Both, a tagged engram (mCherry, red) and
randomly-labeled ensemble (undiluted) (eYFP, green). c-Fos (blue), mCherry-eYFP
overlaps (yellow), mCherry-c-Fos overlaps (magenta), eYFP-c-Fos overlaps (cyan).
e DAPI-labeled cells across experiments—where engrams were tagged. f —where
ensembles were labeled randomly. g Percentage of cells (/DAPI) labeled with eYFP
(green, tagged engram), RFP (c-Fos+, red, fear memory at RE), or both (overlaps,
yellow) corresponding to graph above. h Left & Middle: Percentage of cells (/DAPI)
labeled with eYFP (green, random ensemble), RFP (c-Fos+, red, fearmemory at RE),
or both (overlaps, yellow) corresponding to graph above. Percentage of dDG cells
labeled with diluted virus similar to size of tagged engram and significantly lower
than dDG cells labeled with undiluted virus (two-way ANOVA: F(4,54) = 27.55,
P <0.0001). Right: Percentage of cells (/DAPI) labeled with eYFP (green, random
ensemble), mCherry (tagged FC engram), or both (overlaps, yellow), BFP (c-Fos+,
blue, fear memory at RE), eYFP and BFP (overlaps, cyan), and mCherry and BFP
(overlaps, magenta) corresponding to graphs above. i, j Percentage of c-Fos+ cells
(/DAPI) labeled with RFP or BFP enlarged. k Percentage of overlaps (/DAPI) corre-
sponding to graphs above, enlarged and set against chance (grey). Higher overlap
between fear memory at RE and engrams associated with negative experiences
compared to engrams associated with neutral experiences despite viral condition

(restraint stress vs. homecage: P =0.0461, FCvs. homecage:P =0.0121, FC vs. novel
clean cage: P =0.0018) (two-way ANOVA: F(7,131) = 3.427, P =0.0021). Overlaps not
significantly higher than chance suggesting manipulation did not bias fear engram
toward interfering engram even when fear was significantly reduced. l Percentage
of overlaps (/DAPI) corresponding to graphs above, enlarged and set against
chance (grey). Left & Middle: Overlaps higher when mice injected with undiluted
compared to diluted virus (three-way RM ANOVA: F(1,26) = 7.356, P =0.0117, Dilu-
tion × Chance), a direct result of more cells labeled. Not significantly greater than
chance suggesting randomly labeled cells did not disproportionately include fear
engram RE cells involved (those cells did not become ensuing fear engram). Right:
Percentage of cells part of original fear memory and part of fear memory at RE
significantly lower in ChR2-mice (magenta). Reconsolidation-based manipulation
caused orthogonal disengagement of these ensembles, separating memories to
degree of overlap expected in differentially-valenced memories (P =0.0005) or
simply chance levels (P <0.0001) (two-way RM ANOVA: F(1,11) = 15.70, P =0.0022,
Virus × Chance). Proportion of randomly labeled cells/activated (green) also part of
original fear engram (cherry) was above chance (yellow, ChR2: P <0.0001, eYFP:
P <0.0001) (two-way RM ANOVA: F(1,11) = 155.3, P <0.0001). However, proportion
of cells randomly labeled/activated (green) also part of the fear engram at RE (blue)
was also above chance (cyan, ChR2: P <0.0001, eYFP: P =0.0103) (two-way RM
ANOVA: F(1,11) = 48.46, P <0.0001. m, n Schematic depicting ensemble dynamics
described in k, l. N values listed in panel (f). Data represented as means ± s.e.m.
*P <0.05, **P <0.01, ***P <0.005, ****P <0.00. dDG: dorsal dentate gyrus, FC fear
conditioning, RE reinstatement. Source data provided as a Source Data file.
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gradually less prone to modulation the longer we waited to induce
optical interference, and would also fit with previous findings sug-
gesting that reconsolidation processes can be driven bymismatches in
the animal’s expectations in the form of prediction errors65. Prediction
errors occur when there is a mismatch between what is expected and
what happens65.When anorganismencounters something unexpected
in their environment, this can drive memory-updating processes by
triggering memory destabilization8. Such a change in contingency
promotes the disengagement of established representations in favor
of novel representations71.

Artificially reactivating a previously consolidated memory likely
leads to reconsolidation of that trace as well as that of the naturally
recalled fear memory. While we did not test this directly, it is this
process involving plasticity that potentially confers the activated
memory with the capacity to interfere with andmodify the expression
of the fear memory. We found this strategy was more effective at
reducing fear when the competing engram was associated with a
positive experience. These effects were observed in real-time during
recall. We observed them persist into extinction, and prevent stress-
induced reinstatement, as well as spontaneous recovery two weeks
later, demonstrating the enduring nature of our manipulation.
Although our effects persisted two weeks later, one potential limita-
tion of this study is that we did not attempt to reinstate a fearmemory
using immediate shock at a remote time point as this is similar to
stress-induced reactivation of pathological conditioned fear in PTSD,
which future studies may further delineate.

Contrastingly, reactivation of an engram associated with a nega-
tive or neutral experience was not sufficient to diminish freezing when
assessed during or after stimulation, upon stress-induced reinstate-
ment, or spontaneous recovery (Fig. 8). These results, which were not
related to differences in perturbed population sizes or locomotion,
corroborate our previous findings35 and highlight the importance of
valence. Of note, it is possible the engrams associated with negative
experiences, especially fear-conditioning, are highly similar to the fear
memory thereby providing less interference. Indeed, we observed that
dDGcells processing negativememories overlappedmorewith the fear
memory at reinstatement in comparison to the neutral memories.
However, we think that these results can be most parsimoniously
explained within the framework of negative and positive prediction
errors. Particularly, in possessing the ability to modulate the fear

memory by strengthening or weakening it respectively. During recall,
mice are returned to the conditioning context in which they exhibit
conditioned fear as a result of their expectation of being shocked as
before. When they do not receive a shock, this contradicts their
expectations thereby promoting reconsolidation. One theory is that
providing them with a negative experience (e.g., artificial reactivation
of a negative memory such as fear-conditioning in a different context),
likely resulted in their expectations being matched, and in no predic-
tion error occurring, and thus did not lead to reconsolidation. Or a
negative prediction errormay have occurred (i.e. actual wasworse than
expected) where natural recall of the fear memory in context A plus
artificial reactivation of the fear memory from context C led to
reconsolidation-based strengthening of the fear memory from context
A. In contrast, when mice received artificial stimulation of a positive
memory, this resulted in a positive prediction error (i.e. actual was
better than expected). Essentially, when mice received artificial stimu-
lation of a tagged memory, it fell along a continuum of valence where
the more positive the experience, the greater the magnitude of the
positive prediction error that ensued, and the more likely this was to
induce destabilization/memory-updating processes, which correlated
with weakening the fear memory and decreases in fear expression.

We included closed-loop self-stimulation of the VTA as a positive
experience to obtain a quantifiable measure of positive valence asso-
ciated with reward, and to probe motivational aspects of operant
responding for reactivation of a positivememory. Our results revealed
the inherently reinforcing nature of experiencing positive affect even
when it is artificially induced. Interestingly, we also observed a sup-
pression of fear in dDG-eYFP control mice that underwent VTA self-
stimulation.While thesemicedid not have this experience reactivated,
they still experienced a reduction in fear. In humans, there is evidence
to show that trait positive affect can protect against stress influencing
health outcomes72, an effect known as the undoing hypothesis37. In line
with this hypothesis, these results suggest hippocampal involvement
in processing emotional memory may contribute to its regulation of
stress responses.

Activating a randomly labeled set of neurons in the dDG was
sufficient to disrupt fear memory reconsolidation. Moreover, activat-
ing 40% rather than 8% of cells yielded the most robust effects on
freezing. We believe thismanipulation, as opposed to reactivation of a
positivememory, works similarly to other stimulation-based protocols
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Fig. 8 | The significance of valence. a Reactivation of a competing positive
memory via optical stimulation is sufficient to update a fear memory during
reconsolidation. Reactivation of an engram associated with a negative experience,
or a neutral experience with the exception of exposure to a novel clean cage, was

not able to diminish freezing when assessed immediately after stimulation, upon
stress-induced reinstatement, or spontaneous recovery. Source data are provided
as a Source Data file.
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associated with neural plasticity such as electroconvulsive therapy
(ECT), deep-brain stimulation, or trans-magnetic stimulation. While
there is a paucity of literature on these treatments in the context of
conditioned fearwithmixed effects reported73, we think that activating
a large set of randomly labeled dDG cells may perturb the system in a
way that provides a reset signal, and that this typeof interference in the
form of optical stimulation occurring concurrently with recall of the
fearmemorymay provide a uniquewindow of opportunity to leverage
reconsolidation mechanisms with timing of the manipulation a key
factor for treatment efficacy. This is especially promising sincemanyof
these methods are already used in humans. Importantly, while one
major side effect of ECT is the non-discriminatory manner in which
amnesia is induced74, our approach yielded a highly specific effect on
the fear memory itself, as our manipulation did not affect a separate
spatial memory, suggesting our reconsolidation-based procedure is
specific to the memory recalled at the time of stimulation.

Mechanistically, we found no evidence that the competing
engram or interfering ensemble was merged with the fear memory.
That is to say, the cells active during reinstatement did not contain a
significant proportion of cells that were part of the ensemble we arti-
ficially activated. Only in the experiment where we determined the
original fear memory was altered did we observe a high degree of
overlap with both the original fear memory and the interfering
ensemble. Overlap between the fearmemory at reinstatement and the
original fear engramwas significantly reduced in experimental animals
suggesting a causal relationship between reconsolidation and the
disengagement of these ensembles, perhaps reflecting a cellular cor-
relate of permanently altering the fear memory.

Hallmark features of PTSD include rumination and the ability for
traumatic memories to be intrusive. Our work, aimed at modulating
negative memories, points to the dDG as a potential therapeutic node
with respect to artificially modulating memories to suppress fear. We
underscore its importance since contextual information processed in
the hippocampus may have a reduced capacity to modulate fear and
safety in PTSD patients. However, studies involving circuit perturba-
tions show that engrams are distributed within the brain75 and that the
pathway from the DG to the basolateral amygdala (BLA) is necessary
not only for fear-conditioning, but also to acutely rescue stress-
induced depression-related behaviors35. Therefore, future experi-
ments will be aimed at searching for additional treatment targets to
gainmechanistic insight, as we simultaneously examine the usefulness
of these manipulations within the BLA. Moreover, we will explore the
development and refinement of novel modulation strategies. Alle-
viating cellular, circuit-level, and behavioral abnormalities comprising
memory updating impairments and maladaptive conditioned beha-
vioral states involved in disorders such as PTSD, we believe, has pro-
mising clinical significance.

Methods
Animals
All experimental procedures were conducted in accordance with
protocol 2018000579 approved by the Institutional Animal Care and
Use Committee at Boston University. Experimental mice included 283
wild-type (WT)male c57BL/6mice (~39 days of age; Charles River Labs,
027) weighing 20–22 g at the time of arrival. Additionally, 46 WT
female c57BL/6 mice (~39 days of age; Charles River Labs) weighing
18–20 g at the time of arrival were used for female exposure (Fig. 1).
Two DATIRES-cre knock-in breeding pairs of mice were purchased from
The Jackson Laboratory (B6.SJL-Slc6a3tm1.1(cre)Bkmn/J Stock No.
006660) and used to maintain an in-house breeding colony. For gen-
otyping, amouse tail biopsywas performed. From this colony, 50male
transgenic mice were used for the study and were approximately
34 days old at the start of the experiment and weighed between 18 and
22 g. Mice were housed in groups of 2–5 per cage. Mice were kept in a
temperature and humidity-controlled colony room (temperature:

18–23 °C, humidity: 40–60%) on a regular light cycle 12:12 h light ON/
OFF and experiments were run during the light part of the cycle. Cages
were changed weekly and contained huts and nesting material for
enrichment. Upon arrival in the facility, all mice were placed on a
40mg/kg DOX diet (Bio-Serv, product F4159, Lot 226766) and left
undisturbed for a minimum of 3 d prior to surgery with ad libitum
access to food andwater.We originally tested our hypotheses inmales
because contextual fear conditioning in rodents is sexually dimorphic,
wheremales typically show higher freezing levels than females76–78 and
wanted to ensure that our effect was large enough to warrant further
experimentation.We also decided to use female exposure as a positive
stimulus, and exposure to males may not necessarily be a positive
experience for the females. While it is extremely unfortunate that we
did not include females in this study, we agree that it is absolutely
essential for enhanced scientific discovery to do so in all future studies.

Stereotaxic surgery
Aseptic surgeries were carried out with mice mounted in a stereotaxic
frame (Kopf Instruments) with the skull flat resting on a heating pad.
They were anesthetized with 4% isoflurane and 70% oxygen (induc-
tion), and isoflurane was reduced to 2% thereafter (maintenance). All
viral constructs and coordinates are discussed below. Viral infusions
were administered via a 10μL gas-tight Hamilton syringe attached to a
micro-infusion pump (UMP3, World Precision Instruments) which
occurred at a rate of 100 nL/min. The infusion needle was left in place
for 2min following each infusion to avoid liquid backflow. Following
injections, optic fibers were implanted and secured with two anchor
screws, and a mixture of metabond and dental cement to build a head
cap. All mice received 0.2mL physiological sterile saline (0.9%, s.c.),
0.1mL of a 0.03mg/mL buprenorphine solution (i.p.), and meloxicam
(5mg/kg, s.c.) at the beginning of surgery. At the end of surgery, mice
were placed on a heating pad and given hydrogel in addition to ad
libitum food and water. Mice were given an additional injection of
buprenorphine (0.1mL, 0.03mg/mL, i.p.) 8–12 h later, and 8–12 h after
that both meloxicam (5mg/kg, s.c.) and buprenorphine (0.1mL,
0.03mg/mL, i.p.). Apart from cage changes and being weighed, wild-
type mice were left undisturbed for a 10-d period following surgery to
allow for recovery and virus expression. For transgenic mice, viral
expression took 6–8 weeks.

Viral microinjections
For experiments where we labeled the cells involved in a behavioral
epoch [i.e., appetitive (positive), neutral, aversive (negative)]
(Figs. 1–2, 6), mice received bilateral infusions of a viral cocktail of
pAAV9-cFos-tTa (UMass Vector Core - titre: 1.5 × 1013 GC/mL) and
pAAV9-TRE-(ChR2)-eYFP (UMass Vector Core - ChR2 & eYFP titre:
1 × 1013 GC/mL) or pAAV9-TRE-(ChR2)-mCherry (UMass Vector Core -
ChR2 titre: 1.1 × 1013 GC/mL, mCherry titre: 1 × 1013 GC/mL) in a volume
of 300 nL/side at AP: −2.2, ML: ±1.3, DV: −2.0 (relative to Bregma in
mm) into the dorsal dentate gyrus (dDG) andbilateral opticfiberswere
implanted (AP: −2.2, ML: ±1.3, DV: −1.6, relative to Bregma). For
experiments where we randomly activated cells in the dDG,mice were
infused with diluted (1:5) or undiluted virus pAAV5-CAMKIIa-(hChR2-
H134R)-eYFP (Addgene-ChR2 titre: 1 × 1013 GC/mL; UNC Vector Core -
eYFP titre: 3.6 × 1012 GC/mL) (300 nL/side) bilaterally into the same
coordinates as above (Figs. 4–6).

For experiments where DAT-Cre mice delivered closed loop sti-
mulation into the left VTA (Fig. 3), (AP: −3.1, ML: −0.5, DV: −4.4) we
infused 450nL of pAAV5-Ef1a-DIO-(hChR2-E123A)-eYFP (Addgene-
ChR2 & eYFP titre: 2.2 × 1013 GC/mL)79. For these mice, bilateral infu-
sions of the AAV9-cFos-tTa-(ChR2)-eYFP virus were delivered into the
dDG. Due to space constraints, these were delivered at AP: −1.9,
ML: ±1.18, DV: −1.8 where one optic fiber was placed over the left dDG
at a 9° rostral angle (AP: −1.4, ML: −1.18, DV: −1.4), and the other optic
fiber was placed straight over the right dDG (AP: −1.9, ML: +1.18, DV:
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−1.4). An additional optic fiber was placed straight over the left VTA
(AP: −3.1, ML: −0.5, DV: −4.1).

Experimental design
Genetically labeling dDG neurons involved in a behavioral epoch.
We genetically labeled neurons active during distinct behavioral
epochs using an activity-dependent and inducible Tet-Off (tetra-
cycline inducible) optogenetic system36,38. This system involves
delivery of an adeno-associated viral (AAV) cocktail that allows for
the expression of a tetracycline transactivator protein as well as a
tetracycline response element, that when bound allow for the
expression of a light-sensitive protein e.g., channelrhodopsin-2
(ChR2) fused to a fluorescent reporter gene e.g., enhanced yellow
fluorescent protein (eYFP). The system is inducible because tran-
scription is controlled (reversibly turned on or off) by tetracycline, or
more stable derivatives of tetracycline such as doxycycline (DOX)80,
which is present in the animal’s diet. To label neurons involved in a
particular behavioural epoch, the DOX diet is replaced with standard
lab chow (ad libitum) 42 h prior to labeling. The system is activity-
dependent because it is driven by the c-Fos promoter, which has
been widely used as a neuronal marker81. We labeled the cells active
during putatively positive, neutral, and negative experiences in the
dDG. Each experience is described in more detail below. Following
behavioral tagging, mice were returned to their home cages and
again placed on DOX. The next day, they were fear conditioned.

Fear conditioning. Behavior was performed in conditioning chambers
with cameras mounted to the roof for video recording (context A).
Video was fed into a computer running Freeze Frame/View software
(Coulbourn Instruments, Holliston, MA); freezing was measured and
defined as a bout of immobility lasting 1.25 s or longer. During the fear-
conditioning session, 4 shocks were delivered at 198, 280, 360, and
440 s during the 500 s session39,41 (2 s duration, 1.5mA intensity).
Subjects were placed in a holding tank until all cage mates were fear
conditioned before being returned to their home cage.

Recall. The following day, mice were returned to the conditioning
context for a 20min recall session. In experiment 1, mice received
optogenetic stimulation (10ms pulse width, 473 nm, 20Hz) of the
genetically labeled ensemble with blue light during either the first or
last 10min of the session. In subsequent experiments, this was con-
ducted only during the first 10min. We also included a control
experimentwhere this stimulationwas runduring themiddle 10minof
the session. Optic fiber implants were attached to a patch cord con-
nected to a blue laser diode controlled by automated software (Doric
Neuroscience Studio version 5.3.3.14). Laser output was tested at the
beginning of every experiment to ensure at least 15mW of power was
delivered at the end of the patch cord (Doric Lenses).

Extinction training. Over the next 2 days, mice underwent 30min
extinction training sessions in the original conditioning context. For
these sessions, mice were not given optical stimulation or shock.

Immediate shock. On a subsequent day, the animals were given an
immediate shock in a new context (context B). A single shock (2 s
duration, 1.5mA intensity) was delivered in the first 2 s of the session,
so animals would not form a contextual representation of the envir-
onment and therefore not form an associative fearmemory but would
still experience stress44–46. Nevertheless, the context was distinctively
different from the FC context with inserts and patterned walls, dif-
ferent lighting conditions, and almond extract odor present.

Reinstatement test. The following day, mice were returned to the
conditioning context for a 10min immediate shock-induced
reinstatement test.

Spontaneous recovery. A subset of mice was not given immediate
shock following extinction. Thesemicewere left in their homecage for
2 weeks and then put back into the conditioning context for a 10min
recall test to assess spontaneous recovery of the conditioned freezing
response.

Dependent measures. For all sessions freezing levels were measured
using Freezeview software (Coulbourn) except during recall when they
were manually scored due to the presence of the optic cables that
made automated scoring not possible.

dDG-labeled behavioral epochs
Female exposure (positive). The experimental male mouse was
placed into a clean cage with a cage top and bedding, which was used
as the interaction chamber. A female mouse (PND 30–40) was
then placed into the cage, and they were allowed to interact freely
for 1 h35,39.

Novel clean cage (neutral). Mice were placed into an empty clean
home cage with bedding for 1 h21.

Restraint stress (negative). Mice were placed in a restraint tube with
air holes in an empty home cage with bedding for 1 h82.

Acute cocaine exposure (positive). Mice were habituated to scruffing
and i.p. injections with saline during handling. Cocaine hydrochloride
(Sigma)was prepared in 0.9%NaCl at a concentration of 2.5mg/ml. On
the day of behavioral tagging, animals received an i.p. injection of
cocaine at a dose of 15mg/kg53. Immediately following the injection
mice were placed into a clean cage with bedding for 1 h.

Home cage (neutral). Mice remained undisturbed in their home cage
during the tagging window.

Fear conditioning (negative). Mice were fear conditioned using the
same protocol as above, however, this was conducted in a distinct
environment in a different room (context C), with a larger apparatus,
different lighting conditions, and cues on the chamber walls38.

Operant responding for closed loop VTA stimulation (positive;
control mice: neutral). Customized operant testing chambers were
constructed fromstandardmouse fear-conditioning apparatuses (Med
Associates) (context E). Custom built nose-poke holes (opening dia-
meter: 23mm) were built into the right and left positions of one wall,
and a plastic wheel (diameter: 60mm) on a ball bearing was fixed to
the right position on the opposing wall. An Arduino Mega micro-
controller was used to catalog nose pokes detected via infrared sen-
sors (adafruit), and to detect wheel manipulation via a rotary encoder
(US Digital). Custom Matlab (version R2021a) code was written to
deliver closed-loop stimulation, and to record nose pokes at each port
(active and inactive) as well as wheel manipulations at each moment
during the session. Behavioral events were recorded every 100 msec,
and the turnaround time for the laser stimulation remained with the
100 ms clock period. To receive optogenetic stimulation, the mouse
was required to either initiate a nose poke in the correct port or
manipulate thewheel such that it turned in excess of0.1 revper second
(or 5 revs per min) as measured continuously over a 20ms interval.
Both the nosepoke and the runningwheel had a lockout periodof 1 sec
(or 500ms following termination of stimulation train), and the animal
was required to withdraw from the nose port before receiving a sub-
sequent stimulation. Optogenetic stimulation (10ms pulse width,
473 nm, 40Hz) initiated by nose poking was delivered via blue light to
the VTA in 500ms bouts. Optogenetic stimulation (10ms pulse width,
473 nm, 20Hz) initiated by spinning the wheel was also delivered via
blue light to the dDG in 500ms bouts.
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Experimental procedures
Habituation and baseline. Dat-Cre mice were given two 45min habi-
tuation sessions with no access to the nose ports, and only access to
the wheel, whereby moving the wheel had no consequences. The first
session was considered a habituation session for the mice to famil-
iarize themselveswith the apparatus and nodependentmeasureswere
taken. The second session was considered a baseline session where
dependent measures related to the wheel were obtained. These
included the number of wheel rotation bouts, the distance the wheel
traveled, the number of seconds the wheel was rotated.

Training. Mice were given 4 training days, one 45min trial per day
where they had access to the wheel (no consequences) and the active
and inactive nose ports. Nose pokes in the active port resulted in a
500ms (left) VTA stimulation bouts, while nose pokes in the inactive
port resulted in no stimulation. Following the 3rd training session,
mice were taken off DOX, and 42 h later brought back for the 4th
training session. Following the session end, mice were placed back on
DOX. During these sessions we continued to obtain dependent mea-
sures related to the wheel and also measured the number of nose
pokes at each port as well as the number of stimulations delivered.

Test. Thenext day,micewereplacedback in the operant chamberwith
restricted access to the nose ports and only given access to the wheel.
Wheel spins during this session resulted in 500ms dDG stimulation
bouts thereby reactivating the memory of the previous training ses-
sion where VTA-ChR2 mice received self-stimulation of the VTA, and
VTA-eYFP mice did not. During this session, we measured the number
ofwheel rotation bouts, the distance thewheel traveled, the number of
seconds the wheel was rotated, and also the number of simulations
produced by spinning the wheel to assess whether mice would per-
form an operant task for reactivation of a positive memory. The fol-
lowing day all mice underwent fear-conditioning.

Genetically labeling randomdDGneurons not tied to encoding of a
behavioral epoch. We genetically labeled random dDG neurons dri-
venby theCaMKIIa promoter to allow for the expressionofChR2 fused
to eYFP. For the 1:5 dilution, we used sterile saline. These cells were
then activated during recall. For this system, a tagging window is not
required therefore, mice were not taken off DOX. However, we fed
them the same DOX diet for consistency.

Open field. To assess whether stimulation of a cocaine engram
induced locomotor activity or had any effect on anxiety-like behavior,
we tagged an acute cocaine experience (15mg/kg, i.p.) off DOX and
later placedmice in an open field arena attached to a patch cordwith a
camera over top. The first 5min were considered a baseline where
mice received no stimulation. In the last 5min mice received optical
stimulation in the dDG (10ms pulse width, 473 nm, 20Hz).

Stimulation in a novel context. To assess whether the artificially
reactivating of a tagged memory to reconsolidate a fear memory is
dependent on reactivation occurring within the FC context, we reac-
tivated the memory in a novel clean cage (context D) 24 h after fear-
conditioning.We then tested recall in theoriginal FCcontext 24 h later.

Radial armmaze. To assess whether perturbing dDG cells during fear
memory recall affects other types of memory, or if themanipulation is
specific to the fear memory, we trained mice on a spatial reference
memory task. Mice were bilaterally infused with AAV5-CAMKIIa-ChR2-
eYFP in the dDG (300 nl/side). Following surgery and 10 days of
recovery, mice were then water-restricted so they would bemotivated
to search for a water reward in themaze.We used a custombuilt eight-
arm radial maze made of Plexiglas (55mm arm width, 355.6mm arm
length, center area 152.4mm diameter) and designed a task where the

goal arm stayed consistent throughout83. Mice were trained to search
for this location by shaping their behavior over a series of trials (see
procedure below). The maze was surrounded by four curtains with
distinct distal visual cues to allow mice to navigate and locate the
reward using these extra-maze cues.

Initially, mice were given one 5min habituation trial where they
had access to all 8 arms which were not baited, however after the trial,
micewereplaced in a clearplastic container andgiven 1mlofwater in a
falcon tube cap. The following day they were given 4 shaping trials
(5min each), and each time the goal arm was baited with 0.25ml of
water in a falcon tube cap at the end of the arm. The maze was
designed with inserts within each arm to close off arms at their entry
point and at the end goal location. On the first trial, mice were given
access to the goal location only (both doors in the goal arms were
inserted, restricting the mice to the end of the arm). On the second
trial, mice were given access to the entire goal arm, but only that arm
(only the door at the entry point was inserted). On the third trial, mice
were placed in the center of the maze, and all arms were open. Finally,
on the last trial animals were placed at a starting point (the end of the
arm directly opposite the goal arm). During each trial, the mice were
allowed to drink and given extra time to look up at the cues around
them. In cases where mice didn’t drink all the water within 5min, we
placed them in the clear plastic container and allowed them to drink
the remaining amount. However, in most cases, they drank all the
water in the maze.

The training lasted between 5 and 14 days. Mice were given 4
trials/day. During these trials, there was a webcam mounted over top
of the maze so we could record and score behavior. We were also able
to see their behavior in real time on the other side of the roomdivided
by a thick curtain. Dependentmeasures included: Latency to reach the
goal location (s), arm-deviations (number of arms away from the goal
arm mice first visit), number of reference errors (number of arm
entries into any arm besides the goal arm), repeated reference errors
or working memory errors (re-entry into an incorrect arm). To reach
the training criterion, mice were required to demonstrate for two
consecutive days, a latency score of under 90 s, an arm-deviation score
of less than 2, less than 2 reference errors, and less than 2 repeated
reference errors on trial 1 and on trials 2–4 calculated separately. Mice
took approximately 8 days to reach this criterion. Once they did, the
following day they were fear conditioned.

Immunohistochemistry. Mice were overdosed with sodium pento-
barbital and perfused transcardially with (4 °C) phosphate-buffered
saline (PBS) followed by 4% paraformaldehyde (PFA) in PBS. Brains
were extracted and stored overnight in PFA at 4 °C and transferred to a
solution of 0.01% sodium azide the next day. The solution was pre-
pared by dissolving 5 g of 10% sodium azide (Thermo Scientific) in
50mL of 1× PBS to create a stock solution. This solution was then
diluted to a 0.01% dilution by dissolving 1mL of the 10% stock solution
in 999mL of 1× PBS. Brains were sliced into 50 μm coronal sections
with a vibratome (Leica, VT100S) and collected in cold PBS. Sections
were blocked for 2 h at room temperature in 1× PBS + 2%Triton (PBS-T)
and 5% normal goat serum (NGS) on a shaker. Sections were trans-
ferred to well plates containing primary antibodies made in PBS-T
[1:1000 rabbit anti-c-Fos (SySy 226-003, Figs. 1–5; Abcam ab190289,
Fig. 6), 1:500 rabbit anti-TH (Millipore AB152, Fig. 3), 1:1000 chicken
anti-GFP (Invitrogen a10262, Figs. 1–6), or 1:1000guinea anti-RFP (SySy
390 004 Fig. 6)] and incubated on a shaker at 4 °C for 48 h. Sections
were then washed 3× (10min) in PBS-T followed by a 2 h incubation
with secondary antibodies made in PBS-T [1:200 Alexa 555 anti-rabbit
(Invitrogen A21428, Figs. 1–5), 1:200 Alexa 488 anti-chicken (Invitro-
gen, A11039, Figs. 1–6), 1:200 Alexa 555 anti-guinea (Invitrogen,
A21435, Fig. 6), 1:200 Alexa 405 anti-rabbit (Abcam ab175653, Fig. 6)].
Following three additional 10min washes in PBS-T, sections were
mounted onto micro slides (VWR International, LCC). Nuclei were
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counterstained with DAPI added to Vectashield HardSet mounting
medium (Vector Laboratories, Inc). Slides were then coverslipped and
put in the fridge overnight to cure. The following day the edges were
sealed with clear nail-polish and the slides were stored in a slide box in
the fridge until imaging.

Fluorescent confocal image acquisition and quantification. Images
were collected from coronal sections using a fluorescent confocal
microscope (Zeiss LSM 800 with airyscan) at 20× magnification and
Zen Blue 2.3 software. For quantification of overlaps for animals
receiving bilateral viral dDG injections, 3 z-stacks (step size 0.94 μm)
were taken per hemisphere from three different slices yielding ~6 total
z-stacks per animal. Data from each hemisphere was then pooled and
the means for the 6 z-stacks were computed. These means were then
used to obtain a group mean. For histological verification of VTA
injections and to confirm the VTA neurons we labeled were indeed
dopaminergic, we assessed the degree to which eYFP+ cells were
colocalized with TH+ cells. Mice receiving unilateral viral injections in
the VTA had 3 z-stacks (step size 0.94 μm) obtained from three dif-
ferent slices yielding 3 stacks per animal. For all images, the total
number of DAPI positive (+), and eYFP+ neurons were counted using
Image J/ Fiji software (https://imagej.nih.gov/ij/). c-Fos+ neurons were
stained with either RFP (Figs. 1–5) or BFP (Fig. 6) and quantified.
mCherry+ neurons were also quantified (Fig. 6). Percentage of immu-
noreactive (eYFP, mCherry, RFP, or BFP) neurons, including overlaps,
was defined as a proportion of total DAPI-labeled cells. Chance overlap
was calculated as the percentage of the first immunoreactive neuron
(e.g., eYFP+) multiplied by the percentage of the second immunor-
eactive neuron (e.g., c-Fos+) over the total number of DAPI neurons.

Statistical analyses
Calculated statistics are presented as means ± standard error of the
mean (s.e.m.). To analyze differences, we used one, two, and three-way
analysis of variance (ANOVA) and in cases where these are repeated
measures (RM) analyses, it is stated. In some cases, we used unpaired
t-tests. When appropriate, follow-up post hoc comparisons (Tukey’s
HSD)were conducted. All statistical tests were conducted in Graphpad
Prism (version 9.2.0), were two-tailed, and assumed an alpha level of
0.05. For all figures, * = P < 0.05, ** = P <0.01, *** = P <0.001, **** =
P <0.0001.

Reporting summary
Further information on research design is available in the Nature
Research Reporting Summary linked to this article.

Data availability
Raw data for all experiments are available as a supplementary source
data file. Source data are provided with this paper.

Code availability
The code for the operant experiments is provided via Github (https://
github.com/bladonjay/RamirezLabCode).

References
1. Maren, S., Phan, K. L. & Liberzon, I. The contextual brain: Implica-

tions for fear conditioning, extinction, and psychopathology. Nat.
Rev. Neurosci. 14, 417–428 (2013).

2. Marek, R., Strobel, C., Bredy, T. W. & Sah, P. The amygdala and
medial prefrontal cortex: Partners in the fear circuit: Amygdala and
mPFC. J. Physiol. 591, 2381–2391 (2013).

3. Milad,M. R. et al. Presence and acquired origin of reduced recall for
fear extinction in PTSD: Results of a twin study. J. Psychiatr. Res.42,
515–520 (2008).

4. Sripada, R. K., Garfinkel, S. N. & Liberzon, I. Avoidant symptoms in
PTSD predict fear circuit activation during multimodal fear

extinction. Front. Hum. Neurosci. https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.
2013.00672 (2013).

5. Jovanovic, T. et al. Posttraumatic stress disordermay be associated
with impaired fear inhibition: Relation to symptom severity. Psy-
chiatry Res. 167, 151–160 (2009).

6. Phillips, R. G. & LeDoux, J. E. Differential contribution of amygdala
and hippocampus to cued and contextual fear conditioning. Behav.
Neurosci. 106, 274–285 (1992).

7. Nader, K., Schafe, G. E. & LeDoux, J. E. The labile nature of con-
solidation theory. Nat. Rev. Neurosci. 1, 216–219 (2000).

8. Lee, J. L. C., Nader, K. & Schiller, D. An update on memory recon-
solidation updating. Trends Cogn. Sci. 21, 531–545 (2017).

9. Monfils, M.-H., Cowansage, K. K., Klann, E. & LeDoux, J. E.
Extinction-reconsolidation boundaries: Key to persistent attenua-
tion of fear memories. Science 324, 951–955 (2009).

10. Soeter, M. & Kindt, M. Erasing fear for an imagined threat event.
Psychoneuroendocrinology 37, 1769–1779 (2012).

11. Beckers, T. & Kindt, M. Memory reconsolidation interference as an
emerging treatment for emotional disorders: strengths, limitations,
challenges, and opportunities. Annu. Rev. Clin. Psychol. 13,
99–121 (2017).

12. Dunbar, A. B. & Taylor, J. R. Reconsolidation and psychopathology:
Moving towards reconsolidation-based treatments. Neurobiol.
Learn. Mem. 142, 162–171 (2017).

13. Feduccia, A. A. & Mithoefer, M. C. MDMA-assisted psychotherapy
for PTSD: Are memory reconsolidation and fear extinction under-
lying mechanisms? Prog. Neuro-Psychopharmacol. Biol. Psychiatry
84, 221–228 (2018).

14. Kida, S. Reconsolidation/destabilization, extinction and forgetting
of fear memory as therapeutic targets for PTSD. Psychopharma-
cology 236, 49–57 (2019).

15. Josselyn, S. Continuing the search for the engram: Examining the
mechanism of fear memories. J. Psychiatry Neurosci. 35,
221–228 (2010).

16. Guzowski, J. F., McNaughton, B. L., Barnes, C. A. & Worley, P. F.
Environment-specific expression of the immediate-early gene Arc
in hippocampal neuronal ensembles. Nat. Neurosci. 2,
1120–1124 (1999).

17. Reijmers, L. G., Perkins, B. L., Matsuo, N. & Mayford, M. Localization
of a stable neural correlate of associative memory. Science 317,
1230–1233 (2007).

18. Penfield,Wilder Engrams in the humanbrain. Proc. R. Soc.Med. 61,
831–840 (1968).

19. Semon, R. W. The Mneme (Cornell University Library, 1921).
20. Hebb, D. O. The Organization of Behavior: A Neuropsychological

Theory (Wiley, 1949).
21. Ramirez, S. et al. Creating a false memory in the hippocampus.

Science 341, 387–391 (2013).
22. Park, S. et al. Neuronal allocation to a hippocampal engram. Neu-

ropsychopharmacol 41, 2987–2993 (2016).
23. Tanaka, K. Z. & McHugh, T. J. The hippocampal engram as a

memory index. J. Exp. Neurosci. 12, 1179069518815942 (2018).
24. Zaki, Y. et al. Hippocampus and amygdala fear memory engrams

re-emerge after contextual fear relapse. Neuropsychopharmacol-
ogy (in press) (2022).

25. Denny, C. A. et al. Hippocampal memory traces Are differentially
modulated by experience, time, and adult neurogenesis. Neuron
83, 189–201 (2014).

26. Grella, S. L., Fortin, A. H., McKissick, O., Leblanc, H. & Ramirez, S.
Odor modulates the temporal dynamics of fear memory con-
solidation. Learn Mem. 27, 150–163 (2020).

27. Saxe, M. D. et al. Ablation of hippocampal neurogenesis
impairs contextual fear conditioning and synaptic plasticity
in the dentate gyrus. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA 103,
17501–17506 (2006).

Article https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-022-32246-8

Nature Communications |         (2022) 13:4733 17

https://imagej.nih.gov/ij/
https://github.com/bladonjay/RamirezLabCode
https://github.com/bladonjay/RamirezLabCode
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2013.00672
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2013.00672


28. Kheirbek, M. A. et al. Differential control of learning and anxiety
along the dorsoventral axis of the dentate gyrus. Neuron 77,
955–968 (2013).

29. Ressler, R. L., Goode, T. D., Kim, S., Ramanathan, K. R. & Maren, S.
Covert capture and attenuation of a hippocampus-dependent fear
memory. Nat. Neurosci. 24, 677–684 (2021).

30. Bernier, B. E. et al. Dentate gyrus contributes to retrieval as well as
encoding: Evidence from context fear conditioning, recall, and
extinction. J. Neurosci. 37, 6359–6371 (2017).

31. Besnard, A. & Sahay, A. Adult hippocampal neurogenesis, fear
generalization, and stress. Neuropsychopharmacology 41,
24–44 (2016).

32. Liberzon, I. & Abelson, J. L. Context processing and the neuro-
biology of post-traumatic stress disorder.Neuron92, 14–30 (2016).

33. Lissemore, J. I. et al. Dopaminergic plasticity in the bilateral hip-
pocampus following threat reversal in humans. Sci. Rep. 10,
7627 (2020).

34. Lacagnina, A. F. et al. Distinct hippocampal engrams control
extinction and relapse of fear memory. Nat. Neurosci. 22,
753–761 (2019).

35. Ramirez, S. et al. Activating positive memory engrams suppresses
depression-like behaviour. Nature 522, 335–339 (2015).

36. Gossen, M. et al. Transcriptional activation by tetracyclines in
mammalian cells. Science 268, 1766–1769 (1995).

37. Fredrickson, B. L.,Mancuso, R. A. & Branigan, C. The undoing effect
of positive emotions. Motiv Emot. 24, 237–258 (2011).

38. Liu, X. et al. Optogenetic stimulation of a hippocampal engram
activates fear memory recall. Nature 484, 381–385 (2012).

39. Redondo, R. L. et al. Bidirectional switch of the valence associated
with a hippocampal contextual memory engram. Nature 513,
426–430 (2014).

40. Arias-Gil, G., Ohl, F. W., Takagaki, K. & Lippert, M. T. Measurement,
modeling, and prediction of temperature rise due to optogenetic
brain stimulation. Neurophoton 3, 045007 (2016).

41. Costanzi, M. et al. Fear but not fright: Re-evaluating traumatic
experience attenuates anxiety-like behaviors after fear condition-
ing. Front. Behav. Neurosci. https://doi.org/10.3389/fnbeh.2014.
00279 (2014).

42. Suzuki, A. memory reconsolidation and extinction have distinct
temporal and biochemical signatures. J. Neurosci. 24,
4787–4795 (2004).

43. Bouton, M. E. Context, ambiguity, and unlearning: Sources of
relapse after behavioral extinction. Biol. Psychiatry 52,
976–986 (2002).

44. Fanselow, M. S. Associative vs topographical accounts of the
immediate shock-freezing deficit in rats: Implications for the
response selection rules governing species-specific defensive
reactions. Learn. Motiv. 17, 16–39 (1986).

45. Fanselow, M. S. Factors governing one-trial contextual condition-
ing. Anim. Learn. Behav. 18, 264–270 (1990).

46. Fanselow, M. S., Landeira-Fernandez, J., DeCola, J. P. & Kim, J. J.
The immediate-shock deficit and postshock analgesia: Implica-
tions for the relationship between the analgesic CR and UR. Anim.
Learn. Behav. 22, 72–76 (1994).

47. Doucette, E. et al. Social behavior in mice following chronic
optogenetic simulation of hippocampal engrams. Neurobiol.
Learn. Memory https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nlm.2020.107321 (2020).

48. Krebs, R. M., Heipertz, D., Schuetze, H. & Duzel, E. Novelty
increases themesolimbic functional connectivity of the substantia
nigra/ventral tegmental area (SN/VTA) during reward anticipation:
Evidence from high-resolution fMRI. NeuroImage 58,
647–655 (2011).

49. Koob, G. F. Neurobiology of addiction. Toward the development of
new therapies. Ann. N. Y Acad. Sci. 909, 170–185 (2000).

50. Vander Weele, C. M. et al. Dopamine enhances signal-to-noise
ratio in cortical-brainstem encoding of aversive stimuli. Nature
563, 397–401 (2018).

51. Costa, V. D., Tran, V. L., Turchi, J. & Averbeck, B. B. Dopamine
modulates novelty seeking behavior during decision making.
Behav. Neurosci. 128, 556–566 (2014).

52. Kutlu, M. G. et al. Dopamine release in the nucleus accumbens
core signals perceived saliency. Curr. Biol. 31,
4748–4761.e8 (2021).

53. Zhou, Y. et al. A ventral CA1 to nucleus accumbens core engram
circuit mediates conditioned place preference for cocaine. Nat.
Neurosci. 22, 1986–1999 (2019).

54. Olds, J. & Milner, P. Positive reinforcement produced by electrical
stimulation of septal area and other regions of rat brain. J. Comp.
Physiol. Psychol. 47, 419–427 (1954).

55. Carlezon, W. A. & Chartoff, E. H. Intracranial self-stimulation (ICSS)
in rodents to study the neurobiology of motivation. Nat. Protoc. 2,
2987–2995 (2007).

56. Adamantidis, A. R. et al. Optogenetic interrogation of dopaminer-
gicmodulation of themultiple phases of reward-seeking behavior.
J. Neurosci. 31, 10829–10835 (2011).

57. Bass, C. E. et al. Optogenetic stimulation of VTAdopamine neurons
reveals that tonic but not phasic patterns of dopamine transmis-
sion reduce ethanol self-administration. Front. Behav. Neurosci.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnbeh.2013.00173 (2013).

58. Rossi, M. A., Sukharnikova, T., Hayrapetyan, V. Y., Yang, L. & Yin, H.
H. Operant self-stimulation of dopamine neurons in the substantia
nigra. PLoS One 8, e65799 (2013).

59. Steinberg, E. E. et al. Positive reinforcementmediated bymidbrain
dopamine neurons requires D1 and D2 receptor activation in the
nucleus accumbens. PLoS One 9, e94771 (2014).

60. Pascoli, V., Terrier, J., Hiver, A. & Lüscher, C. Sufficiency of
mesolimbic dopamine neuron stimulation for the progression to
addiction. Neuron 88, 1054–1066 (2015).

61. Kolodziej, A. et al. SPECT-imaging of activity-dependent changes in
regional cerebral bloodflow inducedby electrical andoptogenetic
self-stimulation in mice. NeuroImage 103, 171–180 (2014).

62. Watts, BradleyV. Electroconvulsive therapy for comorbid major
depressive disorder and posttraumatic stress disorder. J. ECT 23,
93–95 (2007).

63. Tendler, A., Barnea Ygael, N., Roth, Y. & Zangen, A. Deep tran-
scranial magnetic stimulation (dTMS)—beyond depression. Expert
Rev. Med. Devices 13, 987–1000 (2016).

64. Besnard, A., Caboche, J. & Laroche, S. Reconsolidation ofmemory:
A decade of debate. Prog. Neurobiol. 99, 61–80 (2012).

65. Fernández, R. S., Boccia, M. M. & Pedreira, M. E. The fate of
memory: Reconsolidation and the case of prediction error. Neu-
rosci. Biobehav. Rev. 68, 423–441 (2016).

66. Kindt, M. The surprising subtleties of changing fear memory: A
challenge for translational science. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. B 373,
20170033 (2018).

67. Liston, C. et al. Understanding the biological basis of psychiatric
disease: What’s next? Cell 185, 1–3 (2022).

68. Misanin, J. R., Miller, R. R. & Lewis, D. J. Retrograde amnesia pro-
duced by electroconvulsive shock after reactivation of a con-
solidated memory trace. Science 160, 203–204 (1968).

69. Schiller, D. & Phelps, E. A. Does reconsolidation occur in humans?
Front. Behav. Neurosci. 5, 24 (2011).

70. Grella, S. L., Gomes, S. M., Lackie, R. E., Renda, B. & Marrone, D. F.
Norepinephrine as a spatial memory reset signal. Behav. Pharm.
32, 531–548 (2021).

71. Grella, S. L. et al. Locus coeruleus phasic, but not tonic, activation
initiates global remapping in a familiar environment. J. Neurosci.
39, 445–455 (2019).

Article https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-022-32246-8

Nature Communications |         (2022) 13:4733 18

https://doi.org/10.3389/fnbeh.2014.00279
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnbeh.2014.00279
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nlm.2020.107321
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnbeh.2013.00173


72. Cavanagh, C. E. & Larkin, K. T. A critical review of the “undoing
hypothesis”: Do positive emotions undo the effects of stress? Appl.
Psychophysiol. Biofeedback 43, 259–273 (2018).

73. Elahi, H., Hong, V. & Ploski, J. E. Electroconvulsive shock does not
impair the reconsolidation of cued and contextual Pavlovian threat
memory. IJMS 21, 7072 (2020).

74. Squire, L. R. & Slater, P. C. Electroconvulsive therapy and com-
plaints ofmemorydysfunction: A prospective three-year follow-up
study. BR J. Psychiatry 142, 1–8 (1983).

75. Roy, D. S. et al. Brain-wide mapping reveals that engrams for a
single memory are distributed across multiple brain regions. Nat.
Commun. 13, 1799 (2022).

76. Maren, S., De Oca, B. & Fanselow, M. S. Sex differences in hippo-
campal long-term potentiation (LTP) and Pavlovian fear con-
ditioning in rats: Positive correlation between LTP and contextual
learning. Brain Res. 661, 25–34 (1994).

77. Wiltgen, B. J., Sanders, M. J. & Behne, N. S. Sex differences, context
preexposure, and the immediate shock deficit in Pavlovian context
conditioning with mice. Behav. Neurosci. 115, 26.32 (2001).

78. Yavas, E., Trott, J. M. & Fanselow, M. S. Sexually dimorphic mus-
carinic acetylcholine receptor modulation of contextual fear
learning in the dentate gyrus. Neurobiol. Learn. Mem. 185,
107528 (2021).

79. Papathanou, M., Dumas, S., Pettersson, H., Olson, L. & Wallén-
Mackenzie, Å. Off-target effects in transgenic mice: Characteriza-
tion of dopamine transporter (DAT)-Cre transgenic mouse lines
exposes multiple non-dopaminergic neuronal clusters available
for selective targeting within limbic neurocircuitry. eNeuro 6,
ENEURO.0198-19.2019 (2019).

80. Sangaré, L.,Morisset, R., Omri, A. & Ravaoarinoro,M. Incorporation
rates, stabilities, cytotoxicities and release of liposomal tetra-
cycline and doxycycline in human serum. J. Antimicrob. Che-
mother. 42, 831–834 (1998).

81. Minatohara, K., Akiyoshi, M. & Okuno, H. Role of immediate-early
genes in synaptic plasticity andneuronalensemblesunderlying the
memory trace. Front. Mol. Neurosci. https://doi.org/10.3389/
fnmol.2015.00078 (2016).

82. Kvetnansky, R. & Mikulaj, L. Adrenal and urinary catecholamines in
rats during adaptation to repeated immobilization stress. Endo-
crinology 87, 738–743 (1970).

83. Milczarek,M.M., Vann, S. D. &Sengpiel, F. Spatialmemory engram
in the mouse retrosplenial cortex. Curr. Biol. 28,
1975–1980.e6 (2018).

Acknowledgements
We thank Lauren Reynolds, Emily Doucette, Daniel Sheehan, Moriah
White, Heloise Leblanc, Amy Monasterio, Ryan Senne, Siria Coello, and
Kaitlyn Dorst for technical assistance. We’d also like to acknowledge the
use of Biorender for components of our figures (mainly the depiction of
contexts and mazes the mice were placed in). These images appear in
Figs. 1a, n, 2a, i, 3a, 4a, 5a, 6a, 8a, and Supplementary Figs. 2a, 3a, and
4a. This work was supported by an NIH Early Independence Award (DP5
OD023106-01), an NIH Transformative R01 Award, a Young Investigator

Grant from the Brain and Behavior Research Foundation, a Ludwig
Family Foundation Grant, the McKnight Foundation Memory and Cog-
nitive Disorders Award, and the Center for Systems Neuroscience and
Neurophotonics Center at Boston University.

Author contributions
S.L.G., J.H.B., and S.R. designed the experiments. S.L.G. collected the
data for all experiments/figures. Data collection for: Fig. 1 was assisted
by A.H.F., E.R., and Y.Z.; Fig. 2 by A.H.F., E.R., and C.C.; Fig. 3 by J.H.B.,
A.H.F., L.F.R., andM.S.; Fig. 4 byA.H.F., C.C., E.R., and L.F.R.; Figs. 5, 6 by
A.H.F. and A.G.; Fig. 7 by A.H.F., L.F.R., and A.G. Supplementary Fig. 1 by
E.R., Supplementary Fig. 2 by all authors, Supplementary Figs. 3, 4 by
E.R., Supplementary Fig. 5 by all authors. Data analysis and figures were
completed by S.L.G. Themanuscriptwaswritten by S.L.G. and edited by
J.H.B., E.R., A.H.F., and S.R. Final edits were made by all authors.

Competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Additional information
Supplementary informationTheonline version contains supplementary
material available at
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-022-32246-8.

Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to
Steve Ramirez.

Peer review information Nature Communications thanks Jonathan
Ploski, Moriel Zelikowsky, and the other anonymous reviewer(s) for their
contribution to the peer review of this work. Peer review reports Peer
review reports are available.

Reprints and permission information is available at
http://www.nature.com/reprints

Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jur-
isdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons
Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing,
adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as
long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the
source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if
changes were made. The images or other third party material in this
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, unless
indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not
included in the article’s Creative Commons license and your intended
use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted
use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the copyright
holder. To view a copy of this license, visit http://creativecommons.org/
licenses/by/4.0/.

© The Author(s) 2022

Article https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-022-32246-8

Nature Communications |         (2022) 13:4733 19

https://doi.org/10.3389/fnmol.2015.00078
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnmol.2015.00078
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-022-32246-8
http://www.nature.com/reprints
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Reactivating hippocampal-mediated memories during reconsolidation to disrupt fear
	Results
	Artificial reactivation of hippocampal-mediated memories during fear memory reconsolidation reduces fear acutely and enduringly
	Valence matters: Artificial reactivation of a neutral home cage experience during reconsolidation is not sufficient to disrupt a fear memory
	The reduction in freezing observed is not due to increases in locomotion
	Mice will perform an operant response for artificial reactivation of a positive memory
	Activation of randomly labeled dDG neurons is also sufficient to promote the reconsolidation of fear
	dDG interference is specific to the fear memory and does not affect other hippocampal-mediated memories
	Rewriting the original fear memory

	Discussion
	Methods
	Animals
	Stereotaxic surgery
	Viral microinjections
	Experimental design
	Genetically labeling dDG neurons involved in a behavioral epoch
	Fear conditioning
	Recall
	Extinction training
	Immediate shock
	Reinstatement test
	Spontaneous recovery
	Dependent measures
	dDG-labeled behavioral epochs
	Female exposure (positive)
	Novel clean cage (neutral)
	Restraint stress (negative)
	Acute cocaine exposure (positive)
	Home cage (neutral)
	Fear conditioning (negative)
	Operant responding for closed loop VTA stimulation (positive; control mice: neutral)
	Experimental procedures
	Habituation and baseline
	Training
	Test
	Genetically labeling random dDG neurons not tied to encoding of a behavioral epoch
	Open field
	Stimulation in a novel context
	Radial arm maze
	Immunohistochemistry
	Fluorescent confocal image acquisition and quantification
	Statistical analyses
	Reporting summary

	Data availability
	Code availability
	References
	Acknowledgements
	Author contributions
	Competing interests
	Additional information




