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TSN TR . 528 2 FE—D B TAEMMAAEA R T, AR B8 0 3 2 70 = R BOZE st e i 3%
Wi, G55 R IR B G AR D I AR R IUR A S RUNR/IVA OG, $R T A S RO A s 5 A
PRPEBOA A B R, AR BIAMA A LR RO HERR SE 4000 FHR AGCAZ RO TR RAM R BE S B2 . DSR4
PAENBRASTAFIE FAMMACIZ I G s it TR K

KA AL RRIUE AR e, MR oA

SFEE  B842; B849:C91

1 [A)EE

TEP A, ATARENILSFISEE S L
& a AR AR S . RN Ak, 2
P NTE— AR . TEACIRIE R 2, RIG AN
5 — PR TR R A B PRy . AR, TR
P H SRR, BCE AR R R R,
S B ECE TO R M PR SR O S D BT
GRS EARNMBFR AR LB, XML fE R
(18 3 R M B R 2 i 100 3 AR A X AR A R 8
PRz Ry $EHLUF & 3% s (Retrieval-induced  Forgetting,
RIF), Anderson, Bjork il Bjork (1994)ik Jix J&ic 12
TR EA R . DAEEWNAMITFE R, 30
TR PEPE PR MR o) 1 7 A AR O st s R B
A -3k P (Anderson et al., 1994),

AEERE, TERAERREZ NRBUN Y,
BE R Z A1 B A T 2 A SR A5 SR R B, A fih
NARHUE R, A AT RE 23 i BT & 0 R (5 S 18R
(H%, B, 28, 2016).Cuc, Koppel il Hirst
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(2007 ) 3¢ Fift py 108 5 H HOHE B 45 B DA TS5 BT 5 %
FHOCAR BB, PRZ A FE 2 0 52 R BT A2 18 s
(Socially Shared Retrieval-induced Forgetting, SS-
RIF), KTZMREIAFIRRE, AUTREE A NS
D 1 B RO 22 38 I8 B G A8 I AL i) A 5 AR A
PE(F 4%, 2016). WALIEDL, VL& RS IE TR H
WP AAAEE A LR R U AR, X R R
YOGS [v) A0 45 1 E AR E A4 38005 X 38 4 20
F B, 3 AR 55 4 i A SO AR R ARAIE T 5
FF B ArIi H A 2 H (Badre & Wagner, 2007);
[FREHL, et EBRRBCUN P, BIFFEE e
H LMW B b (covert) & 2E 2 5 UL AL
AP i PE SR G R, SR IR RS B AR IBUE 55
R H AR E Y5 EALH, LR 54 5 Y
KB (Zhang, Zhang, Liu, Yang, & Shi, 2018), #X
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4, Cuc %5(2007) 8 o 7E H 5 H 3 i A2 BN
HHRLUE — DB UL By, O — U <l
T By, T ONTESRE I 2T A 55 v DA T 2 1 £ 4858
W BRI SR~ o AL, A58 X H B B B W
XU B B 2 ) I i) W W A T e, REER
W 2 % 1928 1) 4 I B 4 320 A 7 o A 1 R s 1
WEm, Jf2h R . FE R A NSRRI 4
R, UEHTEAR SEL0 25 F T Y BT SR GF5 &
BURIA; AR, Aoy ARG L s A R
H1 B B SR X6 U A ) B B T T H AT E R
P A Nl . E—2F, Koppel il Storm (2014)
FIDTFTE A B, Y48 18 A B LR T 3 X 2 )
PRI H A7 W TG shik, R Z2E0W W E e S0 H
SR RGE R PS8 1S 5 Ul RIS ) o AR,
IR Bath 5 it — i 58 AR BUT: 55, F e R &
14 2 O 6y v 2R I AR k23 40 S AR BUAE
TSR o [ IS 8 2R FH P SR S AR 491 B0 3 A
R IRL, [RIFE R BT AR I R RS S
TR B (1) SCECF IR M 1 AT T ) 2 5 i) JHE X6 AR 10
P30 2451 F FL )% (Zhang, Fu, Zhang, & Shi, 2017).
Ph L DAT R 2 i os i ik i se et ox, S8RE T B
S ANFESIX — 55, G55 e BT % 15 HR
H i W W A B B X R IR ST 55 1 2 S R 2
SO W 1 2 75 77 A A 2 5 AU B st s i
HHR, X—ZREAE b —3h,
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38 S TA BT I T AR S U SR B R T
IR D O U o = 2 S DR TRl VAT S e o A ]
(Zadbood, Chen, Leong, Norman, & Hasson, 2017;
K WFE WL Silbert, Honey, Simony, Poeppel, &
Hasson, 2014; Stephens, Silbert, & Hasson, 2010), [A
I, XSS DN R o R T ik, SRR
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RS IR AE A, A BI%F AN A 52560 £ 140 A bk
AT AR AT . AT 55 B A BE DA B 2% 4 o A
. (Df# ] Larey A1 Paulus (1999)% il i) 144 A &
15 #¢(Group Preference Scale)ill & fir 3 #% i A9 5 1E
i PE . iz RN —2PE Cronbach’s o RECH
0.81, (2)ffi [l Xue, Lu Fl Hao (2018)% il it [ T ¥
A5 AR g 3 T T A e AR S AR A B R
By, R NER—E M Cronbach’s a RECH
0.77. (3)f#i [l Simon H1 Sally (2004)% H i H 4% Ry
%[ % (the Empathy Quotient, EQ)/E il & # i3t
TH A T E . Zm B NE—2PE Cronbach’s a
FECH 0.81,
23 FKHRHER
231 ARFTREHT, EMNEISETENER

wlioy

4390 %o L SE At N AE 3 5 T8 LS At N 7R 3 41
TR AR . 450 AR R R ) e e 4 SR kA T
SYMT, RIS K BB
TH R, YINAFAE 35 22 5 [t mimwr(113) = 0.18, p
= 0.855; t gae(113) = 1.08, p = 0.282; t syuu(113) =
0.38, p = 0.704], BIWAASLE A+E 23 B Bk F454E
AR, BRSO T b AFE N R, EE T R
Pt . BEAJE LA R AR 4 oA 2 R XA ARIE12
PREECFR LY R
232 ARLEEHT, &AL IZIRIE S

Xof 4 B 25 > B B, U 4R B 2 T 11 IE B R (O
F® DITONIE R, FERRRSEI AR, AR
TR BOR AR B 5 22 5, t(113) = 1.38, p=0.170,

R1 TRKBEHT, RERMEIMIEHBEM = SD)

H gk n(\) NRIES
T E LN 55 0.95 = 0.06
HI AT 60 0.94 + 0.08

X g b, B Rp+3 H AT Nrp+3i
H B [F42 32 (W3R 2)#E T S A i 07 22500, 45
R RI H 2ERR) EROW 2, F(1, 113) = 618.56,
P <0.001,n2 = 0.846, 95% CI =[0.39, 0.46], i}iIA7E
RSB 40T, Ui Rp+30 H B9 E 5 2 R 1
T Nrp+3t H 09 1E8f 111228 BBl 7K 1 F 3800 (F (1,
113) = 1.79, p = 0.184), DA K30 H M 5 5 5K F
952 HAEFI(F(1, 113) = 1.95, p=0.166) A i 3.

YR AW 5T 0 B 09 FHT AT 248 5% (Anderson
et al., 1994; XIJH, HEM5 K, M%7, 2019), RAHEH

*x 2 AREWHEHBTIHE Rp+. Nrp+. Rp—F1 Nrp—
IR B B IE# E1ZZE M = SD)

T 7Y THTANTLEY) HI A NAEY)
Rp+ 0.78 £0.15 0.77 £0.15
Nrp+ 0.37+0.14 0.32+0.14
Rp— 0.49 +0.18 0.44+0.18
Nrp— 0.53 +0.12 0.51+0.15

I EL ) O i (BT AR, SKEAE, 2008) 4351 Xt 5 F B
FIKFETFRYUEHE Rp+31 H AL Nrp+35 H B9 1E 7 2112
RUATECSFEAR LRGS0, S5k, TEAFRE shK
SEFR, i Rp+3 H B9 IE A2 3R ) 525 T Nrp+
51 H A IR 2R (t esmnnn(54) = 15.43, p < 0.001,
d = 2.082, 95% CI = [0.35, 0.46]; t wsmrwn(59) =
20.02, p < 0.001, d = 2.580, 95% CI = [0.41, 0.50])
(B 2 TPy B D, SEEHFERRR SIS, BHE R
Vi B 34 H B0 T 2 S R IBGSS A A E R 4R (retrieval -
induced enhancement), RJJ$&HZ5: ) %50 .

B, X2 M4z, UiE Y Rp—3i H 1
Nrp—30i H () 1E 8 B2 R (L3 2)3F 17 51 52 0y 22
SRTIE B, IH R B RON B, F(L, 113) =
9.90, p = 0.002, > = 0.081, 95% CI = [0.08, —0.02],
VEIIFE AN A S22 14, Ui Rp—T01 H A9 1IE A 9112
R LT Nep—00 B (W IE# 2% . B 8K
B =R (F(1, 113) = 1.64, p = 0.204) L & 1051 H 25 A1
SHYKFRZZEAER(F(L, 113) = 0.41, p= 0.523)
PR,

F i A< 58 10 B B9 A1 HT T 5T 28 55 (Anderson
et al., 1994; XIfE 45, 2019), R FHFHT LM Tk
XA H SR Ui Rp—30 H A Nrp—30i H (1)
IEAf AR A TR FEA t #2560 & B, 7EJC B XAt
NTEG L 46T, vias Rp—3t H E# B2 %50
2 0 FALT Nep—Ji H, t(54) = -1.87, p=0.067, d =
0.247,95% CI =[-0.08, 0]; 7EHIABALET 256
ZMF, UiE Rp—Hi H LA [FIZ R B F KT Nrp—
W H, t(59) = —2.58, p = 0.013, d = 0.385, 95% CI =
[-0.11, —0.01] (B 2 "I T &), ULEHFE M FPE & E
KR ST, SOE Ul F e, BB T
ZHNIRIUE R E IS
233 ARRWEHT, WHAICIZREE S

X2 EZ I, Wi Y Rp+3t H AT Nrp+3i
H B IERA B3R (ILER 3) AT E S & )5 22530, 45
R RIE EAR EROV B, F(1, 113) = 559.98,
p<0.001,n; = 0.832, 95% CI = [0.35, 0.41], ULH7E
AR SRS 264, Wrds Rp+30t H B IEHf M2 3115
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TRIMAEY AN FESEANAEY | ALY
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H i IE 4 ] 12 2 H Y IE 1 2%

PE: "p=0.067;"p<0.05 " p<0.01; " p<0.001, LT,

3 TRZXEWEHETHE Rp+. Nrp+. Rp—F1 Nrp-—

I B B9 IE# =12 & (M + SD)

Tt [ 2 ToH M NTE HIANTEY)
Rp+ 0.74 = 0.15 0.72+0.18
Nrp+ 0.37+0.14 0.32+0.14
Rp- 0.52+0.18 0.47+0.18
Nrp— 0.53+0.12 0.51£0.15

T Nrp+3t H 09 1E 8 111228 B 8l 7K 1 F 3800 (F (1,
113) = 2.39, p = 0.125). i HZKH 5 H K F 58
HAEF(F(, 113) = 0.90, p = 0.346)X) RN . % .

RIEADIZE B 1Y, R FHT LR 775 53 3%
WA B 7K T Rp+3t H AT Nrp+331 H 19 1E
BRI TR REA t K58, 25 A, 7EARH
B E KR, W Rp+31 H 1 IE# B2 R 52
5T Nrp+3 H A9 IEH 2R (t xaonmren(54) = 15.61,
p<0.001,d=2.114, 95% CI = [0.32, 0.41]; t scscmrss
(59) = 17.92, p < 0.001, d = 2.310, 95% CI = [0.35,
0.44]) (B 3 iy L&), UERHZEPIRN IR 4510, B
TR S T 3 Bsf A 3T 20 i ) SR IO R AR i
BT Py B HE B 2R 2 (covert retrieval) RV (Abel &
Béiuml, 2019),

Bifl Je X B Z¢ Rl AZ 0 55 v, WS R Rp—35 H
Nrp—31 H (4 IE# V2R (L 3) kA7 5 42 I iy 22
SHTIE KPR, T H ZERIE RN (F(L, 113) = 2.52,

p=0.116). HZIKF-HFERON(F(1, 113)=2.11,p=
0.149) A K —#H WA HEAEH(F(1, 113) = 1.08, p =
0.300)3 1 i %

R AR S A IS 1) 5 1Y), RS0 R T %,
E— %W Rp—100 H A Nrp—I0i H ) 1EHff [1]42. 5%
HEATHCRAEAS t KE50 & BE, 78 JC B SE M A FE I i 52
B4, AR Rp—3i H A Nrp—3i H A9 1E 5 =]
TRARIFAE B E S, 1(54) = —0.35, p = 0.732; 4K
M, 7EEAATEZ R SR 25T, WrE sy Rp—it
H 1 IE 8 42 % 8 KT Nep—00 H (1) IE 8 1112 %,
t(59) = —2.10, p = 0.040, d = 0.273, 95% CI = [-0.08,
0] (B 3 i NI, UEIITEARSLIIBAESAMT, A
) 8 4E 23 B B 7K 25 5% Wi ik 23 43 5 R BR B0 % 35t
B S A&, MESSEEEG AT, rEhs
T AL oy SRR S R B
2.4 itig

SEEY 1 SRR, TERESLE AT, uiE
TES L Mg, ¥ BT i Tk S R ik
2B X 58 St H e AZ i B, RIS
RIBIEING; SR, AH HE T JC Bl TR S 1 5L 50
M, RAESMMAAEG ST, W AE e 0 18]
TGS, A4 B U35 R S5 T {ELAH G %) 5 4 T
H Az s sz, BE BT #1254 SRR EUA &
BURME . X4 R AR 3, HRiE T
ESLLH X — A Rl A Ak 20 B &
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20> FRGE GRS IS B, SEEF T Ak 2 A
LR U A S

SCH 1RSSR MAT S BTN R AL, ER T AL
203 SRR S R B R R B B AR BRI, A
RO LA A 30 A 2 = Y B IO R g S A R i
i, RIPE S ANTEAACE T, W i< A B s ol
PE R O R R LS R A X — LR, A5
T 1 IR MBI A S matEdl, HA M
BB et S AR BT, U A 4R IR > Xk
55T I A AR DL A ORE S A R i, A
FIE L IE A 360 T << PN B BB ik — iR s,k i A
303 T B4R WO 2 180 B AL ) £ 4 B O 4
A TE B

PR, 7E925 1 AR b, ABFFESE 2 9E—
ARV FE BT RS P ] 5 P2 XA 2
o3 AR IBGH S 3R B RN, S 4 RO A B
AR S UM )X AL 2 B3l 858 14>
ARICHZS RS IR Y ZE AR

30 SEE 2. ASIA) A X A o

AR U A bt S Y R

3.1 RERR

AH LT JCFL A NFE 45, FE LS ATE S
BRI, W 3 4t & SRR G At iR &
ZA AR S U B B A AR B B K 3t TR R R /s
FEAE T EAADG, RO RRA R R R 23 52 B AR ]
RO H R A R A TARICIZE80E Z 0
KAw B RN R 1) A2
3.2 ERAE
321 #ik

5 2 BBFFRERORIE S 1, AR EImAE R
Je A W SRAS A0 %) I 4 4
3.22 MMHEEEHIMEESRIAE

Nigg (2000 il s il id 7 73 oy 4 AT, 3
e TAREER . RFIIR . AT A AR S
51 B AT 55 A DG 1 41 o 4 ) ok 2 32 A0 5 i
=

(D) FFt 4z il (interference control)

AR5 R LML Stroop (6 —10)YE A A &
T 60 T H . &% LIRS, <@ —2
AR —ZHFP 254 T I IER 32, 1153 Stroop R0V it
([—BRAF T W IE B R A — B T IR 2R )/
—HURF N W IERE) i, H5%, 2017).

2)IAF il (cognitive inhibition)

SR HIAE ] 353 T A 2 0 2R Sy il s DA R4 6 7
T H. 3880 3 % (6] “to-be-remembering”,
TBR 5l H % [1]12 2 ) Fil 15t 15 28 (X4 “to-be-forgetting™,
TBF 1 H 1Y B2 3) o, S T J5 S 09886 o0 M, Ko
A0 AT R 8 R AT < (C AT - R )il AE

(3 1AMl (behavioral inhibition)

K4 )15 1145 51T 55 (Stop Signal Task)fE
g AT S R TR, LS SO AT 55 R LR AR
% o T Ja LB s 7 b, Stop signal SR H T L H
iR A A5 S IR AR (SSD) . R 5 %
LA (Go RT)AE 1155 K2 W B (SSRT) U~ F8 A (O
B, OREE, B4R, SKkAE, TOM, 2013), o, (IR
SN T2 i AW B 5 (Go RT—lm
SSD) (Li et al., 2016).

3.2.3 SBEF

R T EERICAZ AR BT 55 Z 18] B A B, S
2 I A AL S AESLE 1 B 7 R2 R T
(5L WF 5 W Finn, Corlett, Chen, Bandettini, &
Constable, 2018),

324 RBREMNESZSKRIA

O T 5 5 U, SR R TAE IS4 i
1z B —1a1E T AT 45 (Operation-Word Span Task,
OWST), XA [F] 5240 554 F i Br A gtk ik A7 AR
A A BT
33 ZRELHER
331 ARXEWEHT, MFHEH T ENHEAR

FEitoth

X AN ) S 65 2% 4 T e g 0 ] s ) 4% A o (O
R HPATILAEA t KL, SRR, PR
0 ] 25 2 A AN AR 3 28 R [ (113) = 0,
P = 0.997; tswoop zon(113) = =1.41, p = 0.162; tsop signat-ssrr
(113) = 0.29, p = 0.776; tsiop signar-Gorr(113) = 1.18, p =
0.239; tstop signatii# ssp (113) = 0.44, p = 0.659; tsiop signal-
wume (113)=—0.28, p=0.780].

R4 FRKEFHTHIXAIIFIZHEEERSM £SD)

MmRER AR BASMATEY B AEY

FE ]38t i 0.78 £ 0.29 0.78 = 0.39
Stroop R WY & 0.01 +0.04 0.02 = 0.05

Stop signal-SSRT 148.23 + 88.39 143.73 £ 80.67

Stop signal-Go RT 484.59 £ 61.40 470.40 £ 66.80
Stop signal-Iifi 5+ SSD

Stop signal-Jig 2 1 il %

33636+ 118.03  326.67 £116.98

0.53+£0.09 0.53+0.12
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x5 EREXMAEZZFHET, MEHZHSTESHENREEMREX

A5 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
15 gt s -
2 Stroop -0.10 -
3 Go RT -0.07 0.06 -
4 Im% SSD -0.05 0.02 0.66"" -
5 Tl -0.04 0.13 0.53™" 0.72"" -
6 SSRT 0.02 0.01 -0.18 -0.86"" —-0.58"" -
7 SS-RIF FHX] 4513 0.00 -0.01 -0.05 0.01 0.09 -0.04 -
8 RIF HHX it 3 -0.04 0.29 -0.06 -0.13 -0.12 0.12 0.01 -

x6 EHEXMAEBFHT, MHEHRTESHEMREEMNRER

LR 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1 ) 5t s -
2 Stroop 0.04 -
3 Go RT 0.04 0.03 -
4 IIE 5 SSD 0.19 -0.08 0.75™" -
5 B 0.09 0.01 0.68"" 0.67"" -
6 SSRT -0.24 0.14 -0.25 -0.83"" -0.40" -
7 SS-RIF X415 0.01 0.05 0.20 0.03 0.15 0.13 -
8 RIF AHXT 41 3 0.06 -0.09 -0.10 0.02 -0.05 -0.11 -0.31" -

332 ARAXWEHET, MHEHEZTE5IE1Z
REUAK 51 Z (8] B #E 5%

3 ) 0 AN [R) 52 56 2% A4 1 i 40 o 4 o 45 A
T 5 AR BGF A st R AR F L AR S oy A
2B & 3 0 A AR 8 A AT ARG AT, RS
R 6 WoRRTERE S T TAEICI ARG, ARFSE
30 25 A A ) 4 T AR R AR A st s
AR A R AH DG . 5 R R B, FETCIL LA N FE
WSS, BRT stop signal 25 & [ N ERAHSC,
AR WP Z A AR G R 3 (W3R 5). TTE S
M ATEG R SEE 55F T, BR T stop signal 28 A I
HRAHZE, RIF AHXT#1FE(H S5 SS-RIF A X5 3 (H &2 1
i) i E A (r =—0.31, p=0.018) (W5 6).
34 itig

SCHY 2 FESCHR 1 BYFEAE b, 7EANFEFESE K
SRR BUT 5 2 )5, i gl T T — &80 ]
PEHME S5 I g, TR 25 ] 54 S B EEE T
PRI ZE AT T A0 o G55SR o, TE4%

AR SCHS 25 IR Cuc 55 (2007) M5 %, THEHIGE R K 19 IEAZ A
FE([p Nrp—) — p Rp-)]/ p (Nrp—))o A4 A = BRI Ky Ui &
1) Rp-TEB 1123, W TEE 45 SRAC 2 i 2 AR SR BUF & 38 B (RIF) Y
A A8 25 S HE A A B A Rp—IE M2, 3T
5 R AR AL 22 SRR IR 4 38t (SS—RIF) B HH T 451 41

il T TR 2 5, RA AU E TR,
W 5 L 25 7 S B SR TS e ot 05 5 AR S B
A 5 2 a5t SR OB 2 ik 3 B A DG, 7 At AR
ZIHTAIR KR . X —ER G AL,

IR Nigg (2000)% 1 il 42 ] 2 78 14 735 I fie
FE, AR BA SRR A B A Sk 3 ARSI
BOE R TS BB T, Andh Pk 20 (directed
ignoring) . E 1] i5t 5x(directed forgetting) Fl 1 i 217
XAEFE, WA F NN, 7E AR
Ao, BT EE A X A R A R AT ) R
PSR BUT 55, TEXFIESEERE T, S TREME TR
TR M O H AR H, BT 2 A R ) T
fib S B T oA A 3% 4+ 351 H (Anderson et al., 1994;
Anderson & Levy, 2007), #iit, XEEWF5RE N A
RS IGR R st R, Y 5 A B JC AR
BB S RE 1A ¢, Wi v, AR A
il Re B E, ARSI AT 55 h 7 A B R B0 K&
IO A YR . BRI, XERA SR K Al
FH 1 J2 5 R B A (BIF 52 3 2 A N BREAAR 1) A 5
I, Barles & Kersten, 2002; Zellner & Biuml, 2006;
Anderson, Reinholz, Kuhl, & Mayr, 2011; #F55#ix
A A 5 N B R A R AR ST, UL Foa, Feske,
Murdock, Kozak, & McCarthy, 1991; McNally, Kaspi,
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Riemann, & Zeitlin, 1990), 241 F1E % B4 AVE R
W s, SRR A0 4 AT 55 5 AR SR 0
%1 o AN 2 8] B9 5% & B, Noreen 1 MacLeod
(015)AYBFFEEN A B, AR B $1 BT S ot A A
ZA ) 2 AT 55 (L4 7E [ 358 AT 55 | Stroop £ 55
LK Go/No-Go fE55) Z M AR KRR .

ARSI ZE R 45 T Noreen A1 MacLeod (2015)
MIBIFSE, TRl REAS SRR S0 2 I, AR 0 & st
S5 2RSS Z RIBAETEM G R,
—, RSB I TR N B SR BN R WY
I, ot s o SE AR T A 35t AR AR A i e i
PEMIE 95 Z M IRAAFAEAR G FR o X T X A 42
il AT 55 R Jo Sk [l 22 S i 45 2R, 7ELMER b e
W KT (BRIWE, 2007) . EF XX Fpas R, wf
G A Oy, A ] 3 Y 4 ] B8 ) (common
inhibition ability)#BAA 7] REBL 4 8 A1 55 19 57 JoT 75 oK
Fr 54k (Kramer, Humphrey, Larish, Logan, & Strayer,
1994; Shilling, Chetwynd, & Rabbitt, 2002), [F]F+fH,
AHFFESLE 2 AR EI, eI 25 3K
ZMHT, Mo REEGE LSS Nigg (2000)
Xof 10 i 42 ) 28 Y 5 2 B9 £ AT 55 Z (B AN AFAE AR 5
KA, XU BB G 2 B 2T AT 55 47 R 1 %o 58 4 33
H pgam il 2 5 e A7 o im DA Ak
R BN ]

AR EE R K, TEE A AT AT,
Wr 5 4 25 73 55 BB RO R 38t R RN 5 AR Sl i
I B B BT A 38t T A8 R/ AE B R O Ok
R, X—GRUW, TERRE WAL S B AT, W
PR3 B AR AR AR BE A AHRIM: o Friedman
H1 Miyake (2004)7E Nigg (2000)13EAl |, FA[A]
AL B 5 AN TR A5 20 TR BOAR R I o AR X
—BRE, TESEIER ) SRR S T 55 b, D X
JC KR ZE I H Y 40 ) B AT B8 & T RO A
#il(Friedman & Miyake, 2004), HJ—7FJC & /K Ffy
A ] JE W4 (incidental memory suppression); [A]
FEHE, RS ALE RS IBUNE N, Wi Ik L4
WU I e B PR SR OIS S, IR 4 32 23X X 58 4
T TR M 2, R LS A BT Y A
b, BRIGE s RO 5 A 2 4 AR O 3t 0
RO R /METEI] A SCOC R, AL BT 45 2R 3
R T X—HEIR AHIEFE SR 2 7E S0 1 B SR |, ik
— R T XA 2 S AR U S st N AR
1) B A

4 FiHe

AFFEE R IS, B S B R b LA,
B M N AE S B AL 22 1 BT 2 A 2 70 T B4R B
VA BRI, BEJR A BN A, B2
FEAEMANAE ZAT T, A [R] B0 2 ] PR 38000 4
2203 RGO KB R B R LR 1 AR R,
M T IRESAMALETFE, RA A H I AL
A, W A 2 Bk 2 o S BRI A8
WA, HEA R 2 HB 3K B e e BN I,
W 35 B4 A 2 70 o35 R B IS R T8 TS Y R AR SR A AR
(Y, JEHAE T Ml N () 17 H A% —
RS R R I T A G S5 2 Y4l
KU, FERIAMMAAEIR AT, TE Bt &+
TP IGH A 100 45 T il (Stroop £55) . A
A DRI ) (R T 38 e AT g5 3 30O AT O 4 o
(Stop Signal {5 115 5 4F 553 70 Z A A FFLEAR G
KA, MG U i i BRI 42 183
BLR/NA R o IX—EE R T W kL 22 70 2 20 g
WGF e gt s SR O A st R A i R, 15
ARTEEBRIGR LS5 T, <55 1 s HERR 5 4 33
H BEAGCAZ AR BRI AR A 56 o AT AE R AR,
TR HARRBUNLN, ZOFEERA A T
XSRS BRI TR & [ R ok B A A
0 ] A IR, SR X i i T A 3 [ R o
33 T R BT A 38 A A OBL ) in T3 AR A9
LI 4),

[ B B e T J

FEA LT
AN R

THEH T LA
IS HEFETRAIT

[ STy }

Bl 4 Ah o dp s BRI A it s i 0L i T o

PAAE S T A7 O 2 A (A i 2 Bk 2 S F 2
TIIE BTSNy, ST DN W <05 35 Y i B
PR, LRI HH BEAT 23 73 5 AR 0TS A i B AR



5 6 1]

iR AE M ATEG AT T BAE 2 o A R O 725

WHE UL, HENE NS SRR, Tl il

PEATSR ISR AT, Wi IR 2 [ Sl AT oo R e,

PRI BA L 2oy AR BOA KB RS, X5 RE
A7 LS U 7E 3 T B RN SR 1Y G &R (Koppel &
Storm, 2014; Coman, Coman & Hirst, 2013; Coman &
Hirst, 2015), $R1, FEARWFIRAISCEK 1, fEidfciz
BT 55 2 e i 7 gl iy A A AR L AR 55 B A
FEIKE DL S S RO 25 3 e 3R, R T) S50 4%
TR IN B S 53] 5 0 5 3 i id 1238 3
AIAES5 Y, IAELME T “Bia5 AR IS 2R . SRIM1, 7EC
HAULHETE B S A5, RIME T & YA B T
TRV RN 2, T A s o SE AR I
BRI SHE AR S X WstEi, AR
MR IR 2 5| A Wr 3 N BB O i b 22 25,
AR 23 SRR HOA & st s R AE B

AP 1 R, ATEGE N —Fiit s E
KPR, X Tk 2oy S AR BT A st s 1 52 i)
BREE, DA TA SN R 22 05 T ik
MIBEFE N, S Bk, T AR RS
S AR AR UM S T, LR R R A 2R3 B A
fBLE B A% T D0 P 1> A 4 ) T 4 1) BR A 5 S AR AT
(Jiang et al., 2012), XFIAS R H Bl K P23 A2
A TA RN T A R e I ELPE ik AR 5 h i 3 2
KIGAE(Cui et al., 2012; Zheng et al., 2018). It4h,
WL kR AE Cell by — WA 5848 3 S R g
(Egyptian fruit bat)fENWFFEXT G, B4 B SLH 5]
BT P SRR 1 ph 28 [F] 20 P, SO 542
AT RHZEI R, SR LI, FE[F—E N —X)
SRR A 28 [F] 20 v TAEAN [RS8 A SR, X Rh
P [F 20 R P S TEEE Sl s T AR TR R Z A,
WSRAEAE, #E—2, RIgM v 5 At ok
1T HAOHHC B 3% (Zhang & Yartsev, 2019), iZ 5745
R, HARIE X —1h & 5 Ak i it
2R B T R 2P O G e SR A AR 2 A
17 R CEIBFSE L Kingsbury et al., 2019), ASHF57 5%
55 1 B0 TSN R F A S S RIS, RP
FEVA NGB oE b, UERH T B S 7R X
— 1R b A A 2 S A SR Y 0 T R W
ORRRVA Y eSS NP A PSSP S i

FIHATH Ik, KT R BUE & i )
SNHBIL, A5 3838 3 0 HG 5 100 28 P B B A st
R0 4R B I3 (retrieval inhibition hypothesis)Af]
RUEH 4E, 2016; 2RI, 2017; Abel & Biuml,
2019), WELEVL, 7EAES EIIRBUNN, W&

SR e BEAE U5 1Y S IBGE S, 52 g W Iy
Fasth S ISR 2] T H BRI (AR H 22 1 3
RO LI H B, Raaijmakkers & Jakab, 2012), A g
PR BRI E B E0E 53 H R,
P25 03 SRR G R RS

Wi, h T #tE— SRR et S B SRR BUNA
W B AR 2 o S R IO s S R AR R,
ARWTFEI2H 2 e — B2 T AR IR 2 B K- 5%
T, ZFm S RT3 5 3R B0F A st i DA Sttt 2
o R USRS Z R SC R . SR R,
P N i o] o 0 ol Nl S e i
WO A it i 5 AR F B T34 il (Stroop 41:5%)
A R ] GE 38T 553 20 AT R 4
(Stop Signal {5 1EA5F54E 55 )& A8 B A5 Z (A Y TCAH
KRR X4 R GUAEMIFEGE R, WA
FBOIFS T2 3 Ao rR A A 1) A0 o) e 5 Al 0 4 ) A
55 Z B SCR AR 1 BEN), I X5 AN [F 4T 55 v i
1A Y A B R A RH BL I B T 5 S R LB
5% WL Noreen & MacLeod, 2015; Shilling et al.,
2002), WA, FEA NSRS, DIAEA IS
P T RS HGS At 1 AL 32 (Rupprecht
& Bauml, 2017; Schilling, Storm, & Anderson, 2014),
retn, 7edRBg L5, SREUMHIPLE] (Inhibition)
55 B ZE ML (Blocking) 73 31| 7 AN [R] B BEAS 154 Y 2
WOF R s SR . g id, X EEHFEIN R
VAL AR IO A i o A T AN AN 52 3] 1 B ol ) 52
M, ]S 7K S e 400 1 42 1 57 e S A2 AR R
PV 8O0 T AAAAE W] AR DGO R o AR SES: 2 1Y
SERNH TGS T, ooy AR HOR A5t s
A BEAFTE HOBUL L 2 Z AL BRie S it 18 % .

AWFGELLS 2 IR, FE LA NS I 5% A%
T, Wra ik oo S R O Kot i S HAE S B
I A9 B BT A 35t RN AR AEA R R, 1K — & 2R 3
e TR S B AR /N N, W At o
T B IS i 3t T 5 HAE g U IR Y AR S 05
TSRO BRIV O, BRIV Ao B R Y PR AE AL
HAMMWE, X5 Abel Al Bauml (2019)#4 it — i
WE 5T 45 R — B, B0 Ak 25 o = B8R IR0 kst
(SS-RIF)FIAM A [ 5 1 45 B & 38t 162 (RIF) Y N 78
PURDZZERIR, —HF R T —ERE M w45 H
PEAT R B ] A O B R o % 3R OR 5 4 100 H 1Y
IAH 5 #, Harnishfeger (1995)48 H ¢ %417 i 452
il A 4] 2 e, R SR B R A A
ICE AN FUK -, JoEI i & AR BRI
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RiE, T AW 2 A s o e, AMA 5 4ER

EAT AT U b A ] (a0 o) R 1] s TR A ) o
Friedman F1 Miyake (2004)fHF5E 472 T Nigg
(2000) X AN A BR AR, R T IA R 89
JEWE, BIVATHOE TP i (hs Tt 2 s HERR Je i 5 4%
%A R E BARAITET]) o FEABEFE T 1L
PEPESRIUR I AT 55, B IR IR RSP 1
SKAha BARIH, W 5 PSR DA FATT U 1
K, XTI R, AT B W kb 3 st
BIEGIUE B H AR, XA T3 A3 H B
A 2 & A E TR R YUK L, X FR i F
TP R B BT 7 AR ) T B KT R TA R0 A ] e 22 (]
FHEPEMHEKR, HoEW5AEBECEN
s, directed forgetting)fT:45 BT F= A= I\ 14 il & TG
MRKR, J5H Sl E Sl I 2R oA 2 i
F B IH TP B AL o ARBFFE L 2 by PR A
B H S BE RS IUE 55 D, A A B 4 i g
752 AR S e R A S AR B IC A 4R IGR B AL T
HEJER

SR, 7 BEOCTE I — iU, TEARIITSEE 2 1Y
HIMANTEG ST, W iyt &0 =R OE &
1ot 5 AR S U B B O R a5t AN = [R] A
FERY 2 0 MO OC R, B XX AT b i £ A
KGR PTACERMBAR S X, T2 Z it A A
i 2 b U R AE SN LA G 3 o FEAR IO 1 JE Al I,
TR SRV AE 23 B 2 A4 22 55 3R B LUE FE Y
7 A B M2 i AATTHCA2, DL TS 5 e 5
fili X ey, X SEREUE B S R OCEE . AKERA
R PERE R B R, AN Kt 2 FE XA —
Mt SRR T A 15 LUK g (Dunbar & Shultz,
2007). teAh, ANERZEICICN BTN EfEFE & E
BN IE R, IR A AR IE 12 (Csibra &
Gergely, 2009). A4, FEARZHIERM A L2
— AR, AR RS ESREL A
T 0 0 i 4 i PR ik A9 B G EE 2. k] I,
AR BHEFE N Y 2 B AR A S B SR G AR, ER
TC SR T B IA KU T3 2 il e e ph 2 6tk DA%
BAEAF Mo BT, UhF iR T o D
TERE L 2 AN [ 4100 1) K P A W 2 Al 0 T sk
FRRAT R R P LESE MR Y, 38X H AR 1E B N A bR
[) 2 T B g e A R R HG A T I AR R 2802 i
O HARIAE /] e F 7 i) B A E 2 W iE =

ARWFFEEERFRM], HIXE T ISl AT B4
S HGUKF, RAREETESN, i A b8
Fho o AR IBUE K SIS b, TR S
TEG AR, W At 2 o R S e H5 HAR
PSRN ORI TG Y 8 v 5y S VA WA S S Ul
BN BEIE R W SRy T A A R SR A
X AL 2 B R 5T S AEAZ S BOGR B L (R
iy, MAAIEFE I AR 78 8 i b AR 2Rk
W T B AR TR M T 25 7R

2 £ X W
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Abstract

In our daily life, people have plenty of opportunities to share their memories of past experience or

knowledge with others. In such conversation, the phenomenon which, due to conscious or unconscious selective

retrieval of speakers, listeners forget the unmentioned but relevant memories, is called socially shared

retrieval-induced forgetting (SS-RIF). Based on previous research of the phenomenon, the current study focuses

on the influence of bottom-up processing of social interactive situations and top-down cognitive control of

inhibition on SS-RIF, investigating whether the presence of speaker or not, and the listener’s ability of various

types of inhibition control would affect the occurrence and scale of SS-RIF.
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In Experiment 1, a 2 (interactive level: the presence of the speaker, the absence of the speaker) x 2
(interactive role: speaker, listener) x 4 (item types: Rp+, Rp—, Nrp+, Nrp—) mixed design was adopted, in which
interactive level was the between-participants design while interactive role and item type were the
within-participants design. The dependent variable was the correct recall proportion in the final recall test. A
total of 116 healthy volunteers participated in Experiment 1. They were randomly assigned to different
interactive level conditions. All participants of Experiment 1 were recruited in Experiment 2 to explore the effect
of different types of inhibitory control on socially shared retrieval-induced forgetting in different experimental
conditions.

It was found in Experiment 1 that, regardless of condition, the phenomenon of within-individual retrieval-
induced forgetting in speakers appeared; however, the socially shared retrieval-induced forgetting in listeners
only arose in the presence of the speaker condition. Furthermore, Experiment 2, carried out on the basis of
Experiment 1, showed that the effect of socially shared retrieval-induced forgetting was independent from levels
of inhibitory control. Interestingly, in the presence of the speaker condition, the effect of socially shared
retrieval-induced forgetting in listeners was correlated with the effect of their within-individual retrieval-
induced forgetting as speakers.

The above results indicate that the factor of social interactive situation indeed plays a significant role in the
effect of SS-RIF. Without the presence of speaker, through monitoring the accuracy of audio material, listener’s
SS-RIF do not appear. Moreover, the finding that levels of inhibition control do not affect SS-RIF may provide
evidence for the double or multiple mechanisms under SS-RIF in social interactive condition, that is, not only
inhibition, but also other mechanisms such as blocking jointly explain the phenomenon of SS-RIF. Furthermore,
according to the correlation of the same person’s effect of socially shared retrieval-induced forgetting as listener
and within-individual retrieval-induced forgetting as speaker, it can be speculated that the inner mechanism of
SS-RIF and RIF shares certain similarities. These findings are of great significance for understanding the
occurrence conditions and factors affecting socially shared retrieval-induced forgetting, and shed light on the
bidirectional processing model of SS-RIF. Further, they contribute to the revelation of the important role of
SS-RIF in listeners forming collective memory, and provide some inspiring viewpoints for future research.

Key words socially shared retrieval-induced forgetting, presence of the speaker, inhibitory control, incidental
memory suppression





