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Motivation and value influences in the relative balance
of goal-directed and habitual behaviours in
obsessive-compulsive disorder
V Voon1,2,3, K Baek1, J Enander4, Y Worbe1,5, LS Morris2,5, NA Harrison6, TW Robbins2,5, C Rück4 and N Daw7

Our decisions are based on parallel and competing systems of goal-directed and habitual learning, systems which can be impaired
in pathological behaviours. Here we focus on the influence of motivation and compare reward and loss outcomes in subjects with
obsessive-compulsive disorder (OCD) on model-based goal-directed and model-free habitual behaviours using the two-step task.
We further investigate the relationship with acquisition learning using a one-step probabilistic learning task. Forty-eight OCD
subjects and 96 healthy volunteers were tested on a reward and 30 OCD subjects and 53 healthy volunteers on the loss version of
the two-step task. Thirty-six OCD subjects and 72 healthy volunteers were also tested on a one-step reversal task. OCD subjects
compared with healthy volunteers were less goal oriented (model-based) and more habitual (model-free) to reward outcomes with
a shift towards greater model-based and lower habitual choices to loss outcomes. OCD subjects also had enhanced acquisition
learning to loss outcomes on the one-step task, which correlated with goal-directed learning in the two-step task. OCD subjects had
greater stay behaviours or perseveration in the one-step task irrespective of outcome. Compulsion severity was correlated with
habitual learning in the reward condition. Obsession severity was correlated with greater switching after loss outcomes. In healthy
volunteers, we further show that greater reward magnitudes are associated with a shift towards greater goal-directed learning
further emphasizing the role of outcome salience. Our results highlight an important influence of motivation on learning processes
in OCD and suggest that distinct clinical strategies based on valence may be warranted.
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INTRODUCTION
Our decisions are based on parallel and competing systems of
goal-directed and habitual learning. Goal-directed behaviours are
based on a flexible tracking of affective outcomes and models of
the environment, whereas habitual behaviours are automated
efficient choices based on previously reinforced actions.1–3 These
learning systems have also been termed model-based and model-
free, respectively.4 Using a recently developed two-step sequential
decision task, healthy volunteers (HVs) show parallel engagement
of model-based goal-directed and model-free habitual processes.5

This relative balance can shift in disorders of compulsivity such as
obsessive-compulsive disorder (OCD) or disorders of addiction
characterized by a shift away from goal-directed towards habitual
behaviours.6 Here we sought to investigate the role of valence
(gain or loss) outcome on the relative balance of these systems of
learning in OCD.
Evidence from studies using implicit learning tasks suggests

that OCD subjects are aberrantly over-reliant on goal-directed
neural systems.7–10 In contrast, OCD has also been associated with
impairments in goal-directed learning with impaired awareness of
explicit stimulus-outcome contingencies.11 Impaired goal-directed
and enhanced habit learning has also been demonstrated in a
‘slips of action’ task with OCD subjects showing enhanced
response to outcomes that have been devalued and are no

longer favourable.11 Similarly, using a two-step task, we have
shown that OCD is associated with a shift away from goal-directed
towards habitual behaviours.6 We aim to reconcile the discussed
findings and while we hypothesize that OCD subjects will be more
habitual in the context of reward, we expect divergent effect of
loss on the balance between goal-directed and habitual
behaviours.
The discussed literature suggests that OCD subjects may be

particularly sensitive to negative or aversive outcomes and indeed,
the clinical phenotypes of checking and obsessional thoughts are
significantly associated with harm avoidance.12 However, because
many of the studies examining the role of habits versus goal-
directed learning utilize rewarding or ‘correct’ outcomes, the
influence of motivational states or value remains to be examined.
For instance, using a probabilistic selection task, OCD subjects
were better and faster at avoiding stimuli associated with negative
feedback than approaching stimuli associated with positive
feedback.13 Aberrant neural responses to reward and loss have
also been demonstrated; OCD subjects showed greater activity in
medial and superior frontal cortex and anterior cingulate when
anticipating loss and decreased activity when anticipating reward
using the monetary incentive delay task.14 Decreased activity of
the dorsal striatum to reward anticipation15 and to loss receipt
have also been shown in OCD.16 Furthermore, OCD is associated
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with enhanced habit learning of shock avoidance,17 but how the
relative balance of goal-directed versus habitual behaviours may
be affected specifically by negative outcomes is not yet clear.
Although habit expression is commonly assessed by the testing of
responses to devalued outcomes following over-learning, the two-
step task used in the current study tests the relative balance of
goal-directed and habitual processes during the learning process
itself.
In the first study, we test the influence of reward and loss

outcomes on the relative balance of goal-directed and habitual
behaviours in OCD using the two-step task. In a previous study, we
had shown that reward outcomes alter the relative balance of
learning systems, causing a shift towards habitual learning;6 here
we extend these findings in a larger group of subjects and assess
the separate influences of both learning systems on reward and
loss outcomes. In the second study, we further compare these
results with a one-step acquisition learning and reversal-learning
task modified to assess the role of altered magnitudes of reward
and loss outcomes. Reversal learning is the capacity to shift
learned action–outcome responses following changes in action–
outcome contingencies and implicates the orbitofrontal cortex.
Despite differences in the orbitofrontal cortex volume and activity,
OCD has not been consistently associated with impairments in
reversal learning.18 Thus we hypothesize that OCD is associated
with enhanced acquisition errors to loss outcomes.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
Recruitment
OCD subjects were recruited from community and university-based
advertisements and self-help groups in the East Anglia region. Subjects
were also recruited from a psychiatric clinic at the Karolinska Institutet,
Stockholm, Sweden. The OCD diagnosis was confirmed by a psychiatrist
(VV, CR) using the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders,
Version IV (DSM IV-TR) criteria.19 Age- and gender-matched HVs were
recruited via community and university-based advertisements in the East
Anglia region or in Stockholm. OCD subjects were included if they had a
Yale Brown Obsessive Compulsive Scale (YBOCS)20 score 411. Subjects
418 years old were included. A separate group of 15 HVs were recruited
to test for order effects. Subjects were excluded if they had a current major
depression or other major psychiatric disorder including substance
addiction, or major medical or neurological illness. HVs were medication
free. Subjects were screened for comorbid psychiatric disorders with the
Mini International Neuropsychiatric Inventory. The National Adult Reading
Test21 was used to obtain an index of premorbid IQ. All subjects also
completed the Beck Depression Inventory (BDI).22 Subjects were paid for
their study participation time and told they could receive an additional
amount (£5) dependent on their performance. All the subjects provided
informed consent. The study was approved by the University of Cambridge
Research Ethics Committee and the regional ethical review board in
Stockholm, Sweden.

Model-free model-based task. Subjects underwent extensive computer-
based instructions explaining concepts and providing practice examples of
changes in transition and probability, and the two-stage task structure.5

Instructions were self-paced and lasted 15 to 20min. Subjects chose
between a stimulus pair at stage 1. The choice of a stimulus at stage 1 led
with a fixed probability to one of two stimulus pairs at stage 2 (P=0.70 or
0.30) with the other stimulus leading to the two stimulus pairs with
opposite probability (P=0.30 or 0.70). Choice of a stimulus at stage 2 led to
a reward with probability varying slowly and independently over time
(between P= 0.25 to 0.75; Figure 1). Participants were overtly informed that
a stimulus at stage 1 led to one of two stimulus pairs at stage 2 with a fixed
probability. These probabilities were learned through experience during
training. Four different reward probability distributions were used, which
was counterbalanced in each group. Subjects were given 2 s to make a
decision at each stage. The transition between stage 1 to stage 2 was 1.5 s.
The stimulus chosen in stage 1 remained on the screen in stage 2 as a
reminder. The stimulus chosen in stage 2 remained on the screen in the
feedback stage as a reminder.
For the comparison of reward and loss learning, the OCD subjects and

HVs were tested under two conditions of £1 reward followed by £1 loss

with differing stimuli separated by at least 30min between the two
conditions. The loss condition was also preceded by its own training
instructions. In the testing for an order effect in HVs, subjects were tested
with either £1 reward or £1 loss in a counterbalanced order. If subjects
started with the £1 loss condition, they were shown a £5 note indicating
that they started with this amount and would lose a proportion of this
dependent on their earnings. The outcomes were images of £1 or £1 with
a red ‘X’ across an image for subjects tested in the United Kingdom or 1
Kronor for subjects tested in Sweden. Subjects completed 201 trials
divided into three sessions (7.5 s per trial, 8.38 min per session) per
condition. The task was run using MATLAB 2011a.

Reversal learning. We used a modified one-step probabilistic reversal-
learning task (Figure 2a). In the acquisition phase, subjects chose from one
of three stimulus pairs probabilistically associated with outcomes varying
by reward and loss outcome magnitude: loss (stimulus A: P= 0.30 Win +£1/
P= 0.70 Lose − £2 (mean − £1.1); stimulus B: P= 0.70 Win +£1/P= 0.30 Lose
− £2 (mean +£0.1)), neutral (stimulus C: P= 0.70 Win +£1/P=0.30 Lose − £1
(mean+£0.4); stimulus D: P=0.30 Win +£1/P=0.70 Lose − £1 (mean
− £0.4)) or reward (stimulus E: P= 0.70 Win +£2/P= 0.30 Lose − £1 (mean+
£1,1); stimulus F: P=0.30 Win +£2/P= 0.70 Lose − £1 (mean+0.1)).
Following 30 trials per condition, contingencies for each stimulus pair
switched being then followed by 30 trials per condition in the reversal
phase (for example, stimulus A: P=0.70 Win +£1/P=0.3 Lose − £2;
stimulus B: P=0.30 Win +£1/P=0.70 Lose − £2).
The stimulus phase was shown for 2.5 s during which the subjects

indicated a response by pressing the left arrow on the keyboard for the
stimulus on the left and the right arrow on the keyboard for the stimulus
on the right. The stimuli were present on the screen until the subjects
responded. If subjects were too slow, this was followed by the words: ‘You
were too slow. Respond faster.’ The stimulus phase was followed by a 1 s
outcome phase with the words ‘You WON!!’ and an image of a £2 or £1
coin or ‘You LOST!!’ and an image of a large red ‘X’ over the £2 or £1 coin
shown for 1 s. The position of the stimuli within each stimulus pair was
counterbalanced on either side of the screen and the stimuli conditions
were randomly presented. The trial was followed by a variable intertrial
interval of a mean of 0.75 s varying between 0.5 and 1 s. The primary
outcome measure was the number of trials to criterion of four correct
sequential choices. Other outcome measures included win-stay and lose-
shift. The task was programmed in E-prime Version 2.

Data analysis. Two-step task: computational model (adapted from
Daw et al.5).
The computational and behavioural analysis are described in

Supplementary Materials.

Statistics
Subject characteristics were compared using t-tests or Chi-square analysis.
Data were inspected for outliers (43 s.d. above group mean) and tested
for normality of distribution using Shapiro–Wilks test. Data that were
normally distributed were analysed using an independent t-test (for the
reward condition with variance tested using Levene’s test) or mixed-
measures analysis of variance (ANOVA; for the reward and loss condition)
to compare between groups with Pearson correlation used for correlation
analyses. Data that were not normally distributed (Shapiro–Wilks: P40.05)

Figure 1. Two-step task. (a) Two-step task. (b) The graph shows w as
a function of reward and loss outcome in obsessive-compulsive
disorder (OCD) and healthy volunteer (HV) subjects. Group ×out-
come interaction: P= 0.033. Error bars represent s.e.m.
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were indicated in the text and non-parametric Mann–Whitney U-tests were
used to compare between groups and Spearman Rank test used for
correlation analyses.

RESULTS
Subject characteristics are reported in Table 1 for subjects who
completed both the reward and loss versions of the task. We also
directly compared OCD subjects between the two sites: there

were no differences in gender (Cambridge: male = 4; KI: male = 12,
Chi-square = 0.81, P= 0.290), age (Cambridge: 41.67 (s.d. 13.83); KI:
34.21 (s.d. 12.89); P= 0.100); IQ (Cambridge 114.49 (s.d. 6.64); KI:
117.11 (s.d. 5.70); P= 0.263), BDI (Cambridge 16.03 (s.d. 10.59); KI:
13.98 (s.d. 8.88), P= 0.491) or YBOCS (Cambridge 22.28 (s.d. 3.54);
KI 20.20 (s.d. 6.19), P= 0.256). We examined the weighting factor,
w, calculated for each individual and describing the relative
contribution of either habitual (model-free, w= 0) or goal-directed
(model-based, w= 1) decision-making.

Table 1. Characteristics of subjects and parameters of two-step task

OCD HV T or Chi-square P-value

Age 39.46 (13.89) 38.53 (14.11) 0.29 0.77
Gender 20F: 10M 35F: 18M 0.003 0.95
IQ 115.87 (6.32) 117.06 (5.89) 0.86 0.39
BDI 14.34 (9.30) 4.03 (4.76) − 6.23 o0.0001
YBOCS total 20.81 (5.45)
YBOCS compulsion 10.05 (3.31)
YBOCS obsession 10.76 (3.11)

Reward B1 Choice randomness 4.96 (3.83) 4.56 (2.80) − 0.61 0.54
B2 Choice randomness 2.78 (1.84) 3.59 (1.74) 2.28 0.03
L1 Learning rate 0.46 (0.31) 0.50 (0.28) 0.73 0.47
L2 Learning rate 0.41 (0.32) 0.42 (0.26) 0.11 0.91
Lambda Reinforcement eligibility 0.49 (0.34) 0.63 (0.25) 2.42 0.02
P Perseveration 0.22 (0.21) 0.21 (0.17) − 0.20 0.84
LL Negative log likelihood 213.84 (45.48) 208.35 (37.69) − 0.59 0.55

Loss B1 Choice randomness 4.55 (3.28) 4.50 (3.37) − 0.06 0.95
B2 Choice randomness 1.44 (1.37) 2.56 (1.54) 3.42 0.001
L1 Learning rate 0.42 (0.27) 0.52 (0.31) 1.58 0.12
L2 Learning rate 0.35 (0.37) 0.52 (0.24) 2.72 0.008
Lambda Reinforcement eligibility 0.41 (0.34) 0.52 (0.32) 1.58 0.12
P Perseveration 0.42 (0.32) 0.29 (0.28) −2.00 0.05
LL Negative log likelihood 210.56 (37.45) 211.35 (47.90) 0.07 0.94

Abbreviations: BDI, Beck Depression Inventory; F, female; HV, healthy volunteer; M, male; OCD, obsessive-compulsive disorder; YBOCS, Yale Brown Obsessive
Compulsive Scale.

Figure 2. Acquisition and reversal learning one-step task. (a) Acquisition and reversal learning one-step task. (b) The bar graph shows the
number of trials to acquisition for obsessive-compulsive disorder (OCD) and healthy volunteer (HV) subjects as a function of outcome. Error
bars represent s.e.m. *P= 0.005. (c) The regression plot shows the relationship between trials to acquisition for the loss condition of the one-
step task and w score for the loss condition of the two-step task.
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Study 1: OCD: two-step task
Computational analysis. The reward condition in the OCD
subjects have been previously described (N= 30)6 and extended
in sample size in this study (N= 48: N= 33 Cambridge; N= 15
Karolinska Institutet; matched HVs: N= 96 including N= 15 HVs
from Karolinska). We first assessed the effects of w on reward in
this larger sample to confirm our previous findings. OCD subjects
had lower w in the reward condition in this larger sample size
compared with HVs (OCD: 0.22 (s.d. 0.20); HV: 0.33 (s.d. 0.25);
t= 2.72, P= 0.008).
To assess our a priori hypothesis, we then compared the effects

of reward and loss outcomes tested within subjects in OCD
(N= 30) and matched HVs (N= 53) analysing w using a mixed-
measures ANOVA with outcome as a within-subjects factor and
group as a between-subjects factor. There was a main effect of
outcome (F(1,81) = 14.87, Po0.0001) and a group×outcome
interaction (F(1,81) = 4.71, P= 0.033). Given this interaction, we
assessed post hoc differences using Tukey test: OCD subjects had
lower w (less goal-directed) scores to reward outcomes (P= 0.013)
but not to loss outcomes (P= 0.385) compared with HVs. OCD
subjects (Po0.0001) also had lower w in reward compared with
loss with no differences in HVs (P= 0.165). There was no main
effect of group (F(1,81) = 0.819, P= 0.368; Figure 1b). Other
parameters are reported in Table 1.
We then calculated computational model-based and model-free

measures, which were further separable by computing model-
based=β1×w and model-free=β1× (1−w), respectively and used
a mixed-measures ANOVA comparing the between-subjects group
factor (OCD, HV), and the within-subjects factor of outcome (reward,
loss) and learning (model-based, model-free) measures (Figure 3).
There was a main effect of learning (F(1,81) = 34.23, Po0.0001), a
group× learning interaction (F(1,81) = 4.48, P=0.033) and a group×
outcome× learning interaction (F(1,81) = 8.49, P=0.005). There was
no main effect of group (F(1,81) = 0.207, P=0.650). Given the
group×outcome× learning interaction, we then conducted post
hoc analyses to further understand this interaction. OCD subjects
had both lower model-based goal-directed learning (P=0.014) and
greater model-free learning (P=0.005) to reward outcomes
compared with HVs with no group differences to loss outcomes
(P40.05). In OCD subjects, model-based learning was lower to
reward relative to loss outcomes (P=0.008) and model-free learning
was higher to reward relative to loss outcomes (P=0.014), which
was not observed in HV subjects (P40.05).

On an exploratory basis, we then asked whether OCD severity
was correlated with model-based or model-free scores. YBOCS
compulsivity scores were positively correlated with model-free
scores to reward (R= 0.340, P= 0.043; Figure 3) but not to model-
based or loss outcomes. YBOCS obsessional scores were also not
correlated with model-based or model-free scores.
We also asked whether there was a relationship with depression

scores with reward and loss outcomes. We analysed w for reward
and loss outcomes separately using univariate analyses with
depression scores as a covariate. The difference between groups
in the reward domain remained significant (P= 0.02) and the loss
domain was not significant (P= 0.577). To further understand this
on an exploratory basis, we asked whether w correlated with BDI
in the reward or loss domain in OCD and HVs; w was positively
correlated with BDI in the loss domain only in HVs (Pearson
R= 0.303, P= 0.039) and not in the reward domain or in OCD
subjects (P40.05).
There were no differences in w score between OCD subjects

tested in the two sites in the reward (P= 0.133) and loss domain
(P= 0.806).
The results of the behavioural analyses are reported in

Supplementary Materials. The behavioural analyses qualitatively
matched the modelling analyses, but several group effects failed
to reach significance.
We also assessed whether the groups differed in tendency

towards an action bias by assessing the probability of staying with
the same stage 1 action as the previous stage 1 action (for
example, left choice followed by left choice; t= 0.223, P= 0.823), or
the probability of staying with the same stage 2 action as the
previous stage 2 action (t= 0.51, P= 0.610), or the same (t= 0.536,
P= 0.593) or different (t= 0.66, P= 0.507) stage 2 action as the
previous stage 1 action.

Chronic antidepressant effects. As a proportion of the OCD
subjects were on antidepressant medication, we then compared
w in the reward condition in OCD subjects on (N= 30; YBOCS 21.55
(s.d. 4.67); w 0.20 (s.d. 0.19)) and off (N= 17; YBOCS 19.50 (s.d.
6.37); w 0.26 (s.d. 0.23)) chronic antidepressants (predominantly
serotonin reuptake inhibitors) to HVs (N= 90; 0.33 (s.d. 0.23)) using
an ANOVA (F = 5.072, P= 0.007). Given the main group effect, we
then compared the post hoc analysis: HVs had higher w or greater
goal-directed learning relative to OCD subjects on selective
serotonin reuptake inhibitors (SSRIs; P= 0.003) but not off SSRIs
(P= 0.425).
We also compared the influence of chronic SSRIs on w in both

reward and loss outcomes in the OCD patients who had
completed both tasks (Figure 4; SSRI+ N= 16; SSRI− N= 11).
There were no group differences in age (SSRI+ 29.72 (s.d. 14.17);
SSRI− 36.29 (s.d. 12.20), P= 0.451), IQ (SSRI+ 114.62 (s.d. 6.91);
SSRI− 117.58 (s.d. 4.79), P= 0.211) or (YBOCS SSRI+ 21.55 (s.d.
4.67); SSRI− 19.50 (s.d. 6.37), P= 0.274). There was an effect of
valence (F(1,25) = 7.322, P= 0.012) and a medication × valence
effect (F(1,25) = 4.85, P= 0.037). On post hoc analysis, OCD subjects
on SSRIs had lower w scores in the reward condition (P= 0.009)
compared with off SSRIs with no difference in the loss condition
(P= 0.215). These findings confirm the findings in the larger group
of OCD patients who had only completed the reward version.
There were no main medication effects (F(1,25) = 0.125, P= 0.726).
We further compared the behavioural goal-directed and habitual
analysis and show a main effect of learning (F(1,25) = 7.47,
P= 0.012), a valence × learning interaction (F(1,25) = 7.78,
P= 0.010), with trend towards a valence effect (F(1,25) = 3.806,
P= 0.063) and a medication status × valence × learning effect (F
(1,25) = 3.810, P= 0.063; Figure 4).

Magnitude and order effects. In the Supplementary Materials, we
show that in two separate studies in HVs, greater reward
magnitude (£5 versus £1) was associated with higher w scores

Figure 3. Model-free and model-based analyses of two-step task. (a)
The graph shows the separate analyses of model-based (MB) goal-
directed and model-free (MF) habitual scores for reward (REW) and
loss (LOSS) outcomes in obsessive-compulsive disorder (OCD) and
healthy volunteer (HV) subjects. Group ×outcome× learning inter-
action: P= 0.005. *Po0.05, **Po0.01. Error bars represent s.e.m. (b)
The regression plot shows the relationship between MF reward
outcomes and the Yale Brown Obsessive Compulsive Scale score for
compulsive symptoms.
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(Figure 5) and that there were no effects of order in the modelling
analysis.

OCD: one-step acquisition-reversal task. As the trials to criterion
for acquisition and reversal were not normally distributed
(Shapiro–Wilks Po0.0001), the non-parametric Mann–Whitney
U-test was used to assess group differences (OCD: N= 36; HV:
N= 72) focusing on the a priori hypothesis of loss acquisition and
on an exploratory level, loss reversal. OCD subjects required fewer
trials to reach criterion for the loss condition during acquisition
(P= 0.013) but not in the neutral (P= 0.603) or reward condition
(P= 0.207) (Figure 2b). There were no significant differences
during reversal in any condition (P40.05).
We asked whether w and acquisition in the Loss condition was

related in the two-step and one-step tasks, respectively (N= 60
available data points). In the loss conditions, greater w learning
(more goal-directed) was correlated with fewer trials to acquisition
(better acquisition learning; Spearman rho =− 0.355, P= 0.005;
Figure 2c) and with a trend towards more trials to reversal (worse
reversal learning; 0.282, P= 0.028).
We further assessed the lose-switch and win-stay scores

(Figure 5). For the purposes of comparison with lose-switch, the
win-stay scores were converted to win-switch scores ( = 1−win-
stay). As the scores were normally distributed, using a mixed-
measures ANOVA assessing a between-subjects factor of group
(OCD, HV) and within-subjects factors of stay-switch (lose-switch,

win-switch) and valence (reward, neutral, loss), there was a
main group effect (F(1,88) = 5.20, P= 0.025), stay-switch effect
(F(1,88) = 173.606, Po0.0001) and a main valence effect
(F(2,87) = 3.249, P= 0.043), and no interaction effects. Thus, OCD
subjects were more likely to stay after both lose and win outcomes
compared with HVs.
We also asked on an exploratory level whether OCD severity

was associated with parameters in the loss acquisition phase
including trials to acquisition, lose-switch or win-stay. YBOCS
obsessive symptoms were positively correlated with lose-switch
score (Pearson coefficient = 0.463, P= 0.012). There were no
significant correlations between YBOCS obsessive symptoms and
trials to acquisition or win-stay or YBOCS compulsive scores with
other parameters (P40.05).

DISCUSSION
We show a critical influence of outcome valence on the relative
balance of goal-directed and habitual learning in OCD. In the
context of reward outcomes, OCD is characterized by impaired
goal-directed learning along with a relative shift towards
enhanced habitual learning. For OCD patients (but not HVs), the
pattern shifts with goal-directed learning enhanced and habitual
learning impaired, relative to the reward condition. On separate
analyses of the differential contribution of the two learning
systems, we find that the effects of valence on OCD patients’
behaviour are driven by differences in both goal-directed and
habit learning between the two conditions, with the former
increased and the latter decreased for loss relative to gain. We had
previously published on this task in the reward condition in a
smaller group of OCD patients.6 We now confirm this in a separate
group of patients and further show that the two measures of goal-
directed and habit learning are dissociable and both affected in
OCD. There was also no relationship with action bias or the
tendency to stay with the same side of choice as a function of the
previous choice (for example, left side if previous choice left) at
stage 1, 2 or during the transition.
Reactivity to losses in OCD was correlated between the two

tasks, with greater goal-directed learning from loss outcomes in
the two-step task correlated with greater acquisition from loss
outcomes in the one-step task. We further show that OCD was
associated with greater stay (or lower switch) behaviours
irrespective of outcome valence but that obsession severity was
positively correlated with a greater likelihood of switching after a

Figure 5. Switching and effects of reward magnitude. The left bar
graph shows the switch scores for both lose-switch (LSw) and win-
switch (WSw) in the one-step task for obsessive-compulsive disorder
(OCD) and healthy volunteer (HV) subjects as a function of valence.
The right bar graph shows the computational analysis for the two-
step task in HVs as a function of low (£1) and high (£5) reward
magnitude. Error bars represent s.e.m. NEU, neutral.

Figure 4. Effects of chronic SSRIs. The left graph shows the effects of chronic SSRIs on the computational analysis (w) and the right graph on
the behavioural analyses. *Po0.005 on post hoc analysis for SSRI+ versus SSRI− . The healthy volunteer (HV) group is included in the graphs
for the purposes of comparison. Error bars represent s.e.m. MB, model-based; MF, model-free; OCD, obsessive-compulsive disorder; Rew,
reward; SSRI, selective serotonin reuptake inhibitor.
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loss outcome in the one-step task. Compulsion severity was
positively correlated with habitual learning to reward outcomes in
the two-step task. Our results highlight the clinical relevance for
model-free learning to reward outcomes in OCD subjects and
further suggest that OCD subjects may not be globally affected in
goal-directed or habit learning but only in the context of
sensitivity to rewards and losses. In HVs, w in the loss condition
was positively correlated with depression scores suggesting that
greater salience of negative outcomes with greater depression
severity might enhance model-based goal-directed learning to
losses. We thus emphasize that learning is influenced by
motivational factors.
Our findings emphasize a role for valence effects. Given the

known role of enhanced vigilance to aversive stimuli, our findings
suggest that therapeutic approaches emphasize habituation of
anxiogenic or aversive stimuli and its counterpart, enhancement
of the salience of rewarding stimuli. The former is consistent with
exposure therapy as the recommended psychological intervention
of cognitive behavioural therapy (recommended by APA23 and
Excellence NIfHaC24) in OCD, which utilizes exposure and response
prevention to facilitate gradual habituation to anxiogenic stimuli.
Our findings further emphasize a role for the latter, or enhancing
the salience of rewarding stimuli that might steer cognitive
resources away from salient losses and develop more flexible and
goal-directed behaviours towards rewards.

Goal-directed learning
Several studies have suggested impairments in action–outcome
learning in OCD but in the context of correct or incorrect
outcomes11 or reward versus no reward.6 However, these
outcomes may be of less value in OCD subjects. We have recently
shown that higher w or greater goal-directed behaviours in HVs
correlate with greater volumes in medial orbitofrontal cortex and
caudate.6 In contrast, in studies using implicit learning tasks which
normally recruit striatal systems, OCD subjects have shown
excessive activation in neural regions implicated in goal-directed
systems such as the orbitofrontal cortex and medial temporal
lobe.9 Although the former studies suggest impairments in the
goal-directed system and an over-reliance on habit, the latter
suggests an over-reliance on goal-directed systems. To resolve
these disparate findings, an impairment in the capacity to
arbitrate between model-free and model-based systems has been
suggested.25

Alternatively, our findings suggest an important role for valence
or motivational status. A generalized impairment in goal-directed
learning would predict impairments across both valences. We
confirm a shift in goal-directed learning in OCD subjects, with
reduced model-based behaviour in the context of reward;
however, we show higher model-based behaviour for losses
relative to gains. Similarly, we show that OCD subjects have
enhanced loss acquisition in the one-step task. Furthermore, both
tasks correlate in the loss condition in OCD subjects, which
suggests potentially analogous effects of loss outcomes. This may
be related to greater sensitivity to loss outcomes as OCD subjects
have been shown to use a negative learning bias; avoiding stimuli
associated with negative outcomes maintained by faster
responses and higher rates of aversive avoidance compared with
HVs.13 Alternatively this may represent enhanced learning of
negative values over all the trials, a phenomenon associated with
obsessions but not anxiety,13,17 suggesting that harm avoidance
may be an independent contributor. These findings also suggest
that rather than an impairment in goal-directed learning per se,
the findings may be specific to motivational status.
We further show that in HVs, greater reward magnitude or

salience is associated with a shift towards greater goal-directed
behaviours. These findings are compatible with the concept that
the shifts observed in OCD are a function of outcome salience.

Habitual learning
We show that OCD is associated with a specific enhancement in
habitual learning to reward outcomes and that this enhanced
habitual learning correlates with greater YBOCS compulsivity
severity scores. By testing both reward and loss outcomes
simultaneously, our results suggest that compulsive severity is
related to a primary abnormality of enhanced habitual learning as
a function of positive reinforcement.
Although OCD subjects have shown enhanced habit expression

to shock outcomes,17 we did not observe any difference in
habitual learning to loss outcomes. We did not observe any
differences in habitual learning to loss outcomes, which may be
related to different measures assessed by the tasks. The shock
avoidance task involves over-training of action–outcome con-
tingencies followed by testing after outcome devaluation. The task
also uses shock outcomes, which may be more physically
motivating, whereas the two-step task uses monetary outcomes.
Relief from painful stimuli may differ from the avoidance of loss
stimuli. The two-step task tests relative differences in the two
systems of learning presuming an opposing relationship and
focuses on an earlier stage of learning rather than after over-
training. Direct comparison of the two tasks has indicated that
preference for a valued rather than devalued, over-trained
stimulus (indicating goal-directed choice) correlates with model-
based but not model-free learning in the current two-step task;26

however, this comparison spanned only appetitive food items and
monetary reward, respectively.

Chronic SSRIs
We show that OCD subjects on chronic SSRIs have lower goal-
directed behaviours to reward but greater goal-directed behav-
iours to losses compared with those not on SSRIs. These findings
are driven particularly by the reward condition. Our findings
suggest that the decrease in goal-directed behaviours in OCD
subjects in the reward condition of the two-step task may be
driven by those on chronic SSRIs rather than untreated subjects.
Convergent evidence suggests OCD is characterized by

abnormalities in serotonergic function. Multiple randomized
controlled trial studies show that OCD subjects respond to
SSRIs.27 Drug-naive OCD subjects further show lower serotonin
transporter availability as measured using [11C]DASB positron
emission tomography imaging in the thalamus and midbrain,28

insula,29 amygdala, anterior cingulate, nucleus accumbens
and striatum.30 Using 123I-BetaCIT serotonin transporter ligand
single-photon emission computed tomography study, both
decreased midbrain–pons and thalamus–hypothalamus31–34 bind-
ing was observed in OCD subjects although one study reported
increased35 binding in the midbrain–pons. However, using [11C]
McN 5652 serotonin transporter radiotracer, no differences were
observed between OCD and HVs.36 The role of the 5HT(2A)
receptor availability is less clear with a study reporting decreased
binding in frontopolar, dorsolateral, medial frontal and parietal
regions in OCD using [11C]MDL,37 whereas another study reported
increased caudate binding using [18F]altanserin, which normalized
with SSRIs.38 Together, these studies suggest abnormalities in
serotonergic function in OCD.
These findings stand in contrast to a recent study in HVs in

which acute tryptophan depletion, which decreases central
serotonin levels, impairs goal-directed learning to rewards and
enhances goal-directed learning to losses, an effect we suggest to
be related to the influence on average reward representation.39

The effects of chronic SSRIs in OCD similarly decreases goal-
directed behaviours in the reward condition relative to those not
on SSRIs. However, one might anticipate that if chronic SSRIs
simply represented the opposite of tryptophan depletion with
enhanced serotonin levels, then this finding is inconsistent with
our recent findings in HVs. These findings also suggest that
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chronic SSRIs may be driving the differences between OCD
subjects and controls. However, although there were no
differences in demographics or severity of OCD, the OCD patients
on SSRIs may initially have had more severe OCD symptoms and
hence greater serotonergic abnormalities with improvement of
symptoms following antidepressant use. This inconsistency may
thus reflect either underlying differences in serotonergic tone in
OCD subjects who are on SSRIs versus those who are not or may
reflect the complexity of chronic SSRIs effects, which might have
an influence on serotonin receptor density rather than only a
simple effect on serotonin levels. We note that side effects of high
doses of SRRIs on concentration or sleepiness may have had some
influence on performance thus shifting away from model-based
strategies although we might expect this to be observed across
both reward and loss domains.

Stay-switch
On the one-step task, OCD subjects had an overall greater
likelihood of staying with the same chosen stimulus rather
than switching compared with HVs. This effect was irre-
spective of the outcome, indicating generalized perseveration
or decreased switching. Impairments in behavioural flexibility
and shifting, particularly attentional shifting, have been suggested
in OCD,40–42 but this cognitive measure implicates a much
higher-order attentional mechanism than perseveration. The
current findings pose some therapeutic relevance, providing
directionality to behavioural therapy with a suggestion that
encouragement of more switching and sampling behaviours
may be favourable.
We further showed that YBOCS obsessionality severity scores

correlated with a greater loss-switch rate. This suggests a
relationship between obsessions and an automatic avoidance
response. Thus, obsession severity and an avoidance response to
an aversive outcome may reflect a separable underlying stimulus-
response learning mechanism dissociable from either goal-
directed or habitual learning.

Limitations
The reversal task may be complicated by a lack of distinct
separation of reward and loss outcomes along with differences in
the average reward or punishment values. A design with a more
clear separation of reward and loss outcomes may be indicated.
However, we show specificity to the loss condition and further, a
correlation with the loss condition of the two-step task. This
suggests a specificity of the loss condition in the one-step task
towards loss outcomes. OCD subjects were also tested in the
reward then loss condition of the two-step task suggesting a
possible role for an order effect to which OCD subjects may be
more susceptible. That the study was conducted across 2 sites is
not ideal but provides some presentation of generalizability of the
results given that there were no significant site effects. An order
effect was ruled out in HVs but not in OCD subjects. OCD subjects
may be better at learning and generalization between tasks;
however, the same order of testing was conducted in both OCD
subjects and HVs.

CONCLUSION
We highlight the influence of motivational processes on
goal-directed and habitual behaviours in OCD. Although the role
of the serotonergic system remain elusive, future studies should
further examine the effects of SSRIs on reward processing and
its influence on habitual or goal-directed behaviours in this
population.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST
VV and NAH are Wellcome Trust (WT) intermediate Clinical Fellows. The BCNI is
supported by a WT and MRC grant. YW was supported by the Fyssen Foundation. The
remaining authors declare no conflict of interest.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
The study was funded through a Wellcome Trust Intermediate Clinical Fellowship for
VV (093705/Z/10/Z).

REFERENCES
1 Everitt BJ, Belin D, Economidou D, Pelloux Y, Dalley JW, Robbins TW. Review. Neural

mechanisms underlying the vulnerability to develop compulsive drug-seeking
habits and addiction. Philos Trans R Soc Lond B Biol Sci 2008; 363: 3125–3135.

2 Dickinson A, Balleine B. The role of learning in motivation. In: Gallistel CR (ed).
Learning, Motivation, and Emotion. Wiley: New York, 2002, pp 497–533.

3 Dolan RJ, Dayan P. Goals and habits in the brain. Neuron 2013; 80: 312–325.
4 Daw ND, Niv Y, Dayan P. Uncertainty-based competition between prefrontal and

dorsolateral striatal systems for behavioral control. Nat Neurosci 2005; 8:
1704–1711.

5 Daw ND, Gershman SJ, Seymour B, Dayan P, Dolan RJ. Model-based influences on
humans' choices and striatal prediction errors. Neuron 2011; 69: 1204–1215.

6 Voon V, Derbyshire K, Ruck C, Irvine MA, Worbe Y, Enander J et al. Disorders of
compulsivity: a common bias towards learning habits. Mol Psychiatry 2014; 20:
345–352.

7 Deckersbach T, Savage CR, Curran T, Bohne A, Wilhelm S, Baer L et al. A study of
parallel implicit and explicit information processing in patients with obsessive-
compulsive disorder. Am J Psychiatry 2002; 159: 1780–1782.

8 Joel D, Zohar O, Afek M, Hermesh H, Lerner L, Kuperman R et al. Impaired
procedural learning in obsessive-compulsive disorder and Parkinson's disease,
but not in major depressive disorder. Behav Brain Res 2005; 157: 253–263.

9 Rauch SL, Wedig MM, Wright CI, Martis B, McMullin KG, Shin LM et al. Functional
magnetic resonance imaging study of regional brain activation during implicit
sequence learning in obsessive-compulsive disorder. Biol Psychiatry 2007; 61:
330–336.

10 Rauch SL, Whalen PJ, Savage CR, Curran T, Kendrick A, Brown HD et al. Striatal
recruitment during an implicit sequence learning task as measured by functional
magnetic resonance imaging. Hum Brain Mapp 1997; 5: 124–132.

11 Gillan CM, Papmeyer M, Morein-Zamir S, Sahakian BJ, Fineberg NA, Robbins TW
et al. Disruption in the balance between goal-directed behavior and habit
learning in obsessive-compulsive disorder. Am J Psychiatry 2011; 168: 718–726.

12 Ecker W, Gonner S. Incompleteness and harm avoidance in OCD symptom
dimensions. Behav Res Ther 2008; 46: 895–904.

13 Endrass T, Kloft L, Kaufmann C, Kathmann N. Approach and avoidance learning in
obsessive-compulsive disorder. Depress Anxiety 2011; 28: 166–172.

14 Kaufmann C, Beucke JC, Preusse F, Endrass T, Schlagenhauf F, Heinz A et al.
Medial prefrontal brain activation to anticipated reward and loss in obsessive-
compulsive disorder. Neuroimage Clin 2013; 2: 212–220.

15 Figee M, Vink M, de Geus F, Vulink N, Veltman DJ, Westenberg H et al.
Dysfunctional reward circuitry in obsessive-compulsive disorder. Biol Psychiatry
2011; 69: 867–874.

16 Jung WH, Kang DH, Han JY, Jang JH, Gu BM, Choi JS et al. Aberrant ventral striatal
responses during incentive processing in unmedicated patients with obsessive-
compulsive disorder. Acta Psychiatr Scand 2011; 123: 376–386.

17 Gillan CM, Morein-Zamir S, Urcelay GP, Sule A, Voon V, Apergis-Schoute AM et al.
Enhanced avoidance habits in obsessive-compulsive disorder. Biol Psychiatry
2014; 75: 631–638.

18 Chamberlain SR, Menzies L, Hampshire A, Suckling J, Fineberg NA, del Campo N
et al. Orbitofrontal dysfunction in patients with obsessive-compulsive disorder
and their unaffected relatives. Science 2008; 321: 421–422.

19 American Psychiatric Association. Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental
Disorders (4th edn, text revision). American Psychiatric Association: Washington, D.
C., USA, 2000.

20 Goodman WK, Price LH, Rasmussen SA, Mazure C, Delgado P, Heninger GR et al.
The Yale-Brown Obsessive Compulsive Scale. II. Validity. Arch Gen Psychiatry 1989;
46: 1012–1016.

21 Nelson HE. National Adult Reading Test. NFER-Nelson: Windsor, UK, 1982.
22 Beck AT, Ward CH, Mendelson M, Mock J, Erbaugh J. An inventory for measuring

depression. Arch Gen Psychiatry 1961; 4: 561–571.
23 American Psychiatric Association. Practice Guideline for the Treatment of Patients with

Obsessive–Compulsive Disorder. American Psychiatric Association: Arlington, VA, 2007.
24 Excellence NIfHaC. Obsessive–Compulsive Disorder: Core Interventions in the

Treatment of Obsessive–Compulsive Disorder and Body Dysmorphic Disorder.

The relative balance of goal-directed and habitual behaviours in OCD
V Voon et al

7

Translational Psychiatry (2015), 1 – 8



The British Psychological Society and The Royal College of Psychiatrists: Leicester,
London, UK, 2006.

25 Gruner P, Anticevic A, Lee D, Pittenger C. Arbitration between Action Strategies in
Obsessive-Compulsive Disorder. Neuroscientist 2015.

26 Friedel E, Koch SP, Wendt J, Heinz A, Deserno L, Schlagenhauf F. Devaluation and
sequential decisions: linking goal-directed and model-based behavior. Front Hum
Neurosci 2014; 8: 587.

27 Soomro GM, Altman D, Rajagopal S, Oakley-Browne M. Selective serotonin
re-uptake inhibitors (SSRIs) versus placebo for obsessive compulsive
disorder (OCD). Cochrane Database Syst Rev 2008: CD001765.

28 Reimold M, Smolka MN, Zimmer A, Batra A, Knobel A, Solbach C et al. Reduced
availability of serotonin transporters in obsessive-compulsive disorder correlates
with symptom severity—a [11C]DASB PET study. J Neural Transm 2007; 114:
1603–1609.

29 Matsumoto R, Ichise M, Ito H, Ando T, Takahashi H, Ikoma Y et al. Reduced
serotonin transporter binding in the insular cortex in patients with obsessive-
compulsive disorder: a [11C]DASB PET study. Neuroimage 2010; 49: 121–126.

30 Hesse S, Stengler K, Regenthal R, Patt M, Becker GA, Franke A et al. The serotonin
transporter availability in untreated early-onset and late-onset patients with
obsessive-compulsive disorder. Int J Neuropsychopharmacol 2011; 14: 606–617.

31 Hasselbalch SG, Hansen ES, Jakobsen TB, Pinborg LH, Lonborg JH, Bolwig TG.
Reduced midbrain-pons serotonin transporter binding in patients with obsessive-
compulsive disorder. Acta Psychiatr Scand 2007; 115: 388–394.

32 Hesse S, Muller U, Lincke T, Barthel H, Villmann T, Angermeyer MC et al. Serotonin
and dopamine transporter imaging in patients with obsessive-compulsive
disorder. Psychiatry Res 2005; 140: 63–72.

33 Stengler-Wenzke K, Muller U, Angermeyer MC, Sabri O, Hesse S. Reduced
serotonin transporter-availability in obsessive-compulsive disorder (OCD).
Eur Arch Psychiatry Clin Neurosci 2004; 254: 252–255.

34 Zitterl W, Aigner M, Stompe T, Zitterl-Eglseer K, Gutierrez-Lobos K, Schmidl-Mohl B
et al. [123I]-beta-CIT SPECT imaging shows reduced thalamus-hypothalamus
serotonin transporter availability in 24 drug-free obsessive-compulsive checkers.
Neuropsychopharmacology 2007; 32: 1661–1668.

35 Pogarell O, Hamann C, Popperl G, Juckel G, Chouker M, Zaudig M et al. Elevated
brain serotonin transporter availability in patients with obsessive-compulsive
disorder. Biol Psychiatry 2003; 54: 1406–1413.

36 Simpson HB, Lombardo I, Slifstein M, Huang HY, Hwang DR, Abi-Dargham A et al.
Serotonin transporters in obsessive-compulsive disorder: a positron emission
tomography study with [(11)C]McN 5652. Biol Psychiatry 2003; 54: 1414–1421.

37 Perani D, Garibotto V, Gorini A, Moresco RM, Henin M, Panzacchi A et al. In vivo
PET study of 5HT(2A) serotonin and D(2) dopamine dysfunction in drug-naive
obsessive-compulsive disorder. Neuroimage 2008; 42: 306–314.

38 Adams KH, Hansen ES, Pinborg LH, Hasselbalch SG, Svarer C, Holm S et al. Patients
with obsessive-compulsive disorder have increased 5-HT2A receptor binding in
the caudate nuclei. Int J Neuropsychopharmacol 2005; 8: 391–401.

39 Worbe Y, Palminteri S, Savulich G, Daw ND, Fernandez-Egea E, Robbins TW et al.
Valence-dependent influence of serotonin depletion on model-based choice
strategy. Mol Psychiatry 2015.

40 Chamberlain SR, Fineberg NA, Menzies LA, Blackwell AD, Bullmore ET, Robbins TW
et al. Impaired cognitive flexibility and motor inhibition in unaffected first-degree
relatives of patients with obsessive-compulsive disorder. Am J Psychiatry 2007;
164: 335–338.

41 Kuelz AK, Hohagen F, Voderholzer U. Neuropsychological performance in
obsessive-compulsive disorder: a critical review. Biol Psychol 2004; 65: 185–236.

42 Watkins LH, Sahakian BJ, Robertson MM, Veale DM, Rogers RD, Pickard KM et al.
Executive function in Tourette's syndrome and obsessive-compulsive disorder.
Psychol Med 2005; 35: 571–582.

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0
International License. The images or other third party material in this

article are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, unless indicated
otherwise in the credit line; if the material is not included under the Creative Commons
license, users will need to obtain permission from the license holder to reproduce the
material. To view a copy of this license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/
by/4.0/

Supplementary Information accompanies the paper on the Translational Psychiatry website (http://www.nature.com/tp)

The relative balance of goal-directed and habitual behaviours in OCD
V Voon et al

8

Translational Psychiatry (2015), 1 – 8

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/�4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/�4.0/

	Motivation and value influences in the relative balance of goal-directed and habitual behaviours in obsessive-compulsive disorder
	Introduction
	Materials and methods
	Recruitment
	Model-free model-based task
	Reversal learning
	Data analysis

	Statistics

	Results
	Study 1: OCD: two-step task
	Computational analysis
	Chronic antidepressant effects
	Magnitude and order effects
	OCD: one-step acquisition-reversal task


	Discussion
	Goal-directed learning
	Habitual learning
	Chronic SSRIs
	Stay-switch
	Limitations

	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	Note
	References


