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Abstract

This study employs the Think/No-think paradigm to explore whether we can inhibit social feed-
back memories, leading to forgetting. Additionally, since social feedback often triggers social emo-
tional learning, our likability towards the feedback providers changes accordingly. Therefore, this
study also collects changes in the likability of photographs to investigate whether memory inhibi-
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tion can influence social emotional learning. Initially, a social judgment paradigm is used to estab-
lish a genuine social feedback environment, where participants are informed that their provided
photographs will be evaluated by peers. Subsequently, the Think/No-think paradigm is employed
to inhibit memories of positive and negative feedback, prompting participants to recall or forget
feedback memories. The results indicate that for positive social feedback, the recall rate in the
forget group is significantly lower than that in the baseline group, suggesting that positive social
feedback can be inhibited and forgotten. However, this effect is not observed in negative social
feedback, indicating that memories of negative social feedback are more difficult to control. The
results of social emotional learning similarly indicate that positive social emotions can change
alongside memory instructions. The positive social feedback ratings of the inhibition group and
the baseline group significantly decreased from pre-test to post-test, yet the contributions of inhi-
bition versus natural decay to changes in positive social emotions remain undistinguished. Nega-
tive social emotions, like memories of negative social feedback, are unaffected by instructions.
These findings extend the scope of the effects of memory inhibition while also indicating the need
to find more effective ways to control memories of negative social information.
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WAZ RN ARG h Py HE M, ERBATRI. AR EIZE BRIEE T, #mE IR
. TAEMBEE AR, BuE AgesSic s amiGgs, et O BAg B s i s, F2
FERE L AREEIR R, LA, REREEUE N AT R E . BSE E AR ICIZ R IR P S 8, H
TR ARTRATREAZ T T ez, BUER R A, (HIT ARk, GOE AR I BT R e B
EEEE L

ENBHVEIHI I JE K, Anderson 1 Green (2001)F & 1124230 Think/No-think Ju 3. 78 EL R B
A E X BARD (a0 s BT - ), e i ) SRR RN R R A, A I B D H AR, SRR AR
B A T BAe] [RAZ AR A T Bn] o B S R SRSV E AN — FEREATICAZ ] . BRSO B I N2
i, BRI RN —FE, BRI ) R HIAENNEE, B EoRE B AL RN, A
REfE [l AR H AR in], gy B AR N B, B, o T e ek i, 25577 12 B AR,
HELRIE K. EH)alien, SR, ZERPKEZ B AR 2 M35 R s 8 RN
LA IR B AR 1A (4 [B] 12 28 AT B4 H AR 1A R 200 [ AR B 26 1F) o A TR FAE 1, HIRATER
AN SN CAZAN L IE it L, B R 2 0 R 2 T Bk S

IS IZ R AL 20 2 R A BE T 7, K AR T R BLAMI B A R BT, LA TS A AR R
JZ(dorsolateral prefrontal cortex, DLPFC)A g #Ml| 5 %40 7 JZ (ventrolateral prefrontal cortex, VLPFC)7Eic1Z
FHI AR T 12 12 B BB 8075 58 K (Anderson et al., 2004; Benoit & Anderson, 2012; Depue et al., 2007, 2010;
Hunt et al., 2023). FHETHREGCIZ, FHEHSAZHIRBURES T SIS (Anderson et al., 2004; Benoit &
Anderson, 2012; Butler & James, 2010; Depue et al., 2007, 2010; Schmitz et al., 2017; Yan et al., 2023), #§ 5
SR B PR 2 5 R H]C 12 938 5= (Depue et al., 2007; Levy & Anderson, 2012). IXEH, Afi1fE
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% SRS () B i D A0 12 R G EIE R IE IS £ 1d2, SNWESIIZRE T RE CRA B, 1
I N RAMY S MEE A REEA K, &5 DLPFC K12 5K (Depue et al., 2007; Levy & Anderson,
2012), #5HESNE S 5 DLPFC 0E £ FiAH5%. Paz-Alonso 25 N(2013) BT 045 LM, mI&M - 40
i - T - g P2 N R AR S S A A S A2 IR EICE 5. JF H DLPFC-ig 5 1) 7 4% & Tl
MY NZHIR R (Benoit et al., 2015),

i TNT Yusl, A& @d AT e Iz, =A% s s, H5EFT REE TR
ZAH AL AR B, AATTAnET il sk 2 A5 B AR AT A0 T ARk @i, AATHE H AR
T EAL R E B R 2 NS E R, AV REAAERET AR EE), S52URBIRE ML )b 7L,
A SCAE A2 4 W73 20 (the Social Judgement paradigm, SIP) (Somerville et al., 2006), #1 HE A 8% TSl
&, HRM ARG 2 ATV, DU it o OB B R, #E B IR R, 2 A1
] THEPPAR IS, AR PR AIC B S AR, T ) T 3% 4t N 5o B £ B8 B8 BE (Gao et al., 2018).
TR 3 1A N B AL 2 SO (B AN B XK, X0 B B NIRRT R 2 AR5 . BT DL 44
R RMZ AR, 52 PR A AT Re i AR . FEE S TNT AR5, il ko stk 47id
12, SRJG AT BMZ SN S AR R AR TR, B fa WA 2 OB B B 28 UK B )t 2 i ik . DLBLER 7T
FATRE B AL 2 VA BT L2 40 o

2. 5%

A FEAE REITIE R ABEHLAE 55 26 0, ToAS ol B0 BRRERG 5, A/ B IERL I IEH, S8R
SO0 SERAFA AR . SCIGSRH 3 (4R 4 [ vs. #IH vs. FEZR) x 2 (R WA AU vs. TER)
BoA A Tt EHBUER N IET R 48 5k, B L&, RGP, 5 15 Ll B RE] i &g v
GAT 5 HVPR(1 = BAK, 5= ). BN 6 HEZANG . FIARTE M. BRI . ST b . Sk
FARCRIRE R A, FR2H 8 5, MR IR 5| 7 e Jak P A 28 [ P46

THAT U T 1) TSeEs: SR &R, X2 BT 3 — ENR UG R 7T, gk
KB OIS0 B RE ST RN G AT R B Rk 4 — HARB RN, iEMATRE S R
KA B BN IR . 2) TIFLEFEREE R 48 5RIG T BEHUIRT 23, #XFAE 3 s WEATH —ENR AT,
XFHEA NI R 2 D o DR -3 B 3, 3 RRAEEAER, 3 RERFEFER, 0% —
fi o BRI ISR 3 s J5 I F 3K IR A o 3) +ES RIS ) 48 SRIB A BENL 2L, R R tERE “N”
B “x” o N7 AREIA RN EMAR, i x” ARFIEA AP IO EWAE R WA TR R R
NF 4 (R ARVCECICAZAE — i, 3459 /5 8156 R 6 I8 21 80% VRS . FFok Iy KBTI 5 s,
A R IE BT IS W R R, A B2 T A B SRV R A, AR A
EMMASE AT B, g LY B G SE AU bR L 2 IO 2 IE R, WPRIEF AR T 80%,
M EH 46>, HEIEHFRIEE] 80%. 4) Think/No-think (TNT){E45: 7E TNT H, 5 A0l & — 1
WREBR LG, FEWRSBER LS. Eil, HRBIENS “+7 0.5, Sl 2|
K, RIE RIERTH AR 3.5 s, BlJE A 0.75~1.5 s (BAHLAS BRI ] R A 4 — A B HERE (T,
BN LGt f8 B SAa, WURB b s RERE:, & Z U2 i AP B S R
R TRE-HAEMETES, HERIWEED TR, FREEBINL, EERAHE. MASIOE
S th, MIARENS [ZAR R b N3t B O st @258 e b S st IAE fiig o, — BBl i AT
FLAAE R I BERE L S5 AT o AR R A G R ITE N, Bl R AR A e D ¥ R 25
I B IR R AT AT AR PR VT R ), REER ST THE, ARUE 2 4 B A1 = 1
FE . o S AR, BB TR IS R SR R P AR 2 0 . TNT 155 543 6 4 block,
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TP block Z AR 45 s. &4 block 32 FKIE 4 B PHIRALEL, 32 5K & BEAL 2 I — K5 F & BEAL
B, HEMEE 64 /> trial. LI AFE 384 A trial, BRI HET 12 k. 5) e RBFHIL:
2 ROBFRIME S Ao Rt SRS Tl Ee AH [R], B St A SS . BEARSEIRIRAR AR . 1) THSkHE
%5 2) MALEFREE R 3) thasmiaE 2] 4) MALIF R HIWT; 5) Think/No-think f£55; 6) [HifLEF/K
FEFIWT; 7) e RAEIN

H T4 DO ARG IZ IR R - OBEAT R 2 WA, I FLAA DR me KRR B2 A ) 1) R 7 2 B 0 B 42
Sl BRI, EBAEEE A R A TR S D B2 ¥ T H (Anderson et al., 2004;
Bergstrom et al., 2009). Guit iR AR R EZNME T Z 08, RSN EW vs. HK) x T84
A ovs. 4] vs. 32k, HITBERILAR B £ H Greenhouse-Geisser BT IE. W E MK AN 0.05. FH5%
LR XU ¢ #5638 3 Bonferroni 5% 1E

3. &R

AT T B A RIS P A A PP AR . WA RIHMT R R E R =0, 4
REH BN LRA L F(1,25)=1.259, p=0273, 1,=0.048; FRLSTRMEZE F(2,50) = 6369,
p <001, 77=0203; BN SIRLSWAEEEHLE F(2,50)=4.612, p<0.05, n, =0.156.

MR %M AT H G 2 BB T SRR I FA A 0.905 £ 0.017, M+SD, TF)EE
TN 24 4(0.829 £ 0.021), #(25)=3.166, p<0.05, Cohen’sd=0.621, 5HELE2%1F(0.854+0.016)% 5
HAEE, (25)=2209, p>0.1, Cohen’sd=0.433; #ifi|FKMFSEREXMITERFAEE, (25)=-1.381,
p>0.5, Cohen’sd=-0.271 (LI 1),
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Figure 1. Diagram of the recognition rate of different instruction conditions

1. FEHESFHHBIAEE

Xof AR AN FOHE 4 1058 FAT F BEAT (8 AR AT o 5 SRR, AR BB T [B1Z 46 14 FA 26(0.926
+0.021) % Z 5 T30 2 ££(0.775 £ 0.036), #25)=3.865, p<0.05, Cohen’sd=0.758, L%k 53w T R4
Z4(0.842 +£0.027), #(25)=2.536, p=0.056, Cohen’sd=0.497; HNH|Z1EH TN B BAL T IEL 5% 1F,
#25)=-2.564, p<0.05, Cohen’sd=—0.503. M{EHWRFAM T, = AMFMFINEZ A EEER,
[A]17. 26 41:(0.885 + 0.026) vs. 24 14:(0.884 + 0.024), #25)=0, p=1, Cohen’sd=0; [AMZ%M; vs. HELL
Z4F:(0.866 + 0.027), #(25)=0.587, p=1, Cohen’sd=0.108; HNH|%A; vs. FELEEAF, #25)=0.548, p=
1, Cohen’sd=0.119 (JLF 2).
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Figure 2. Diagram of the recognition rate of different instruction conditions and feedback valence

2. FRIESEMHS RIBEMN B IAEE

X} f 2 A7 PN S S I HEAT 1 TRl 3R B & 7 22 e b, R RBIUA IR A F RN R E F(2,50) =
8.592, p<0.01, 7, =0256; REHMN EMPIARE F(1,25)=2216, p=0.149, 7, =0.081; K
M ERAIZE EAE A B3 F(2,50)= 1549, p=0225, 7, =0.058.

SRS %M AT FIG 2 BB T 45 R R EMZ A AR N (951.56 ms + 44.89 ms, R[A])
BEE TR (1037.86 £ 57.76), #(25) =-3.565, p<0.001, Cohen’sd=—0.699; M#]%1(969.93 +
48.83) [E R 2 5 T I L 461, #(25)=-3.051, p<0.05, Cohen’sd=—0.598; [AI{Z 21} 54| 51T & 3
#5, #(25)=-0.966, p=1, Cohen’sd=—0.189.

N T ARG 2 R ST A R, A2 A ) e LA R T e R . IR R SRR T
ZEO T REW, UGB BRI, F(1,25)=45.497, p<00.001, 7, =0.645; R4 TR
HEMBEAEE.

Xof E 3 AT R S5 BRI 1 S Tt PR TR AL AR BE ¢ A 45 R R S 5t ) T FL A J8% 20,705 + 0.131)
B E T W A(—0.619 £ 0.143), #(25)=6.741, p<0.0001, Cohen’sd=1.322. FFEA ¢ 645 H %K
R S i ) T LIRS 2 v T 0, 14(25) =5.389, p<0.001, Cohen’s d=1.057; %t T FLIF I
R EKT 0, #25)=-4.342, p<0.001, Cohen’sd=-0.851 (.14 3).
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Figure 3. Diagram different feedback potency favorability
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DR FE TNT 2O 4 215 B2 ST B2, T FLAF BB EAT 2 (BT J5I) < 2 (Al B THAR)
x 3 (84 BEMZ. HIHIAIGEE) N =R R E R E T 2 0. 4 RRHRGEM EARLEE, F(1,25) =
44.003, p<0.0001, n, =0.638; FHAEHNEZE, F(2,50)=3.719, p<0.05, 7, =0.13; HiFM 5
MUARIRS M =EZ HAEHALRE, F(2,50)=2.197, p=0.122, 1, =0.081.

IR 358 0 45 B B 5 E TR0 5 D 52800 LA R R A W = A HAE L, BT AR L3R4 f] B2 o #r o 45 21
T, SR TR R 72 5 . BN T4 26 A rb, AT FL IR (0,76 + 0.168) & & T /5
M(0.421 £0.151), #25)=2.644, p<0.05, Cohen’sd=0.519; FAMZM FIRLL LA, Al FLIF IR E
(0.58 + 0.133) ./ TJ5MI(0.375 £ 0.161), #25)=2.102, p<0.05, Cohen’sd=0.412 (W[4 4).
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Figure 4. Diagram of the difference between the before and after measurements of the goodwill of the face of different
instructions and the feedback valence

E 4. TRIESSRIGENMAEFLIFRERENEEE

4. itig

AHIE T A AR DI B TNT 82 A2 40 5 15 0] 2 S BicAZ e in g, I LA AS B R 42
BT, THIFEE B2 M2 . 548 RT T 7T — 8 (Davidson et al., 2020; Salvador et al., 2018; Satish
etal, 2022; Ma et al., 2020), Z5RFIFTEAS I EBN R, (EAAELE BFMZ A PN 283 & T4 26 44
W AL SOBHCAZ REE A HI], N7 LA SR BN 3 I T B 2 S% A (Anderson & Green, 2001),
T FEEE B2 S84 T S5 A DR (M2 S A B 238 T4 S5 A, AT R H T [RMZ 26 A e iZ i IR
[, 0z 3mSR BARREIR, T H AN FL e AZ 3] . BT LS A2 A0 e FOE R SEEL, 7R B A
2 A () RN 28 B I T R 2R 56, Rk SR B B RIS RN HE 2 I AR B, BE A S50 i JEAT FHI [A] £
WHE, WTREAAAE HAAMIEEIR, (MBI IIE], KrafE BRI S b, i — PRI, X —45
FEX RGN AR 4 128 FLAE (0 187 58S o A i AF BIBRUE . AR BN T, 30 25 1 i PR A 26 B 35
T % M MAAEMMREEM T, MR R SEEFANHARRAREESR. THEHTH T iId
VA% | PN DO AT @ e e i A VAV 58 =1L I 117 e 7 B = €3 el S 1w Tk VAR

e, WS AR T HoAh AN 242 2 A 5 1 AR B M (Ochsner, 2000), I HAd 12 1) 50 1748
(Kensinger & Corkin, 2003), FIT LAS 24 55 #E LAg ##] (Nair et al., 2020; Norby et al., 2010; Sakaki et al.,
2014). FE, MR RE I RS 2012 10— KK Z(Libkuman et al., 2004). 55 FIHF 707K T 15 45 AR
FEAE RS T 200 T MR R, LLUNAE Van Schie %5(2013) A W S ARHGRIE) ZEAT I IZ 4058, IR
SOPE IR BE S AR b V] — e A ], B R AN R TR, R REAR MR E . P DA g P A 1R
IF(Marx et al., 2008), ey R 2 ()71 AR ATV I35 A 1E B 2 AN 2E b R I 22 S, 100 B A X sy o moe I ) 70
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PERITREA TS A Sy gl  Bedh, SEMCAZ R 53— R AT B RIS N SG TIF AR 7
Wt A B (Ochsner, 2000). AT E KR A AR ARECT AR SPERRN B S H0RE JER, Nz
AL 2 A R ) e e T, AT S LA Al 2 R BB R R

teos AR S Ja, AL BRI IR UL T Ao I B BT B ST o AR 25 Js 5t ) L SRR
BEET 0, AT RMAL RGBT AL B AT 0, AR TIE A 2 B
RICACAZANH] RE T 0S4 215 1™ AL M i) = R R AZ AR IR AN B35, (] RN A R 4 SRR W] 1 4y
TERRENE e, HAUX A A B S @R & R BHSZ, mALAFR R T R, X —
SR FIFEAE I P R B, BRI AR R PR S S vy TR O A, (A ERARE(p >
0.05), IXFLICIE X 7w 2 1 B 552 1502 t RS flE s, 302 BARIRMIR . (EX Tkt &
SRS R ITH AL B IR, $7T0VEN = AR

5. &t

AWFFCE TNT R T C2MNNREFAESEE B —— 2 R BHCIZRE M g, 2R )5 S 86
fCHE, a9 A2 ANE AR . (HR S (U RENE T AR S A5 S, FRATT R 2555 70 S e
CASEM T A At 2 S it (R AR AR 2 B BHE 1R AT 2 M TR, BT BAAR R 75 #4828 S8 I 28y Jr 5K,
XA, R AT B AT RO B

& H
ARG K 2= 70 A B BT B 5 B3(2022KYCX133Y).

SE

Anderson, M. C., & Green, C. (2001). Suppressing Unwanted Memories by Executive Control. Nature, 410, 366-369.
https://doi.org/10.1038/35066572

Anderson, M. C., Ochsner, K. N., Kuhl, B., Cooper, J., Robertson, E., Gabrieli, S. W., Glover, G. H., & Gabrieli, J. D. E.
(2004). Neural Systems Underlying the Suppression of Unwanted Memories. Science, 303, 232-235.
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1089504

Benoit, R. G., & Anderson, M. C. (2012). Opposing Mechanisms Support the Voluntary Forgetting of Unwanted Memories.
Neuron, 76, 450-460. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2012.07.025

Benoit, R. G., Hulbert, J. C., Huddleston, E., & Anderson, M. C. (2015). Adaptive Top-Down Suppression of Hippocampal
Activity and the Purging of Intrusive Memories from Consciousness. Journal of Cognitive Neuroscience, 27, 96-111.
https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn_a_00696

Bergstrom, Z. M., de Fockert, J. W., & Richardson-Klavehn, A. (2009). ERP and Behavioural Evidence for Direct Suppres-
sion of Unwanted Memories. Neurolmage, 48, 726-737. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2009.06.051

Butler, A. J., & James, K. H. (2010). The Neural Correlates of Attempting to Suppress Negative versus Neutral Memories.
Cognitive, Affective & Behavioral Neuroscience, 10, 182-194. https://doi.org/10.3758/CABN.10.2.182

Davidson, P., Hellerstedt, R., Jonsson, P., & Johansson, M. (2020). Suppression-Induced Forgetting Diminishes Following a
Delay of Either Sleep or Wake. Journal of Cognitive Psychology, 32, 4-26.
https://doi.org/10.1080/20445911.2019.1705311

Depue, B. E., Burgess, G. C., Willcutt, E. G., Ruzic, L., & Banich, M. T. (2010). Inhibitory Control Of Memory Retrieval
and Motor Processing Associated with the Right Lateral Prefrontal Cortex: Evidence from Deficits in Individuals with
ADHD. Neuropsychologia, 48, 3909-3917. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2010.09.013

Depue, B. E., Curran, T., & Banich, M. T. (2007). Prefrontal Regions Orchestrate Suppression of Emotional Memories via a
Two-Phase Process. Science, 317, 215-219. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1139560

Gao, S., Geng, Y., Li, J., Zhou, Y., & Yao, S. (2018). Encoding Praise and Criticism during Social Evaluation Alters Interac-
tive Responses in the Mentalizing and Affective Learning Networks. Frontiers in Neuroscience, 12, Article No. 611.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnins.2018.0061 1

Hunt, K. J., Knight, L. K., & Depue, B. E. (2023). Related Neural Networks Underlie Suppression of Emotion, Memory,

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2024.144248 533 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2024.144248
https://doi.org/10.1038/35066572
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1089504
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2012.07.025
https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn_a_00696
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2009.06.051
https://doi.org/10.3758/CABN.10.2.182
https://doi.org/10.1080/20445911.2019.1705311
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2010.09.013
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1139560
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnins.2018.00611

Motor Processes as Identified by Data-Driven Analysis. BMC Neuroscience, 24, Article No. 44.
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12868-023-00812-5

Kensinger, E. A., & Corkin, S. (2003). Memory Enhancement for Emotional Words: Are Emotional Words More Vividly
Remembered than Neutral Words? Memory & Cognition, 31, 1169-1180. https://doi.org/10.3758/bf03195800

Levy, B. J., & Anderson, M. C. (2012). Purging of Memories from Conscious Awareness Tracked in the Human Brain. The
Journal of Neuroscience, 32, 16785-16794. https://doi.org/10.1523/INEUROSCI.2640-12.2012

Libkuman, T. M., Stabler, C. L., & Otani, H. (2004). Arousal, Valence, and Memory for Detail. Memory (Hove, England), 12,
237-247. https://doi.org/10.1080/09658210244000630

Ma, X.-S. et al. (2020). ERPs Evidence for Anticipation and Inhibitory Control Process of Cross-Modal Intentional Forget-
ting. Journal of Psychological Science, 5, Article No. 1042.

Marx, B. P., Marshall, P. J., & Castro, F. (2008). The Moderating Effects of Stimulus Valence and Arousal on Memory Sup-
pression. Emotion, 8, 199-207. https://doi.org/10.1037/1528-3542.8.2.199

Nair, A., Eyer, J. C., & Faust, M. E. (2020). Neurophysiologic Evidence for Increased Retrieval Suppression among Nega-
tive Ruminators. Brain and Behavior, 10, €01748. https://doi.org/10.1002/brb3.1748

Norby, S., Lange, M., & Larsen, A. (2010). Forgetting to Forget: On the Duration of Voluntary Suppression of Neutral and
Emotional Memories. Acta Psychologica, 133, 73-80. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2009.10.002

Ochsner, K. N. (2000). Are Affective Events Richly Recollected or Simply Familiar? The Experience and Process of Recog-
nizing Feelings Past. Journal of Experimental Psychology. General, 129, 242-261.
https://doi.org/10.1037//0096-3445.129.2.242

Paz-Alonso, P. M., Bunge, S. A., Anderson, M. C., & Ghetti, S. (2013). Strength of Coupling within a Mnemonic Control
Network Differentiates Those Who Can and Cannot Suppress Memory Retrieval. Journal of Neuroscience, 33, 5017-5026.
https://doi.org/10.1523/INEUROSCI.3459-12.2013

Sakaki, M., Kuhbandner, C., Mather, M., & Pekrun, R. (2014). Memory Suppression Can Help People “Unlearn” Behavioral
Responses—But Only for Nonemotional Memories. Psychonomic Bulletin & Review, 21, 136-141.
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-013-0480-6

Salvador, A., Berkovitch, L., Vinckier, F., Cohen, L., Naccache, L., Dehaene, S., & Gaillard, R. (2018). Unconscious Mem-
ory Suppression. Cognition, 180, 191-199. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2018.06.023

Satish, A., Hellerstedt, R., Anderson, M. C., & Bergstrom, Z. M. (2022). EEG Evidence That Morally Relevant Autobio-
graphical Memories Can Be Suppressed. Cognitive, Affective & Behavioral Neuroscience, 22, 1290-1310.
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13415-022-01029-5

Schmitz, T. W., Correia, M. M., Ferreira, C. S., Prescot, A. P., & Anderson, M. C. (2017). Hippocampal GABA Enables In-
hibitory Control over Unwanted Thoughts. Nature Communications, 8, Article No. 1.
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-017-00956-z

Somerville, L. H., Heatherton, T. F., & Kelley, W. M. (2006). Anterior Cingulate Cortex Responds Differentially to Expec-
tancy Violation and Social Rejection. Nature Neuroscience, 9, 1007-1008. https://doi.org/10.1038/nn1728

Van Schie, K., Geraerts, E., & Anderson, M. C. (2013). Emotional and Non-Emotional Memories Are Suppressible under
Direct Suppression Instructions. Cognition & Emotion, 27, 1122-1131. https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2013.765387

Yan, Y., Hulbert, J. C., Zhuang, K., Liu, W., Wei, D., Qiu, J., Anderson, M. C., & Yang, W. (2023). Reduced Hippocam-
pal-Cortical Connectivity during Memory Suppression Predicts the Ability to Forget Unwanted Memories. Cerebral Cor-
tex, 33, 4189-4201. https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhac336

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2024.144248 534 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2024.144248
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12868-023-00812-5
https://doi.org/10.3758/bf03195800
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.2640-12.2012
https://doi.org/10.1080/09658210244000630
https://doi.org/10.1037/1528-3542.8.2.199
https://doi.org/10.1002/brb3.1748
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2009.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.129.2.242
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.3459-12.2013
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-013-0480-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2018.06.023
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13415-022-01029-5
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-017-00956-z
https://doi.org/10.1038/nn1728
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2013.765387
https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhac336

	主动遗忘社会反馈记忆的行为研究
	摘  要
	关键词
	Intentional Forgetting of Social Feedback Memories: A Behavioral Study
	Abstract
	Keywords
	1. 引言
	2. 方法
	3. 结果
	4. 讨论
	5. 结论
	基金项目
	参考文献

