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Sensory-guided acquired equivalence learning, a specific kind of non-verbal associative

learning, is associated with the frontal cortex–basal ganglia loops and hippocampi, which

seem to be involved in the pathogenesis of obsessive–compulsive disorder (OCD). In

this study, we asked whether visual-, auditory-, and multisensory-guided associative

acquired equivalence learning is affected in children with OCD. The first part of the applied

learning paradigm investigated association building between two different sensory stimuli

(where feedback was given about the correctness of the choices), a task that critically

depends upon the basal ganglia. During the test phases, which primarily depended upon

the hippocampi, the earlier learned and hitherto not shown but predictable associations

were asked about without feedback. This study involved 31 children diagnosed with

OCD according to the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, 5th Edition

(DSM-V ) criteria and 31 matched healthy control participants. The children suffering from

OCD had the same performance as the control children in all phases of the applied

visual-, auditory-, and multisensory-guided associative learning paradigms. Thus, both

the acquisition and test phases were not negatively affected by OCD. The reaction times

did not differ between the two groups, and the applied medication had no effect on the

performances of the OCD patients. Our results support the findings that the structural

changes of basal ganglia and hippocampi detected in adult OCD patients are not as

pronounced in children, which could be the explanation of the maintained associative

equivalence learning functions in children suffering from OCD.

Keywords: basal ganglia, hippocampus, equivalence learning, generalization, psychophysics, pediatric

INTRODUCTION

Obsessive–compulsive disorder (OCD) is one of the most prevalent human psychiatric disorders,
affecting 2–3% of the adult population, and its prevalence is the same in children and adolescents
(1). Several types of obsessions can develop as a result of OCD, and several compulsions will
emerge to mitigate or weaken the obsessions (2). Several neurobiological abnormalities can be
found in these patients, which can be observed in both morphological and functional alterations in
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comparison with healthy controls. Structural and functional
imaging of OCD patients has revealed higher cortical activation
in the limbic and frontal associative cortices and the connected
deep brain structures in the basal ganglia [for a review, see (3, 4)]
and hippocampi. Thus, the cortico-basal ganglia-cortical loops
and hippocampi seem to be strongly involved in the pathogenesis
of OCD (5).

Several studies have addressed the cognitive functions of OCD
patients. Concerning memory and learning functions, the results
of these studies have not been uniform. Both verbal and non-
verbal memory functions had alterations in some studies and
did not in others (for a review, see (6) in adults and (7) in
children). However, to our knowledge, there is no information
about a specific kind of the non-verbal learning of acquisition
acquiring and the connected memory processes in pediatric
OCD patients. Acquired equivalence learning, a specific kind
of non-verbal associative learning, is connected to the above-
mentioned frontal cortex–basal ganglia loops and hippocampi
but has not yet been investigated in children and adolescents
with OCD. The Rutgers Acquired Equivalence Test developed
by Myers et al. (8) is a commonly applied test to investigate
this learning function (9–14) A great advantage of this test
is that each phase of the paradigm has well-described neural
substrates. It has two main phases, the acquisition phase, which
depends primarily upon the function of the frontal cortex–
basal ganglia loop (8, 12), and the test phase, which depends
primarily upon the hippocampi and the mediotemporal lobe
(8, 15). The basal ganglia and the hippocampi are both brain
structures that are fundamentally involved in visual associative
learning, and they are multisensory structures of the mammalian
brain (16–19). Although the original acquired equivalence
learning test only applies visual stimuli, we developed and
validated an auditory- and multisensory (audiovisual)-guided
equivalence learning paradigm with the same structure as
the original visual one (20) to investigate multisensory-guided
acquired equivalence learning. OCD is primarily connected to
the dysfunction of the frontal cortex–basal ganglia loops; thus,
we hypothesized that the acquisition phases would primarily
be affected during the applied acquired equivalence tests. Thus,
the primary aim of the present study was to determine whether
visual-, auditory-, and multisensory-guided associative acquired
equivalence learning and the connected memory processes
(retrieval and generalization) would be affected in children with
OCD. Themainmotivation of the present study was that in OCD,
especially in children and adolescents, the studies about non-
verbal learning are underrepresented. We are positive that the
clarifying of these issues could contribute to the understanding
of behavioral changes in OCD patients and could possibly give
several useful insights to applicable new behavioral therapies for
patients suffering from OCD.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Subjects
During data collection, 43 pediatric OCD patients from the
Vadaskert Child and Adolescent Hospital (Budapest, Hungary)
were involved in the research. We had to exclude 12 of them

from the further analysis because of the occurrence of several
comorbidities beside the OCD. Four of them had attention
deficit hyperactivity disorder, four had autism spectrum disorder,
three had some mood disorder, and one of them had epilepsy.
This study included 31 pediatric OCD patients without any
comorbidity (nmale = 18), aged 7.5–17.5 (mean, 12.63 ±

2.72). All participants were White, free of ophthalmological,
otological, neurological, or psychiatric conditions besides OCD.
The diagnosis of OCD was made by board-certified child
psychiatrists according to the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual
of Mental Disorders, 5th Edition (DSM-V) manual. To exclude
disorders of color vision, the Isihara plate assessment was
used prior to testing (21). We estimated participants’ IQ levels
using the Colored Raven Progressive Matrices (22–24). Of
the 31 children diagnosed with OCD, 16 were being treated
with medications at the time of the tests (medicated group),
while the other 15 were medication free during and before the
investigation (unmedicated group). Fifteen children with OCD
were receiving selective serotonin reuptake inhibitors (SSRIs,
such as fluvoxamine, sertraline, or escitalopram), and one was
receiving SSRI + SNRI (selective serotonin reuptake inhibitor
and selective norepinephrine reuptake inhibitor: clomipramine).
Three of the patients medicated with SSRI received other
medications as well (clomipramine, benzodiazepine, or an
atypical antipsychotic: risperidone).

The control group included children without any known
psychiatric, neurological, or neurodevelopmental disorders. The
controls were White, free of ophthalmological and otological
problems. From our database of control children recruited from
local schools, 31 control children (nmale = 18; mean age, 12.63
± 2.73 years; range, 7.5–17.5 years) were assorted, who were
matched one-to-one based on sex, age (differing in age by no
more than 6 months), and IQ level to the patient group. The
IQ level of the control children was estimated similarly to the
OCD patients with the Standard and Colored Raven Progressive
Matrices (22–24).

The children and their parents were informed about the
background and goals of the study as well as the procedures
involved. It was also emphasized that the participants were free to
quit the study at any time (no one did so), and no compensation
or benefit was given at the end of the tasks. Each participant
and parent signed an informed consent form. The protocol of
the study conformed to the tenets of the declaration of Helsinki
in all respects, and it was approved by the Ministry of Human
Capacities, Budapest, Hungary (11818-6/2017/EÜIG).

Learning Paradigms
The tests were run on a personal computer, with the visual
stimuli presented on a cathode-ray tube (CRT) screen and the
auditory stimuli on a Sennheiser HD 439 using closed, over-
ear headphones. The tests were conducted in a quiet room with
the participants sitting at a standard distance (114 cm) from
the screen. The M and X keys of the keyboard were labeled
left and right, respectively. The children were asked to press
the left key with the left hand, and the right key with the
right hand. One child was tested at a time without a time
limit to enable each participant to focus undividedly on the
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learning. No forced quick responses were expected; however, the
response times were measured during the three phases of the
test. The original visual associative learning test (8) that was
written for iOS was slightly modified, translated into Hungarian,
and rewritten in Assembly for Windows with the written
permission of Professor Catherine E. Myers (Rutgers University,
NJ, USA), the corresponding author of the previously cited
article. Auditory- and multisensory (audiovisually)-guided tests
were also introduced and implemented in Assembly forWindows
by our group (20). During these tests, the children had to learn
to associate two independent pieces of information, referred to
as the antecedent and the consequent. The participants were
asked to learn associations of antecedent and consequent stimuli
through trial and error during the first half of the task and
indicate their choice by pressing either the X (left) or M (right)
button on the keyboard. The left or right button corresponded
to a picture on the respective side of the screen when the visual
stimuli were presented (visual and multisensory paradigms). All
three paradigms consisted of two different parts: the acquisition
and the test phases. During the first half, the acquisition phase,
the participant had to form associations between the presented
stimuli (equivalence acquisition), and the program gave feedback
about the success of the current trial (a green check mark
if the answer was correct or a red X if not). After a given
number of correct answers, new pairs were introduced one by
one until six of the eight possible pairs had been presented.
The second test phase can be further divided into two parts:
retrieval and generalization. During the retrieval part, the child
had to recall the pairs associated in the acquisition phase, while
during the generalization part, two new hitherto unknown pairs
were presented that were predictable based on the previously
seen ones. The test phase had a fixed number (48) of trials, 12
of which included new associations, which were mixed among
the already known ones from the retrieval phase. As mentioned
above, the children had to give a certain number of correct
answers in a row after the presentation of each new pair before
they were able to proceed to the next new pair or the second half
of the test. The number of consecutive correct answers required
was four after the presentation of the first two pairs, and the
number increased by two after each new pair was introduced
(thus, 12 correct answers in a row were required after all six pairs
were introduced to progress to the second half of the test). This
ensured that the children associated all the presented pairs and
greatly diminished their chances of getting to the second phase
based on pure luck. This also meant that the number of trials
in the acquisition phase varied from participant to participant
depending on their performance.

Visual Paradigm
The visual paradigm was a slightly modified version of the
Rutgers Acquired Equivalence Test (RAET) of (8). During any
given trial, the participant was shown a drawn face in the upper
middle part of the screen with two colored fish below the face and
was asked to choose a fish. The possible faces were all cartoon-
like drawings of a boy, girl, woman, or man. The four fish were of
identical size and shape, differing only in color: yellow, green, red,
or blue. The four faces (A1, A2, B1, and B2) and the four different

colored fish (X1, X2, Y1, and Y2) could create eight possible
pairs during a single session of the task. These combinations were
based on the antecedents (the faces). At the start of the task, the
program randomly chose whether the faces of the same sex, same
age, or same color hair belonged together. At the beginning of the
acquisition phase, the children had to learn that when face A1 or
A2 was shown on the screen, it belonged with fish X1, not fish
Y1 (green or yellow, respectively). The same applied to when face
B1 or B2 was presented. The correct answer (fish) was Y1, not
X1, the exact opposite of the previous scenario. This also meant
that the children learned that faces A1 and A2 were equivalent in
their consequents (belonged with the same fish, e.g., the yellow
one) as faces B1 and B2 (belonged to the other fish, e.g., the green
one). It clearly follows from the possible combinations that A1
and A2 could be the girl and the boy (same age), the girl and the
woman (same sex), or the girl and the man (same hair color).
Figure 1 shows only one possible iteration of the task. In the
next stage of the acquisition phase, new consequents (red and
blue fish) were introduced. If face A1 was shown, participants
were expected to associate it with fish X2 (because the face was
already associated with fish X1), not Y2, and in case of face B1, the
correct answer was again the exact opposite (B1–Y2). When the
aforementioned six pairs were presented and the participant gave
12 correct answers in a row, the test phase began. Up to this point,
the children had received visual feedback in the form of a green
check mark (correct answer) or red X (incorrect answer). During
the test phase, no further feedback was given, and the program
presented two new hitherto unknown combinations (faces A2
and B2 with the red and blue fish, X2 and Y2, respectively)
mixed with the six already learned pairs. The participants had no
knowledge of any possible new associations beforehand; however,
if they learned that A1 and A2 were equivalent, similarly to
B1 and B2, they could generalize about the previously learned
associations and pair fish X2 with face A2 (the fish associated
with A1) and fish Y2 with face B2 (the fish associated with face
B1) (Figure 1, upper part).

Auditory Paradigm
In the auditory task, the participants had to learn to associate
sounds (antecedents) with the left or right buttons (L or
R as consequents in Figure 1, middle panel). Eight different
sounds, distributed into four pairs, were used (1–4 and 1′-4′):
a Hungarian word said by a male and a female voice in an
emotionally neutral tone; the sound of two musical instruments,
a piano and a guitar; the sound of two animals, a dog and a cat;
and the sound of two vehicles, a motorcycle and the ignition of a
car engine. The participants were required to listen to each sound
in pairs once before the beginning of the task. The different sound
pairs were introduced in a random manner during the task. For
instance, during one iteration of the task, sounds 1 and 1′ were
the animal sounds, while in another case, they were the human
voices, and so on. Each sound was 1.5 s long and had the same
intensity [sound pressure level (SPL) = 60 dB]. The grouping
of sounds to pairs was reflected in the possible associations of
sounds and buttons: If one half of the sound (e.g., 1) belonged
to the left button (X), then the pair of sounds belonged to the
right button (1′–M). The children were expected to associate the
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FIGURE 1 | The schematic parts of the three different paradigms.
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pairs through trial and error based upon the same visual feedback
(green check mark or red X) as previously described in Visual
Paradigm. During the acquisition phase, the participants learned
to associate two pairs of sounds (1, 1′, 2, 2′) with the left and
right buttons (four associations altogether), thus associating the
pairs. Then, one sound from each of the two remaining groups
(3, 4) was presented and learned, ending the acquisition phase
with six of the eight possible sounds associated to buttons, similar
to the visual paradigm. The test phase went in the exact same
manner as described in detail in Visual Paradigm: 36 trials for the
already learned associations and 12 for the two new sounds (3′,
4′) mixed together. Although all of the learning tasks contained
eight stimuli, in the auditory paradigm, in contrast to the visual
andmultisensory test—in which two visual stimuli or an auditory
stimulus and a visual stimulus had to be associated—the sound
had to be associated not with a second sound but with a particular
button (Figure 1, middle part).

Multisensory (Audiovisual) Paradigm
The experimental setting of the paradigm was very similar to the
one used for the visual paradigm, with the nature of the stimuli
being the only difference. Four clearly distinguishable sounds
(one of each pair of the antecedents from the auditory paradigm:
a female voice saying aHungarian word in an emotionally neutral
tone, a cat meowing, a musical tone played by a guitar, and
the sound of a car’s engine starting) were used as antecedents
(s1, s2, s3, and s4), and four cartoon-like drawn faces were
used as consequents (X1, X2, Y1, and Y2). During each trial,
one of the described sounds was played on headphones (SPL
= 60 dB), while two different faces were shown on the screen
to the participant, who was asked to associate a face to the
sound. During the acquisition phase, the children were expected
to learn which sound went with which face with the help of
visual feedback (green check mark or red X) after pressing the
button corresponding to the side of the screen where the face
was presented (X for left side and M for right side) (Figure 1,
bottom part).

Data Analysis
The number of trials, accuracy of responses, and response times
were analyzed in three different groups for each of the paradigms:
the acquisition phase, the retrieval, and the generalization parts
of the test phase. The number of trials necessary to complete
the acquisition phase [number of acquisition trials (NAT)], the
number of correct and incorrect choices during the acquisition
phase, and the number of correct and incorrect answers for
known and unknown associations during the retrieval and
generalization parts of the test phase were registered. From
the aforementioned data, error ratios were calculated: the ratio
of correct answers to all answers in the acquisition phase
[acquisition learning error ratio (ALER)], in the retrieval part
of the test phase [retrieval error ratio (RER)], and in the
generalization part of the test phase [generalization error ratio
(GER)]. Response times (RTs) were measured in milliseconds
with microsecond accuracy for every answer in each phase.
RTs exceeding the mean ± 3 SD of the participants’ response
times were excluded from further analysis. The order of the

three different tasks (visual/auditory/multisensory) was varied
randomly across participants to avoid a carryover effect among
the paradigms.

After testing for normality distribution using the Shapiro–
Wilk normality test, comparisons between the performances of
OCD patients and the control group were assessed using the
Mann–Whitney U rank test and independent t-test. Median
values and ranges or means and SDs are presented in
Results, respectively.

The statistical analysis was performed in TIBCO Statistica
13.4.0.14 (1984-2018 TIBCO Software Inc. USA).

RESULTS

Each pediatric OCD patient without any comorbidities finished
all of the aforementioned tasks, with only two of patients being
ineligible for the visual paradigm based on disabilities in color
sight, as measured by the Ishihara plates (we let the children do
the task so that they did not feel excluded but did not use their
results). Apart from this small exclusion and a minor technical
error with the multisensory recording, each participant was able
to finish all three paradigms and learn all of the associations.
Thus, we present data of 29 pediatric OCD patients in the
visual paradigm, 31 in the auditory paradigm, and 30 in the
multisensory paradigm with their matched healthy controls.

Comparison of Performances in the Three
Paradigms Between OCD Patients and the
Control Group
Visually Guided Associative Learning Paradigm
After the normality tests (the data sets showed no normal
distribution except ALER of the control group), we compared
the performances with Mann–Whitney U tests. None of the
investigated performances and reaction times were different
between the OCD and healthy children groups. The median of
the NAT in the OCD group was 59.0 (range, 44–290; n = 29)
and 67.0 (range, 42–139; n = 29) in the control group (Mann–
Whitney rank test U = 402, p= 0.779). The median of the ALER
was 0.0612 (range, 0.00–0.4103; n = 29) for the OCD group
and 0.0725 (range, 0.00–0.2446; n = 29) for the control group
(Mann–Whitney rank test U = 426, p = 0.938). The median of
the RER was 0.0556 (range, 0.00–0.1667; n = 29) for the OCD
group and 0.0556 (range, 0.00–0.25; n= 29) for the control group
(Mann–Whitney rank test U = 404, p = 0.8). The median of
the GER was 0.0833 (range, 0.00–0.6667; n = 29) for the OCD
group and 0.0833 (range, 0.00–1.00; n= 29) for the control group
(Mann–Whitney rank test U = 371, p= 0.431) (Figure 2).

The median of the RTs during the acquisition phase
was 1,744.9355ms (range, 967.9091–4470.9149ms; n = 29)
for the OCD group and 1,590.3699ms (range, 1,037.2542–
2,455.3953ms; n = 29) for the control group (Mann–Whitney
rank test U = 472, p = 0.428). During the retrieval part
of the test phase, the median of the RTs was 1,738.6207ms
(range, 951.5882–4,425.2941; n = 29) for the OCD group and
1,785.8387ms (range, 1,054.6000–2,696.8235ms; n = 29) for the
control group (Mann–Whitney rank test U = 418, p= 0.975). In
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FIGURE 2 | Performance of the obsessive–compulsive disorder (OCD) children in the visually guided equivalence learning paradigm. (A) Shows the number of trials

necessary to complete the acquisition phase of the paradigm (NAT). (B) Shows the error ratios in the acquisition phase(ALER). (C,D) Show the error ratios in the two

parts of the test phase: retrieval (RER) and generalization (GER), respectively. In each panel, the first plot shows the performance of the patients, and the second plot

shows the performance of the control children. The lower margin of the boxes represents the 25th percentile, the square within the boxes marks the median, and the

upper margin of the boxes represents the 75th percentile. The whiskers encompass the 10 and 90 percentiles of the data. The points symbolize the outliers.

the generalization part, the median of the RTs was 2,359.8182ms
(range, 839.1111–6,630.1667ms; n= 29) for the OCD group and
2,126.6667ms (range, 1,102.6667–4,481.0000ms; n = 27) for the
control group (Mann–Whitney rank test U = 351, p = 0.512)
(Figure 3).

Auditory-Guided Associative Learning Paradigm
The normality test revealed no normal distribution for all of the
following data sets in healthy controls and OCD patients. The
investigated performances and reaction times were not different
(with Mann–Whitney U tests) between the OCD and healthy
children groups.

Themedian of theNATwas 50.0 (range, 39–134; n= 31) in the
OCD group and 52.0 (range, 40–132; n= 31) in the control group
(Mann–Whitney rank test U = 442, p = 0.592). The median
of the ALER was 0.0408 (range, 0.00–0.0465; n = 31) for the
OCD patients and 0.0370 (range, 0.00–0.0577; n = 31) for the
control group (Mann–Whitney rank test U = 444, p = 0.611).
The median of the RER was 0.0278 (range, 0.00–0.0609; n = 31)
for the OCD group and 0.0278 (range, 0.00–0.0690; n = 31) for
the control group (Mann–Whitney rank testU = 452, p= 0.685).
The median of the GER was 0.3333 (range, 0.00–1.00; n= 31) for
the OCD patients and 0.3333 (range, 0.00–1.00; n = 31) for the

control group (Mann–Whitney rank test U = 474, p = 0.937)
(Figure 4).

The median of the RTs during the acquisition phase
was 1,468.4716ms (range, 935.7500–2,743.2927ms; n = 31)
for the OCD group and 1,499.3214ms (range, 1,027.7317–
3,520.9535ms; n = 31) for the control group (Mann–Whitney
rank test U = 455, p = 0.725). During the retrieval part
of the test phase, the median of the RTs was 1,542.1429ms
(range, 1,145.7059–3,436.9375; n = 31) for the OCD group and
1,623.2059ms (range, 1,198.3704–3,296.4000; n = 31) for the
control group (Mann–Whitney rank test U = 470, p= 0.888). In
the generalization part, the median of the RTs was 2,219.2500ms
(range, 733.5000–6,942.0000ms; n= 29) for the OCD group and
1,976.3222ms (range, 1,159.7500–3,841.0000ms; n = 30) for the
control group (Mann–Whitney rank test U = 513, p = 0.240)
(Figure 5).

Multisensory-Guided Associative Learning Paradigm
The normality test revealed no normal distribution for all of
the following data sets in healthy controls and OCD patients
(the only exception was the ALER of the OCD patient group,
which showed normal distribution). None of the investigated
performances and reaction times were different (with Mann–
Whitney U tests) between the OCD and healthy children
groups. The median of the NAT was 53.0 (range, 41–132;
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FIGURE 3 | Response times of the obsessive–compulsive disorder (OCD) children in the visually guided equivalence learning paradigm. (A) Shows the response

times during the acquisition phase, while (B,C) Show the response times during the retrieval and generalization parts of the test phase, respectively. The lower margin

of the boxes represents the 25th percentile, the square within the boxes marks the median, and the upper margin of the boxes represents the 75th percentile. The

whiskers encompass the 10 and 90 percentiles of the data. The points symbolize the outliers. All response times are presented in milliseconds.
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FIGURE 4 | Performance of the obsessive–compulsive disorder (OCD) children in the auditory-guided equivalence learning paradigm. In each panel, the first plot

shows the performance of the OCD patients, and the second plot shows the performance of the healthy control group. Other conventions are the same as in Figure 2.

n = 30) in the OCD group and 55.5 (range, 41–167; n =

30) in the control group (Mann–Whitney rank test U = 423,
p = 0.695). The median of the ALER was 0.0589 (range, 0.00–
0.1509; n = 30) for the OCD patients and 0.0617 (range,
0.00–0.1463; n = 30) in the control group (Mann–Whitney
rank test U = 508, p = 0.391). The median of the RER was
0.0278 (range, 0.00–0.5556; n = 30) for the OCD group and
0.0278 (range, 0.00–0.1944; n = 30) for the control group
(Mann–Whitney rank test U = 422, p = 0.672). The median
of the GER was 0.0417 (range, 0.00–1.00; n = 30) for the
OCD patients and 0.0417 (range, 0.00–0.8333; n = 30) for the
control group (Mann–Whitney rank test U = 476, p = 0.680)
(Figure 6).

The median of the RTs during the acquisition phase
was 1,565.0556ms (range, 1,085.8824–2,796.3898ms; n = 30)
for the OCD group and 1,677.4331ms (range, 1,076.4130–
2,595.6279ms; n = 30) for the control group (Mann–
Whitney rank test U = 454, p = 0.959). During the
retrieval part of the test phase, the median of the RTs
was 1,672.5071ms (range, 843.5333–3,502.8667ms; n = 30)
for the OCD group and 1,739.1429ms (range, 1,246.6857–
2,354.7353ms; n = 30) for the control group (Mann–Whitney
rank test U = 427, p = 0.739). In the generalization part,
the median of the RTs was 2,031.8333ms (range, 1,060.7500–
4,381.1667ms; n = 29) for the OCD group and 2,055.4167ms
(range, 1,241.4167–3,742.3000ms; n = 30) for the control
group (Mann–Whitney rank test U = 417, p = 0.791)
(Figure 7).

Comparison of Performances in the Three
Paradigms Between Groups of Medicated
and Unmedicated Patients With OCD
In order to get information whether the medication could
influence the performances of the OCD patients, we have
compared the performances of the two patients (medicated and
unmedicated) and their two matched healthy control subgroups
in a quadruple multiple comparison with Kruskal–Wallis
ANOVA test. These results revealed no significant differences (p
> 0.05) among the four subgroups in any of the investigated
metrics (NAT, ALER, RER, and GER) and in any of the
paradigms (visual, auditory, and multisensory). Because of the
absence of significant differences, we present the detailed pairwise
comparison between medicated and unmedicated pediatric OCD
patients only.

Visual Paradigm
The normality testing revealed normal distribution of the ALER
and GER of the unmedicated groups and the RER of both groups.
None of the tested parameters differed between the two groups in
the visual task.

The median of the NAT in the medicated group was 59.0
(range, 47–290; n = 15) and 59.0 (range, 44–102; n = 14) in
the unmedicated group (Mann–Whitney rank test U = 123, p =
0.445). The median of the ALER was 0.0769 (range, 0.00–0.4103;
n = 15) for the medicated group and 0.0609 (range, 0.0196–
0.2323; n = 14) for the unmedicated group (Mann–Whitney
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FIGURE 5 | Response times of the obsessive–compulsive disorder (OCD) children in the auditory-guided equivalence learning paradigm. In each panel, the first plot

shows the performance of the OCD patients, and the second plot shows the performance of the healthy control group. Other conventions are the same as in Figure 3.
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FIGURE 6 | Performance of the obsessive–compulsive disorder (OCD) children in the multisensory-guided equivalence learning paradigm. In each panel, the first plot

shows the performance of the OCD patients, and the second plot shows the performance of the healthy control group. Other conventions are the same as in Figure 2.

rank test U = 96.5, p = 0.727). The median of the RER was
0.0556 (range, 0.00–0.1667; n= 15) for the medicated group and
0.0417 (range, 0.00–0.1389; n = 14) for the unmedicated group
[independent samples t-test t(27)= 0.122, p= 0.904].

The median of the GER was 0.00 (range, 0.00–0.6667; n= 15)
for the medicated group and 0.0833 (range, 0.00–0.5833; n= 14)
for the unmedicated group (Mann–Whitney rank test U = 87,
p= 0.425).

Auditory Paradigm
After normality testing, only the ALER of the unmedicated group
and the GER of themedicated group showed normal distribution.
None of the tested parameters differed significantly between the
two groups in the auditory task.

The median of the NAT was 54.5 (range, 39–108; n = 16)
in the medicated group and 49.0 (range, 39–134; n = 15) in
the unmedicated group (Mann–Whitney rank test U = 116,
p = 0.890). The median of the ALER was 0.0305 (range, 0.00–
0.1296; n = 16) for medicated group and 0.0465 (range, 0.00–
0.1343; n= 15) for the unmedicated group (Mann–Whitney rank
test U = 103, p = 0.511). The median of the RER was 0.0417
(range, 0.00–0.4167; n= 16) for the medicated group and 0.0278
(range, 0.00–0.1111; n= 15) for the unmedicated group (Mann–
Whitney rank test U = 154, p = 0.177). The median of the
GER was 0.375 (range, 0.00–1.00; n= 16) for medicated patients
and 0.0833 (range, 0.00–1.00; n = 15) for the unmedicated ones
(Mann–Whitney rank test U = 126, p= 0.809).

Multisensory Paradigm
Normality testing has yielded normal distribution of ALER in
both medicated and unmedicated groups. None of the tested
parameters significantly differed between the medicated and
unmedicated groups in the multisensory task.

The median of the NAT was 52.0 (range, 41–132; n = 15)
in the medicated group and 54.0 (range, 44–106; n = 15) in
the unmedicated group (Mann–Whitney rank test U = 98, p =

0.561). The median of the ALER was 0.0588 (range, 0.00–0.1304;
n = 15) for the medicated patients and 0.0588 (range, 0.0222–
0.1509; n= 15) for the unmedicated group [independent samples
t-test t(28)=−0.775, p= 0.445].

The median of the RER was 0.00 (range, 0.00–0.5556; n = 15)
for the medicated group and 0.0278 (range, 0.00–0.1944; n= 15)
for the unmedicated group (Mann–Whitney rank test U = 95, p
= 0.458). The median of the GER was 0.00 (range, 0.00–0.8333;
n = 15) for the medicated group and 0.0833 (range, 0.00–1.00; n
= 15) for the unmedicated group (Mann–Whitney rank test U =

91, p= 0.350).
None of the RTs differed significantly between the medicated

and unmedicated or patient subgroups and their matched
control groups.

We also compared the abovementioned performance metrics
(NAT, ALER, RER, GER, and RTs) between the medicated
and unmedicated OCD children and their respective controls.
Furthermore, we compared the performance of the two control
groups (medicated and unmedicated) and did not find any
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FIGURE 7 | Response times of the obsessive–compulsive disorder (OCD) children in the multisensory guided equivalence learning paradigm. In each panel, the first

plot shows the performance of the OCD patients, and the second plot shows the performance of the healthy control group. Other conventions are the same as in

Figure 3.

Frontiers in Psychiatry | www.frontiersin.org 11 November 2020 | Volume 11 | Article 571053

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychiatry
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychiatry#articles


Pertich et al. Maintained Associative Learning in OCD

significant difference between them. Since none of the tests
showed any significant difference, we do not provide a detailed
account of these comparisons.

DISCUSSION

To our knowledge, the present study is the first that has
addressed visual-, auditory-, and multisensory (audiovisual)-
guided acquired equivalence learning in children and adolescents
suffering from OCD. The original visually guided Rutgers
Acquired Equivalence Test [the other name is the face–fish
test (8)] was developed in order to learn about visually guided
associative learning of neurological patients with basal ganglia
and hippocampus dysfunction. A great advantage of this test
is that each phase of the paradigm has well-described neural
substrates (12, 25). The test can be divided into two parts. The
first is the acquisition phase, where the subjects have to learn
particular visual stimuli combinations based on the feedback of a
computer program. The building of associations of new stimuli
is predominated by the function of the basal ganglia (26, 27),
and the coding and restoration of associations are connected to
the frontal and medial temporal lobe function (28). The second
part of the applied behavioral learning paradigm is the test
phase (retrieval and generalization), which is dominated by the
hippocampus–MT lobe system, and the contribution of the basal
ganglia to this test phase is much weaker (25, 28). The test was
applied later for other neurological and psychiatric disorders,
i.e., schizophrenia, migraine, and Alzheimer’s disease (9, 11–14)
and in healthy subjects (10, 29). It is known from earlier studies
that both the basal ganglia and the hippocampi, which are
critically involved in acquired equivalence learning, process
not only visual but also auditory and multisensory information
(16–19). However, multisensory-guided acquired equivalence
learning had not yet been investigated. Heaving realized the
absence of any auditory- or multisensory-guided acquired
equivalence learning tests, we developed and then validated an
auditory and multisensory test in healthy humans (20). Applying
these three tests (visual-, auditory-, and multisensory-guided
acquired equivalence tests), we investigated the associative
learning functions of children and adolescents suffering
from OCD.

The remaining sensory-guided equivalence learning,
independent from the modality of the stimuli, is an interesting
finding because the majority of earlier studies showed that
cognitive functions were altered in these patients (i.e., implicit
sequence learning (30), spatial attention (31), and nonverbal
memory (32) and, only in rare cases, did not find significant
impairments in cognitive functions). Because of the strong
involvement of the frontal cortex–basal ganglia loops and
the hippocampi in the pathogenesis of OCD, the hypothesis
of the present study was that the performance in these
paradigms would be affected. However, the OCD patients
could build, recall, and generalize the associations with the
same effectiveness as the healthy control children matched
for sex, age, and IQ level. The possible explanations for this
unaffected learning function is that the structural differences

observed in childhood (3, 4) and MRI studies revealed that the
volume reduction in the hippocampi, which was observed in
adult OCD patients, was not detectable in children with OCD
[for a meta-analysis, see (33)] and do not even functionally
appear in childhood. Another possible explanation is that OCD
primarily affects the ventral (limbic) but does not affect or has
a much weaker impact on dorsal corticostriatal loops (5, 34).
Similarly to stimulus response or habit learning (26, 35), acquired
equivalence learning, which is primarily connected to the dorsal
frontostriatal loops (26), was not significantly altered in children
with OCD.

Similarly to the remaining acquisition function, the retrieval
and generalization parts of the test phase, which primarily
depend upon the function of the hippocampus–mediotemporal
lobe—a system that is less involved in the pathogenesis of
OCD (33) than the basal ganglia–frontal cortex loops—were not
altered either. Recent results have described some morphological
changes in the hippocampi of adult OCD patients, but this has
not yet been described in children and adolescents with the same
disorder (36–40).

The question is raised as to whether the same performances
in the psychophysical results were not due to the longer
response times of the OCD patients. One argument could be
that the longer response times of the OCD patients resulting
from their compulsions could enhance their performances and
decrease the number of bad decisions. However, similarly to
the performances in the psychophysical tests, there were no
differences between the response times of the OCD patients
and the healthy control children. Thus, the participants
with OCD took no more time to make decisions than the
healthy controls.

We have to mention here that only patients with severe
or moderate OCD symptoms get into the Vadaskert Child
and Adolescent Hospital (Budapest, Hungary) patient care
system, so they participated in our study. Patients with
severe symptoms are taking medication, and those with
moderate symptoms receive only psychotherapy in this system.
To exclude the effect of medication and the severity on
the performances of the OCD patients, we have compared
the performances of the medicated and unmedicated OCD
patient subgroups. These comparisons revealed absolutely
no differences, which suggest that the medication could
not significantly affect the metrics (NAT, ALER, RER, and
GER) in any of the applied paradigms (visual, auditory,
and multisensory).

In summary, the children suffering from OCD had the
same performance as the controls in all phases of the applied
visual-, auditory-, and multisensory-guided associative learning
paradigms. Thus, both the acquisition and the test parts, which
are primarily connected to the function of the basal ganglia
and the hippocampi, respectively, were not negatively affected
by children suffering in OCD. Our results support the findings
that the structural changes in basal ganglia and hippocampi
detected in adult OCD patients are not as pronounced in
children (35), which could be the explanation of the maintained
associative equivalence learning functions in children suffering
from OCD.

Frontiers in Psychiatry | www.frontiersin.org 12 November 2020 | Volume 11 | Article 571053

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychiatry
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychiatry#articles


Pertich et al. Maintained Associative Learning in OCD

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

The raw data supporting the conclusions of this article will be
made available by the authors, without undue reservation.

ETHICS STATEMENT

The studies involving human participants were reviewed and
approved by Ministry of Human Capacities, Budapest, Hungary
(11818-6/2017/EÜIG). Written informed consent to participate
in this study was provided by the participants’ legal guardian/next
of kin.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

ÁPe: formal analysis, investigation, data curation, writing -
original draft, and visualization. GE: conceptualization,
methodology, investigation, writing - original draft, and project
administration. LN: investigation and project administration.
OH and DÖ: investigation. APu: software and investigation.
AN: conceptualization, methodology, resources, writing -
original draft, supervision, project administration, and

funding acquisition. PN: investigation and resources. SK:
conceptualization and methodology. All authors contributed to
the article and approved the submitted version.

FUNDING

This work was supported by a grant from SZTE ÁOK-KKA
Grant Nos. 2019/270-62-2 and ÚNKP-19-3-Grant-Felsooktatási
Doktori Hallgatói, Doktorjelölti Kutatói Ösztöndíj.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The authors thank Dóra Dózsai, Nándor Görög, Zsófia Giricz,
Xénia Katona, and Diana Nyujtó for their help in conducting
the investigation and data collection and all the participants for
engaging in the research.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

The Supplementary Material for this article can be found
online at: https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyt.
2020.571053/full#supplementary-material

REFERENCES

1. Ruscio AM, Stein DJ, Chiu WT, Kessler RC. The epidemiology of
obsessive-compulsive disorder in the National Comorbidity Survey
Replication. Mol Psychiatry. (2010) 15:53–63. doi: 10.1038/mp.2
008.94

2. Battle DE. Diagnostic and statistical manual of mental disorders (DSM).
Codas. (2013) 25:191–2. doi: 10.1590/s2317-17822013000200017

3. Huyser C, Veltman DJ, de Haan E, Boer F. Paediatric obsessive-
compulsive disorder, a neurodevelopmental disorder? Evidence
from neuroimaging. Neurosci Biobehav Rev. (2009) 33:818–30.
doi: 10.1016/j.neubiorev.2009.01.003

4. Menzies L, Chamberlain SR, Laird AR, Thelen SM, Sahakian
BJ, Bullmore ET. Integrating evidence from neuroimaging and
neuropsychological studies of obsessive-compulsive disorder: the
orbitofronto-striatal model revisited. Neurosci Biobehav Rev. (2008)
32:525–49. doi: 10.1016/j.neubiorev.2007.09.005

5. Rotge JY, Guehl D, Dilharreguy B, Cuny E, Tignol J, Bioulac B, et al.
Provocation of obsessive-compulsive symptoms: a quantitative voxel-based
meta-analysis of functional neuroimaging studies. J Psychiatry Neurosci.
(2008) 33:405–12.

6. Benzina N, Mallet L, Burguiere E, N’Diaye K, Pelissolo A. Cognitive
dysfunction in obsessive-compulsive disorder. Curr Psychiatry Rep. (2016)
18:80. doi: 10.1007/s11920-016-0720-3

7. Marzuki AA, Pereira de Souza A, Sahakian BJ, Robbins TW. Are
candidate neurocognitive endophenotypes of OCD present in paediatric
patients? A systematic review. Neurosci Biobehav Rev. (2020) 108:617–45.
doi: 10.1016/j.neubiorev.2019.12.010

8. Myers CE, Shohamy D, Gluck MA, Grossman S, Kluger A, Ferris S,
et al. Dissociating hippocampal versus basal ganglia contributions
to learning and transfer. J Cogn Neurosci. (2003) 15:185–93.
doi: 10.1162/089892903321208123

9. Bodi N, Csibri E, Myers CE, Gluck MA, Keri S. Associative learning,
acquired equivalence, and flexible generalization of knowledge
in mild Alzheimer disease. Cogn Behav Neurol. (2009) 22:89–94.
doi: 10.1097/WNN.0b013e318192ccf0

10. Braunitzer G, Oze A, Eordegh G, Pihokker A, Rozsa P, Kasik L, et al.
The development of acquired equivalence from childhood to adulthood-A

cross-sectional study of 265 subjects. PLoS ONE. (2017) 12:e0179525.
doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0179525

11. Keri S, Nagy O, Kelemen O, Myers CE, Gluck MA. Dissociation between
medial temporal lobe and basal ganglia memory systems in schizophrenia.
Schizophr Res. (2005) 77:321–8. doi: 10.1016/j.schres.2005.03.024

12. Moustafa AA, Keri S, Herzallah MM, Myers CE, Gluck MA. A neural
model of hippocampal-striatal interactions in associative learning and transfer
generalization in various neurological and psychiatric patients. Brain Cogn.
(2010) 74:132–44. doi: 10.1016/j.bandc.2010.07.013

13. Myers CE, Hopkins RO, DeLuca J, Moore NB, Wolansky LJ, Sumner JM, et al.
Learning and generalization deficits in patients with memory impairments
due to anterior communicating artery aneurysm rupture or hypoxic brain
injury. Neuropsychology. (2008) 22:681–6. doi: 10.1037/0894-4105.22.5.681

14. Oze A, Nagy A, Benedek G, Bodosi B, Keri S, Palinkas E, et al. Acquired
equivalence and related memory processes in migraine without aura.
Cephalalgia. (2017) 37:532–40. doi: 10.1177/0333102416651286

15. Moustafa AA, Myers CE, Gluck MA. A neurocomputational model of
classical conditioning phenomena: a putative role for the hippocampal
region in associative learning. Brain Res. (2009) 1276:180–95.
doi: 10.1016/j.brainres.2009.04.020

16. Nagy A, Eordegh G, Norita M, Benedek G. Visual receptive field properties
of excitatory neurons in the substantia nigra. Neuroscience. (2005) 130:513–8.
doi: 10.1016/j.neuroscience.2004.09.052

17. Nagy A, Eordegh G, Paroczy Z, Markus Z, Benedek G. Multisensory
integration in the basal ganglia. Eur J Neurosci. (2006) 24:917–24.
doi: 10.1111/j.1460-9568.2006.04942.x

18. Ravassard P, Kees A, Willers B, Ho D, Aharoni DA, Cushman J, et al.
Multisensory control of hippocampal spatiotemporal selectivity. Science.
(2013) 340:1342–6. doi: 10.1126/science.1232655

19. Bates SL, Wolbers T. How cognitive aging affects multisensory
integration of navigational cues. Neurobiol Aging. (2014) 35:2761–9.
doi: 10.1016/j.neurobiolaging.2014.04.003

20. Eordegh G, Oze A, Bodosi B, Puszta A, Pertich A, Rosu A, et al.
Multisensory guided associative learning in healthy humans. PLoS ONE.
(2019) 14:e0213094. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0213094

21. H.V.W. Tests for color blindness: By Prof. Dr. Shinobu Ishihara, Major I. J.
A. M. C., Tokyo, Handaya, Hongo Harukicho, 1917. (Second Notice). Am J
Ophthalmol. (1918) 1:457. doi: 10.1016/S0002-9394(18)90130-3

Frontiers in Psychiatry | www.frontiersin.org 13 November 2020 | Volume 11 | Article 571053

https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyt.2020.571053/full#supplementary-material
https://doi.org/10.1038/mp.2008.94
https://doi.org/10.1590/s2317-17822013000200017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2009.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2007.09.005
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11920-016-0720-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2019.12.010
https://doi.org/10.1162/089892903321208123
https://doi.org/10.1097/WNN.0b013e318192ccf0
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0179525
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.schres.2005.03.024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bandc.2010.07.013
https://doi.org/10.1037/0894-4105.22.5.681
https://doi.org/10.1177/0333102416651286
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brainres.2009.04.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroscience.2004.09.052
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-9568.2006.04942.x
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1232655
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neurobiolaging.2014.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0213094
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0002-9394(18)90130-3
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychiatry
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychiatry#articles


Pertich et al. Maintained Associative Learning in OCD

22. Martin AW, Wiechers JE. Raven’s colored progressive matrices and the
Wechsler intelligence scale for children. J Consult Psychol. (1954) 18:143–4.
doi: 10.1037/h0055913

23. Raven JC. Standard Progressive Matrices. London: H. K. Lewis (1958).
24. Raven JC, Court JH, Raven J.Manual for Raven’s Progressive Matrices. Oxford,

UK: Oxford Psychologists Press (1992).
25. Shohamy D, Wagner AD. Integrating memories in the human brain:

hippocampal-midbrain encoding of overlapping events. Neuron. (2008)
60:378–89. doi: 10.1016/j.neuron.2008.09.023

26. Packard MG, Knowlton BJ. Learning and memory functions
of the Basal Ganglia. Annu Rev Neurosci. (2002) 25:563–93.
doi: 10.1146/annurev.neuro.25.112701.142937

27. White NM. Mnemonic functions of the basal ganglia. Curr Opin Neurobiol.
(1997) 7:164–9. doi: 10.1016/S0959-4388(97)80004-9

28. Opitz B. Memory function and the hippocampus. Front Neurol Neurosci.
(2014) 34:51–9. doi: 10.1159/000356422

29. Puszta A, Katona X, Bodosi B, Pertich A, Nyujto D, Braunitzer G, et al.
Cortical power-density changes of different frequency bands in visually guided
associative learning: a human eeg-study. Front Hum Neurosci. (2018) 12:188.
doi: 10.3389/fnhum.2018.00188

30. Vloet TD, Marx I, Kahraman-Lanzerath B, Zepf FD, Herpertz-Dahlmann B,
Konrad K. Neurocognitive performance in children with ADHD and OCD. J
Abnorm Child Psychol. (2010) 38:961–9. doi: 10.1007/s10802-010-9422-1

31. Chang SW, McCracken JT, Piacentini JC. Neurocognitive correlates of
child obsessive compulsive disorder and Tourette syndrome. J Clin Exp
Neuropsychol. (2007) 29:724–33. doi: 10.1080/13825580600966383

32. Lewin AB, Larson MJ, Park JM, McGuire JF, Murphy TK, Storch EA.
Neuropsychological functioning in youth with obsessive compulsive disorder:
an examination of executive function and memory impairment. Psychiatry
Res. (2014) 216:108–15. doi: 10.1016/j.psychres.2014.01.014

33. Boedhoe PS, Schmaal L, Abe Y, Ameis SH, Arnold PD, Batistuzzo MC,
et al. Distinct subcortical volume alterations in pediatric and adult OCD:
a worldwide meta- and mega-analysis. Am J Psychiatry. (2017) 174:60–9.
doi: 10.1176/appi.ajp.2016.16020201

34. Rosenberg DR, Keshavan MS. A.E. Bennett Research Award. Toward a
neurodevelopmental model of obsessive–compulsive disorder. Biol Psychiatry.
(1998) 43:623–40. doi: 10.1016/S0006-3223(97)00443-5

35. Goodman J, Marsh R, Peterson BS, Packard MG. Annual research review: the
neurobehavioral development of multiple memory systems–implications for
childhood and adolescent psychiatric disorders. J Child Psychol Psychiatry.
(2014) 55:582–610. doi: 10.1111/jcpp.12169

36. Atmaca M, Yildirim H, Yilmaz S, Caglar N, Mermi O, Gurok MG,
et al. 1HMRS results of hippocampus in the patients with obsessive-
compulsive disorder before and after cognitive behavioral therapy. Int
J Psychiatry Clin Pract. (2015) 19:285–9. doi: 10.3109/13651501.2015.10
72220

37. Gurok MG, Korucu T, Kilic MC, Yildirim H, Atmaca M. Hippocampus
and amygdalar volumes in patients with obsessive-compulsive personality
disorder. J Clin Neurosci. (2019) 64:259–63. doi: 10.1016/j.jocn.2019.
03.060

38. Reess TJ, Rus OG, Gursel DA, Schmitz-Koep B, Wagner G, Berberich
G, et al. Association between hippocampus volume and symptom profiles
in obsessive-compulsive disorder. Neuroimage Clin. (2018) 17:474–80.
doi: 10.1016/j.nicl.2017.11.006

39. Zhang L, Hu X, Lu L, Li B, Hu X, Bu X, et al. Abnormalities of
hippocampal shape and subfield volumes in medication-free patients
with obsessive-compulsive disorder. Hum Brain Mapp. (2019) 40:4105–13.
doi: 10.1002/hbm.24688

40. Marsh R, Tau GZ, Wang Z, Huo Y, Liu G, Hao X, et al. Reward-
based spatial learning in unmedicated adults with obsessive-compulsive
disorder. Am J Psychiatry. (2015) 172:383–92. doi: 10.1176/appi.ajp.2014.131
21700

Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the
absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a
potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2020 Pertich, Eördegh, Németh, Hegedüs, Öri, Puszta, Nagy, Kéri and
Nagy. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative
Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in
other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s)
are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance
with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted
which does not comply with these terms.

Frontiers in Psychiatry | www.frontiersin.org 14 November 2020 | Volume 11 | Article 571053

https://doi.org/10.1037/h0055913
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2008.09.023
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.neuro.25.112701.142937
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0959-4388(97)80004-9
https://doi.org/10.1159/000356422
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2018.00188
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-010-9422-1
https://doi.org/10.1080/13825580600966383
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2014.01.014
https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.ajp.2016.16020201
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0006-3223(97)00443-5
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.12169
https://doi.org/10.3109/13651501.2015.1072220
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jocn.2019.03.060
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nicl.2017.11.006
https://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.24688
https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.ajp.2014.13121700
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychiatry
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychiatry#articles

	Maintained Visual-, Auditory-, and Multisensory-Guided Associative Learning Functions in Children With Obsessive–Compulsive Disorder
	Introduction
	Materials and Methods
	Subjects
	Learning Paradigms
	Visual Paradigm
	Auditory Paradigm
	Multisensory (Audiovisual) Paradigm

	Data Analysis

	Results
	Comparison of Performances in the Three Paradigms Between OCD Patients and the Control Group
	Visually Guided Associative Learning Paradigm
	Auditory-Guided Associative Learning Paradigm
	Multisensory-Guided Associative Learning Paradigm

	Comparison of Performances in the Three Paradigms Between Groups of Medicated and Unmedicated Patients With OCD
	Visual Paradigm
	Auditory Paradigm
	Multisensory Paradigm


	Discussion
	Data Availability Statement
	Ethics Statement
	Author Contributions
	Funding
	Acknowledgments
	Supplementary Material
	References


