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# E RBGIRGEASERIDBRBEMS EFBEF L EMABF LR E, BTHE A AN LD E AR

B —AE 2GR RA, UL 20 Rk, SHATHE S AATHRER.

P4 B RE SR BB E L, XA KE)

7] & RIF ¢9°E—8gikdmiid). 3 Fx-A % RIF ¢9iA4o 4| 6 SRR R 2 Ao, TRAEK R AR H —
XA, B-FHK RIF R B TR OFEH . FTHRFAFEOREF AT H. SEZMRTLEESH

FARFEAE— % LB E AT AE G,
KR REBSIARGRE, TH £%; W4, B
HEKE  Bs42

A ISR SR DCHIL ] BB 5 RE 5 TS Bl
AR m 28R, TRIT BB B 43 BT 5 | R
HICAZ I, PR N NN 9 ) — A~ E 2R
B, HEHUE | Y 39 o (retrieval-induced forgetting,
RIF)Z 1012 F8t T S8k 1) — NP I, BRI
BRI B 2B Z ML EF B iR
(Anderson, Bjork, & Bjork, 1994). 5|40, 4~ ATEX}
I SET T “apple”iX AN MR, B G 1H B9 XT
L Rl o G 1 < N v i O
“banana”, A I, RIF 487 047 A2 B s [ 3 38 i 5 |
EE LTI I B IH IR, TR B ICAZ SR B N T
BT SEMER . OA KEMFRIESE RIF 44k
WEE, TEAFA R iE . A7, BB &
Bl 5 51 LA B L2 B 22 4 19 45 AR % Br A k&
Fi(Anderson, 2003), 7T SE RIF FTAFIHLEI Y
FS B UL 32 TP 38 (interference  account) I
I FE % (inhibition account), B4 BYSZIEMAF T Ik
ARSI RIS RITN . 556, I
I XA WEIE A B T 1 5 AR B U (context-
dependent account), X RIF [97=EHLHI4EH T Hr
FAY i R o BT XTI 20 42k ¢ RIF B ALY
AR R Z53R, TR B =Fh LS R3] T —
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FETEHE A SRR, B 2 TR W 3 RIF
(R JEL IR AT e 22 0y Y, BT e AL dm I . Tk
FEBE Y AR 55 = A, T2 AR g, BT
B WSS % RS S 2 RIF (145K 7] BE I A0 —
(Jonker, Seli, & MacLeod, 2015), {HR124 N 1Fi%
UL A SEUERE TR A B BRI K, R
FHHEA ) SE 56 B3, A W98 % 22 A 5
AU B E R RS S ERAER . LRSS EAE
PBL . ASCHEIZEX —ZTTie WA, XI5 5& RIF
(AL ] ) SRR 58 R A TR PP, I X 12 S 4
Jei P RE BRI S 5 134T T R

A SCALAE 4 RSy, T4 41 RIF G
A IR FE R B T B L
BRI B S5 S A AT 4 =
SR XSRS I R G SRR, S SR Y AR 4T
e Ja, 5 DU % O BT BUIR E AT T A,
FExtA 5 vl RE IR IE 7 I EAT T R

1 xR

RIF U 14 28 KR53 A S #0R ST T S22k )
Ju 3 (retrieval-practice paradigm, UWLIE 1), K,
o TS B AR R SCR N AY, X R SR
FIEATIEA A G o PRI I =B B
FM B WG T B, R, FEFH
B, SO B 2 S — R - A6 B
XF (kb 4, Fruit-Apple, Animal-Cow, Fruit-Pear,
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Animal-Sheep). 7EH&HZ: ] BB, B2 5T
LRSS, N Fruit-Pe o 7555
i AR IZ B B RO 2 B BT 1/4 (TS X
HATHRELSR ], B0 R 2200 172 faxds
BN 172 BB o J5 I SE A 20 38R 2 R AT,
XiF 2 2] By B 3o ) AT (0 TC 6 2R 70 5

Study Practice Test
Fruit-Pear Fruit-P
Fruit-Apple ) Fruit-A
Animal-Cow mp| FruitPe |mmp Animal-C
Animal-Sheep Animal-S

1 ARHUR T R R A

XA X T =R E . REER S
B2 H (UL Rp+HiRic, Ebin“Pear”), $2HZ>)
B ok gr 23 H (UL Rp—FRic, Han<Apple”),
RG22 R H (LD NRp A2, FLin“Cow”.
“Sheep”)o 5 =PI HBAE ML, B2 mE T
FE B SN A 2 AR . BRI R BIH R 2R
I H (Rp—) Y iU & i AR T 22600 H (NRp), P&
1) 25 1 BPAC SRR S B 0 a8 BT s 45 >0 i il 1
H (Rp+) .55 i 2 5 T3 £R T H (NRp), W4 H
gr > ez A I E R

A5 ES e E S|
Fruit Animal

Pear (RP+) Apple (RP-) Cow (NRp) Sheep (NRp)
K2 S i s ol gE I Y s B 45

2 IBPHRFE(Theoretical Accounts)

2.1 FHIEIL(The Interference Account)

T FR e R T I 8 T e B — 2 5w YR
BN (Mensink & Raaijmakers, 1988; Raaijmakers
& Shiffrin, 1981), HAZLW 2 — St s IF AR IR
TACICIR I A AL S B, T B T 201
IR TR 22 [A]AH B0 T S S B IR W, ELAAR b i,
MR R A Z LR I Z A A B 45 B
%R R 2> [ B P06 X S A2 IR, T A 26 ] A 3

% BICAZ 8 PHAE A R Y S v E, AT B AR
I H R G B RH AR . TR S 4 I H Z (8]
BTt A 45 1 L SR B0 (ratio rule), B3 B2 H
H— BARIE MBER IR T2 R 5% B (| 5K
S5 R R 5B A 4 W H 2Z ] Ay B E
55 B 1) EU B (Verde, 2012) . THLHLISXHC 2408 B
PRI T4 . SR 8T P L S e & 1 1y S5 R R A
TR RRE, B R 70 AEARDCR — B AE
JOIZAB TR A A BES P 4 32 51 {3V (Surprenant
& Neath, 2009),

T RIF, THREGSU RGBT 25
i B (Rp+) 5 AR 25> i B (Rp—) AY 7% 4+ (competition)
FETIEHFBREOLE 3), Bk, HiE
Zr e T Rp+Wi HMERZE MR Z )5, R
P H R AL, Rp—301 H 5 2k 3 (8] 16 45 119 +H X 3
AR T o MELTHERIZ Rp-—Hi HE, T4
BRIYLE RS Rp+3 H (8] i 156 45 fii 15 1 S 151 H B P
Hi ik B4R BB, 2RI A PR RN T, X
Bl Rp+3 B (19 PR AR i & o g 7 48
Rp—3iH., Hit, TSI 3EFIEFE D (horse
race)ZUIH), a4 Z (A FAS A H D (Raaijmakers
& Jakab, 2013).

Fruit Fruit
0.5 0.5 0.8 0.5
Pear Apple Pear (RP+) Apple (RP-)

3 TIHEIEEIM . e g B8R, Ay Tt
TN H R T G R R A2 1

2.2 HMHIFEIL(The Inhibition Account)

P 2 RIF 19 & # Anderson S [R5
1 (Anderson et al., 1994; Anderson, 2003;
Anderson & Spellman, 1995), 5+ HIE AR, W
T EEEIA R RIF N2 S5 0 B B e 2 =X 5 4 1Y 7
W, MiRHRRG I NES S50 Rp—T0 H B
T4 ) R A BT S B0 . BRI, SRR
AWM B, BT —AZOLRMEATHBKS,,
HINL R FREE AR5 H fEE BRI E, #
il 43 L TRk B R, LA EE B pR I B
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AIEEN I BIBR o Pk, 72225 B ez, g
T 200 H AL RS T BRI (UL IET 4) . i e 4
AR B, WA R R 2R ) Ry I E
(Rp)ALE, MRS HIL R 5 AR 2> T H 2 18] ) Bk
g5 %, MR TR gE, R Y Rp-UiH
5 Rp+31 H 58 AR RO A e, A 2 gl o
MEEFPREEE U, 407 B AN i — SR A T 5
Hil RGN A KRR RIF, 16 7 TR EL
MACALEE ¥y A TR it B it AL 8

Fruit Fruit
0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Pear Apple  Pear (RP+) Apple (RP-)

B4 AHI SR . 223N SRR, A S i B
I T P H R ) B s R A9 A2 AL

2.3 1EBEKHI (Context-Specific Account)

A B TSR ULk B RIF
L4 (Jonker, Seli, & MacLeod, 2013), %I ST
161 B8 AR MM 0 12 09 BRSNS IE BF 5T (for a
review, see Smith & Manzano, 2010)95&4l F, A
i RIF J2& B 5 % 55 5 9 S Rp—1t H (92 2] B
P RAS T S 30, S5 s T
Ko ZEIBINN, AT P BT E 1 FRIE
BT 5% B B R I IE BRI RAE IR R AEE— R,
S 0 B i 4R B BN T E AR T gm0 E
WY1 B R A RE S B B0E . B TR 4H 550 H (NRp)
AR 2] B Br 2 B, DRt W i 2800 H 2
W ARSTIE IS, XX HARBUZ A R,
R N TE TS . PRI B T
Wi, HjGF AR R BB, HILEA A
Gy o T Rp—1A TR U S IE e b ot
] b B 5 — A S5 G AR IO 1 Bl . SR —R,
Rp—%i H A1 NRp Zil HAH L A2 i BE 3 g TE A, 44
A IE RS o Jonker 45(2013) 5145 17 AR L Y
DT B, FI B ARG S B IR
A, B, FEfEINE, BRI RTESE, MR
A S5 1 RO o

3 RTREISFHMESHISHERR

AT A 43N 1994 4 24 1A 56 RIF FYIAK]
HLHI BT SE, A6 S FERE B iE il #ie . Tk
IS S SR UL A A B LS . BT, 4
FFRAIAT F A 1) SEUEBIF 5 B B4 kil 13 A1 8 14
Z IR, MIRBURE ST« s 935 B A5 B
28 2 ST S5 = J5 1R T (Anderson, 2003); [
BF, NS AR AR RS T R BERIEYE, JF
XA B =07 AR ST R IR D T — S Y i
o MO, IEAER I T — S 2K ST, X
G BfF 5 3 3 0 I 7 2 B 5 T B B 5 0 o 4 o o R
RIS R TE S oL, Mgt T
BN EEEMIESE, WA EH TP IR M
RO R AL T2
3.1 EE4EFR M (Retrieval Specificity)

WH ISR A Y RP-HCRZ T H)
ER G P S RP+IIH (%> 01 Bk 4756 4,
IR A SR . X EWRE R LT K E
2], AR RP+IH PSR, (Al T w2 g
ZEPTES, SRS HI RP-HH i, it
A, TSI B A TR R Y RP+I5
H R TR 358 . PRk, T Ho B0 T 42
B ItdE & RIF P2 b2 4444 (Anderson, 2003).
IEEEKIEEIE I RIF S5e gl B, Mg h
223 B B B B 25 > Y BOR A i BUE S ek s . DU
S5 B ST EOE R B B R R E . BT
SCERRTET L, =AU IR AL, 1RoR =4
PR A

"G, OA—EHNE LM RIF A
BURE S, SRSl S . — PRI T
A S M B AR 45 2, R BARTE R > e
P50 2 > 0 H AE 5 I Y s, (H R IR S B0
RP-10i H 3% %3 (Anderson & Bell, 2001; Anderson,
Bjork, & Bjork, 2000; Bauml, 1996, 1997, 2002;
Ciranni & Shimamura, 1999; Shivde & Anderson,
2001; Staudigl, Hanslmayr, & Biuml, 2010), 5 H
Rt — a7 A YR U 55 5 &I 5 2 [H)
A 5 4 i) A BE A% 7= A= 8 52 (Anderson et al., 2000),
TEIZWF T, LI, RBP4 H A ] R i ik
MAFRE __ -orange)it, WA LI RP-Ti H
B o S P T A & 1 B o e R T e X (RN E
BRSSP B2 o sw i vk, BVHA Y RP-
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WHY RP+HEHTE T B#HIT RS, AT
X T AR, 2 T R 0 A X 3 S
A RIME . Mk —3 5 i &, Chan, Erdman 1 Davis
(2015)i@ ;T # 24 3] RP-100 H fYAF[a] &5, BT
RS P SRR SE e 55 . FE R ST, RP-
TERBU SR 2 W BEZ AT 27 >, AR A7E SRR 2 ) B B
N iZ2s 5 RP+IH#ATES; MRS R0 T,
XU H R ER G I ZE¥, R THS
RP+J H HEA7 38 4 0T BE . 45 3 R B, RS TE D
ZAFTFERMEER] T RP+I H (iC 24435, {H RIF
NAE R T F 55 F B, Tempel, Aslan F1 Frings
(2016) LB B T4 2 2 kL, SR A T ALY 7
BB ES, AR T RN LM,

SR, S5 B RME BN E, AR A
MAE— &M TS 4 L S a5 & Xt
RP-T01 H % 55 Raaijmakers £ Jakab (2012)IA K
ZHT TR AR S G i 2D AR S5 ik TR R, WO IR
TEAR B R R R IR ES MR O TR
AE5e S P ISR T B MERE, SR A T FR1E-4
PREEXT (He i Round-Button) Ay SZ 56 #4443 HAH
ARSI, 2558 & BAE R B Bk F 22 AT
S WEEE] T RIF, Verde (2013)F% 1 T Hifhy
1R T8 A1 55 R B AL B R IR 2T A1 55, DASE
P ARG RPAITA M H K, H— ML
SRk 30 2k 2 = 18] 1% IBE X (Fruit-Cherry) (1) PT it
BE ATV B MMEF ER PRI R E -1
B TR 1) AR B ATV o B SR AR X P AR
TRGITE T, BFEFINME S| T RIF %058
ORI, AULAE Ty B > TRl #is
E RIF, W0 b 45 B3R 2 3F 5% G PR AT 5 ok 1
W RP+IH, o LIS RP-T0H A S, HHE
T TS, SIS AL

FiAN, A FT R X I B S R S A e
HEAT TR LA g, A R O B AR s Rt T
BEERUESE, XS ES R R T PR Jonker et al.,
2013), MR AE LT BBk T S5
1E55, FFHAEF B Bom A ] B Bedli A T — A48
BAE S, bR K B 5T, BiER A B
A, I R SRR, DA 18 B HT A B B
[E] 5 BE A4S (Sahakyan & Kelley, 2002). MR A
R, RSB EIS, TR S T e
[B] b B R R R 2 2 A B, PN i X Rp—
WUH SR, HREMH IS, B TE¥X%IN

W AT E Z MW 3E S, WA 2 T80 RIF, SEE0 45
RABIRINEER] T RIF, SHFTE BRI X5
Ml T 23 2 ) 3R IR S -5 ) S 5 =,
T ST BEOAS [F) A S BN T 45 B BL 2 TRl E 45
FIARADLRE o i S R IR, A SR AE 24 3T B B RS
B B A AR R A RRARE, T 7E 4 B ) B Be A i o
— AR, Rp—3i H A A2 i, $2R )5 0 By
B IR — B B S S 45 2 RIF AR 4
JRE, 5 Rl B 5 T B JE % . Racsmény
FI Keresztes (2015)7E2% 2] B B Fn 42 M 25 > By B 4
AT —ADE, 25 e X5 A F, JF B
XEETA BB E #EAT TR, 45 R AT TE R IR
W BoR B EUA R B2, 5
M B AR AR WA 3] Rp-3i H it s . W& A
FAE2E 2T B B JE T A B 0 56 A0 s A 18], R
TEJ5 MBS Tz i s 58, #Em ARE T Rk
PERRMESRIL / 2% 2] BT H R R REAE IR & 15

Zi BT, RIS T R A =
M AIESE, RARAESGE LI — KR EZ THEW
2, HZURE BB N RE A S B B B R E
PebrE, =7 mESE 0 R R AR SR R ] . T
FIVE B A el AT BB N 530 RIF YRR 5340, 12
TPURR S 1 T 5 A 2B T — N G Bk, R
TRV 25 2 4E 55 Rl B 2k 20 30 H 38 R A AN TR,
FLR T P AR BUT 55 Z BT UL AR S T 45 E A 5
FE RIF, AJREJE M T XIS 55 Re ff TE A a5 iy 3
SRERJIE, MAET| &R RS> 1 B A
IR — R A 2R SRR, IR A THiEhe ]
VLG4 HI P 0 T 0 e R IR YR . 5z Bk —
AR A KRR s g LT s i E S
2 ) WHEAS L #EiC1Z (e.g., Karpicke & Roediger,
2007; Karpicke, 2012), RAEHIANFFE & I H2 Zk
ES T RP+HH W5 MR GO B 2= 5,
AR A TS HoR A T 6 3axX — I B A5,
TR AN HE B — 3 7E SR BB 32 sl 3 L sl 248 4
fFrEZES. Wi, 2R MR HER B I H R
PN 7 3%, S AN (W) A v T 4 55 s 2 > T
SEREN OV 200 b A N N TR L B o L 7
AT HE— 2L R 5
32 RIFE#BTRZFHIERMEE

RIEMHEIS, — AT HBRA NS5
GRo) R T, BT RERII ] R, 0
FRVR TR A 25 7 Tl H A B (19 50 32 ok g i Le 10 H
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WS RRE, HEREER K, X EH AR E e S
BEN, AT ) T AR, RIF 850w to e k. AH
R, THHESHR AR B O 2> W H 3R
POE TETIT ARG E MR, 5AK5% 0
H A & Y58 5 2 A K(Anderson et al., 1994), #X
M, RAEGHYHTE LRI RIF KT 354 5 5 iR
BE, EAA AR g R, keIt RT3
B S FF . TEIHSREE R RIF Z[EIMER T, H
A 5% E R R A EEIEE, ASER
PR BRI 1) S Fp X — Se B4 B AT T R

Anderson %5 (1994)#9\ 17 11 Him B, Horh s
53 5 I5 H SR 2500 () L 88 A 6] (fruit-orange),
AP B Tt H 2R 2000 Hp (%) JE LR A 5] (fruit-raisin),
IR AN G MR A R M2 iE 2 &R 1w
12415, R H FAMELE] T E5R % RIF
RO, S T A HIBRE . Shivde F1 Anderson (2001)
KR &SRR, A [F A R R
BeXT, Jr—ANEE 5 9 A 50 R X
(arm-shoulder), % — ™5 H ik B iE L X} (arm-
missle), WA T HLIHLER . Bauml (1998)KF
B TH R, WARBT 5 e A [ R
Ao iy TR B G 4E vy R 10 g M2 ki 5
ST X e W R, EZsET,
TR T WA, — i R o S5 0 R R R T
HAL R, 55— 5550 B A 450 5205 5 4.
ED 5, B T E 52 00 5 A5 3] T
PG R, X THT—FF A, WA EAL T %
BRI E SRS PRI E, 2L IR H
W X FE—FP A, R S m AR TR
T H R E, WE55 H R IS . Storm,
Bjork F1 Bjork (2007)#44 4Pt i 5 H5 &Y
BSMFRE AL G REE, R BEHTTH
2, AN B ZE, #ilE ki 4 s sidh
TR 2235 18 28 53— L X 45 2R & AN AE e
fAPE R BT RIF. WFRENTA AR 290
RS N A A ZS A, A S EAE 6
HIRERW D 3E 4, HILA =4 RIF; WMifE7e &
IR, BUE Z R34t R KREAL, B
T e AN T3 B T o

fH2, A — e o7 1 45 R 5 M dl B e R
15 /X4 Williams 1 Zacks (2001)% FH5 Anderson
(199N MBI A BT 55, I A & BRI H
55 H Z [BI4E RIF FAFAE R E 2250, Major,

Camp I MacLeod (2008)3 it #2242 Bir Bt By {
B 55 Sk 5 9\ T H 58 % . Major 58 A1A Ny, KA
FREAR S S LR SR PR S O R I R R - H
ey, R IHIAIE, o774 TR RIF, 4550/
THIEIE AT, FEA™ 4 PR & N i RIF 5%
N AR Y . AN, IEEEE T Z % o) BBt
Ja PR ST i E A I, RO HERR R AR
FE45 P A LA 55 A AR A 3 0R T K-
M EEZE AT BETE (cf. Jakab & Raaijmakers, 2009),
Jakab #= Raaijmakers (2009)3i# i #2 2k & -5 H 2%
SRR BCR B LI H AR, 25 R 5
PR ARAF, I H MEIH Z A RIF 200 %A
W2 Ak, BRI T B B ML ITE,
BT A R il LY, N HERR 55500 5 (95 2
T TP R B .

FETH SR EEFT RIF Z 0] 195G R D718, 15T
T A S R R IR VAT PR LI 4R R R AE Y B
TEHE . A3, Jonker 8(2013) 28 L T — A~ H 4L
548 038 B AF9T (Sahakyan & Goodmon, 2010), M
i B MR Y F B SR AR R T S 4 I R AR
M &3, Sahakyan 1 Goodmon (2010)%H T 454
P 38t 65 AY 52 56 70 3 (directed-forgetting  paradigm),
ZORYORZE T TWATS: P50 1 F i ialiE Al —
MAREIRMLRZ A ER, MFs 2 T
THMIZR RN CHARMG . A gl il al &
TR HHE IR AR AR B AR, 25 R X
FE R SR A HORg e 3 T IR 5 4 R 2 W] G B
WIYTH o HET 5T, Jonker 45(2013)IN 5%
Rp—i H Z r LABE 45 55 tH B RIF, W] RERIR ok iX
ST HE A Z BIE R E R .

Zi b, A& RIF HOBT 50 4 I H 8 B2 A9 F 5
SRR, — A LR R A IR
Zro) T H A B, R S, (2 —
T, WA —SefFoy ke IR 25~ Tt H o B 5 o
BUSMRETR, STHESH -8 2, x5
K 00 1) e (9 I 4 Y I8 T AR N 1Y & B (null-
effect), Jf H & A #F 17 #: 9\ £ % (manipulation
check), &A XU H AT EEANE, L
ANHERR 2= 2] B B0 SE ISR AR L IE 1 O H 38
22 ST ReNE . R, R XA
RIL RIF 52 3554 #0005 0Ty, (2T
Rk BRI, FEARREIE o R B ) 2 e
WA JTIESE o 534k, H AT 3E S I E 5 AR
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D5 T, I BEAREENE R L T 35 19 (post-doc)
iR, PRI I AN 2 LK 40 o B8 B T B 4
Behd, A BOBIETE T R X S A R AT B
K, #E— LGS N R AR RIF P RVEH].
3.3 #ZIM3I 1% (Cue Independence)

TG EEIE A Rp—I00 H Bl il S 30 1T %)
BEWEE, BIZAeHI RIF B 2R M7,
390 2 U RIASE R FH RN 25 > B BEAS [R) Y e R EA TR
m, IR g BB S A . MBS Rp—
A B WICACIR I T F AT 2 B2, 38 e T
LA Rp+2Z [8] (I 45 e 1 o T BELAS T Rp—1 42
B, Wik, THRARSHIE TR RN ASH
R T LN e B RIF HAF 2 2 sr v,
SCRAMGI LS, 50 SR T Ee

RN T T SR E A TR, B
R Z MR WRE L, FhAR %I Y02
R TH RS R NI R 5 (L an i )
5 ENCAIWE 55) %45 . SRR AT 5T —
R, RRMALEX MRS REA -3, A
MBI 58 R B2 R AR ST PR R R BT RIF A3 SR A7 A,
S 5 30 ) B 48 (Anderson, Green, & McCulloch,
2000; Bajo, Goémez-Ariza, Fernandez, & Marful,
2006; Gomez-Ariza, Lechuga, Pelegrin, & Bajo,
2005; Hicks & Starns, 2004; Perfect, Moulin,
Conway, & Perry, 2002; Rupprecht & Bauml, 2016;
Spitzer, 2014; Spitzer & Bauml, 2007, 2009; Veling
& van Knippenbeg, 2004); A HYHF 5T N 35 A5 15 31
LRM W R, 5T ML — 3% (Butler,
Williams, Zacks, & Marki, 2001; Camp, Pecher, &
Schmidt, 2005; Koutstaal, Schacter, Galluccio, &
Stofer, 1999; Perfect, Stark, Tree, Moulin, Ahmed,
& Hutter, 2004; Racsmany & Conway, 2006; Verde
& Perfect, 2011; Veling & van Knippenberg, 2004),

() IR, A AT /i SR 15 5 MR B B UE 4
I HA 78 G B 8 1h K, X — 2B 2R KRR
e K BLEEAT TR BY A% RS . Jonker, Seli I
MacLeod (2012) M IFSEMKHIEH &, X RIF fZ%
RS EIEAT 7GR, IR AN HEE R R i
B R R . WS TR T R 2 S T A
T, M Birds A — L JE TAFAE IS (LN eagle
J& T Birds of Prey), fi —Lt)m T AW (LL
canary, Birds of Pet), #i# ML 0L T =41 #5
W, H—TROHFIRG TRAH . TE5E IRk

B, B4 R REUT 8 T A TR
Fr A H (b il Birds-eagle); 1RA& T35 4 ¢k
M2 THAFIA P& —2LmE . X T
Wk, FEIZM BRI LR, RERT
AT eI, bR bk T 4
HBSATE 55, BVAESG 284 R (Lb Al Birds) 1%
LR AT A H N H—F R A B T
RN FEAF2E0 (b i Birds, Prey)fE Ry M2k
R, IRA TIOR8 T 2R A 1200
28R (LN Birds, Prey, Pet), 45 R7EFRMEA FIIR G
FRBABR G LW T RIF, iif—F3
PAR S LIRS, 0 R RIK A LB
AR SR BSR4 . Jonker %5(2012)IA N i% 45
A LA 3 15 B A K e R, AE R — A,
S I 5L 324 I 2R 2R AT LA B R e ) B B
ROt s, BT Sk T A RP—T0 H p942 B % T
RA TN, HFPAF2B1 50 H B 7R
S W B R k>, TR T e A T 2 e R
5 5y VRO AR ] B SR Y SR R 2T A B, T
Tt RP-3 H B2 BOAF . Jonker 55(2015) i —25
6 TP BRI AR TG L X A b 25 SR AT A PG A R
PR Sy 1% B8 58 R JE: 25 2 T 5| & B4 2 3 = 51 22 [
B2 iy 5 S EO RP-T00 H AR, JEAREMERR
St 2 S I A ) B B B A BT X s
T H L EL

7381, Jonker 55 (2013) FI AR S XS TR 0
PRI 56 1) 24 2R A 37 T PR — B R T T
B, it /Hr, Jonker Z5(2013) % PRIRLE XL 2 5|
T RIF BB 5T AR T T B A B fa) B ] B 3 550 0
55, MARMEE] RIF AWFFE IR FH T 58 I8 S5 g
BE BRI B8 o B FR A O F R U i A
BTG EEWEMRN AN (e.g., Rutherford, 2004),
Jonker 55 (2013)2A Sy PRk P 551 00 55 Fof R WL %€ 5] RIF
WA MBS AR AL T R,

5 b, X OGBS . TR UL
B MO FRAS S BR AL T — E 1Y SRR IR SR, $ER
il L PR A B A s T B 5 3 RIF AL
B2, XA MRS AE A — A B In) g, R
A X ST GT BT FH A 4R 3% 15 B IE B ST Pk
WA, H EX — 5 BT W8 R0 I HE R
1 3 ok SR s AT ARl R &R 1 AT R
(Raaijmakers & Jacab, 2013; Verde, 2012), X J&mH
TSR R T 5 . 22 n RS H
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fY(Raaijmakers & Shiffrin, 1981), FEiCAZAYHREL
AR EARERES 5 S B EEY . B
R, IARBR AR SN 542 4 i 2 2okl ik B A5
fFRX— g L, 7oh, 1653 B Bl x 4&
F—A0 A B XS AT g B, SEEG AT R Ik 2R R
AR —E RN —% R, Hik, 178
SN BRI AR UL ST B B IR 2 R, Tk
T At b 220 o S A 3K [ 2 A v ) £ R A0 AR OO
ST LA 38 5325 TEACAZ At PSR I R 1 & 2t
RIEHERIEAL L, RATINIA A XL R
PER PSR4 L TR, XA A KL R
ST P R B I AR — E Y MRS

34 AXRIF B#HEKTEHAR

CLAFRCR AR UG BOAR, FTH B, 15
BN ER IS | A 35 TR AT 55 1 5 B B A 480
IR T ATRE . AN ALk J7 T B9 8 I R 25,
BRI — LR E L T 5IH A X msh s
% 3l i PR TR SR I 2k~ By Be iy s AIE B0, A4 ] 3
WHREL T PR . — 2B 5T R A A DG FeL
(ERPs) I EEG iCRAFHA, A BLH ISR ~] I i
I 4 0 L TS ST BEAE TN RIF A4 AN 2 (Hanslmayr,
Staudigl, Aslan, & Bauml, 2010; Johansson, Aslan,
Bauml, Gibel, & Mecklinger, 2007; Staudigl,
Hanslmayr, & Biuml, 2010). %A W5k H fMRI
HR, RN — KB = RIS, fi40a
J% )2 (anterior cingulate cortex, ACC)FIA7 BRIV 5
M%7 I (ventrolateral prefrontal cortex, VLPFC)
S5 A ) e 2 0 SO B R B (Kuhl,
Dudukovic, Kahl, & Wagner, 2007) .5 T, 4 fMRI
T 5 W0 oo R FH T 22 44 45 X 2 B (multi-voxel
pattern analysis) ¥ /7%, LI R R3] &
0 RP-J1 H M #h £ R AL, IF Bz R gem
il R B 5 A Y TR R DL AT KT
RIF (200 & B G, ik s dedt 7k
A J189 37 FF(Wimber, Alink, Charest, Kriegeskorte,
& Anderson, 2015),

Zi b, CAMMEKFWIREET THERS
I GA AT S AE RIF fER, i
TSR T A I ke . AT, B MRFFRAR
ELE TR M B a8, fTFRAE
R EMBUESR A RPAIIHM T, DX
AR B B Z S 3R O 2 S AR EH, B
B AN RS AR A HEBR TP S R B A e 1Y

R o R A R AR AE R 22K P XS P
WA SAHOB e AT B RS, & RIF 4
S Ja B — A BRI IT 1]

4 BHES5RE

M RIF &2 BLE A 20 Z4F R E, S#>/M
ICTCHIFGE AT — B VA 455 1% L AR A AL 1Y
R, WG, HErEEie . T m
185 B A B A5 8] T R W 8% B AR 3R 19 SR,
2R T2 RIF R F AT REE RIS . THRAE
F R = A 1 o

P e 5 K AT KRB e I — 3,
AIERBURE 1 . 54Tt B o B RO DL SR
M ST AE = AN D5 IR . AnRT AT, =ANJr i
HIAT RIS ERAEAE —E I R . D3RR S
AT AR 35 FT R85k 25 > 31 5 76 T0 38 4 P 2 SR B
£ 55 AR RIS RV B B s R g e, SR/ WK
SEFr ol F T R TGO, 2)F — SRS & B RIF I
AMH T 5w 4 0 H A5, 5305 ISR 3)H
RIRZ R ReAR B, A6 RIF BAALERM
SRR RS B AT RS (R, PREKE IS
D A B A B B 2 S B B e 4 i 5 gk
(Wimber et al., 2015), FH H3Z 406l 1952 B RE 6%
T JE Ml RIF AORLNY 2 (e.g., Hanslmayr et al.,
2010; Johansson et al., 2007; Staudigl et al., 2010;
Wimber et al., 2015), iX 26 % Bl 5 2 FEH0 il #S 1
B J7 W BAT K B UE 3 AH B ERE, R A3
— L EMEE R R R RERIF WERZ —.

BARBHER D, THHESOESE T 0 E=4
J7 THI A — SEE 4 A SRR . 7R 2 4s B SR, A O RIF
53540 HamBEJC K U & RIF HA R RIKIE R
TAFE AT AH YR 1, HiE 8 T IR W &
I (null-effect), W] fHE5 IR BA BT HL A %
AN EZKSF B30 B R EEA O, 5 BT Rk
LR EAE R A M, PR T F R AR BT
Prin. (A2, A —Lu5w & MAETE S R IUE
%W HEAS S8 RIF (Raaijmakers & Jakab, 2012;
Verde, 2013), AT HEISRME T HEAF I X
Fo WA, M Lok, BEARA G B8 98 8 $2 L 25
BB A I H Z A SE 4, AN Rz HER I
o A7 AR AR ALY B b R, TS 3 IE R TS
Frg I ng . 2R, S5 IR AYSE ST e dn T RIS
Frigix i, BFEDW EAMKEESS, |
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WA AT BE J5 I 52 S B AEAE S | Al i R 2 5
BI7ESR I RP-I0 H I, Z A7 B Bl sm iy RP+33
HY5zZ 54, FF30 M (in real time)RRAK S & 19
TR EE, O DLk B SR O 5 Y B PR o XA
AR LU, AT DU ARk, X RP-HIH
F18 3t Jox BV ok T T B2 B 2 >0 Y B 1 5 4 T 5 RS A
i, Wk A TEME B RP+31H A RP-I H 2 [7]
B S Al R . B2, HRATEA RIF U
TR BB 55 it FRIE B = AR . M KF
AOMLEE, BURMX — 25 FORE 2 G084 5 1 — >
BRI Tr ] o

3N, PEMULR AT AT 55 19 2% A B B fdt AR [R] 11
FE55, WA TRIBE T AR ARG SE s 58, i 2
B AR T Rp+HilH, X252 bR
(Rp+, Rp—, NRp)Z [A]7E 5 Z AHER &R W 5240 1 4% b
LT oAk, PRI AT DL AR B 2R > B B ] i 4 20
TR AT IR 2 LA K5 D e g B 15 B 2 75 R
R B AR . CA K& BB UE S 3R U S
Tl 1 455 2 75 B 8% B W 52 W) 45 1 A2 32 Y RICR (for
reviews, see Karpicke, Lehman, & Aue, 2014;
Smith & Manzano, 2010), Bt MXA A ik,
T SRS RIF BB A R EERY . AT P Ig,
W L i B AR 1 L 2245 30 T D A 1 3
FF(e.g., Jonker et al., 2012, 2013; Racsmany &
Keresztes, 2015), 3 Hiz# it HF BN CFH
R IRAEALTOR AR, PR AT LA AP B R 1T 5 A
F A REE 32 RIF NAALHI Z —. A, fE
= AH R B, A R R E FLE A R R
HWFFORIE—BIESE . HATIZEEE X —28 RIF B
G B A M R R R R, (HIOR SRS
(post-hoc), VAT 7 7E ELFEER NI 2 17 BE K 26
PR b, FEILET SRR T LR R . 5
— 7T, R HIERY TS EL R R TSN RIF
s RO IS SR A T I A IESE, (HH SR
K EGEMA RIF 225K, B, MAixLess
B 5 B A5 R BRI HE) T B & M RIF BFSY
bt A 5 F— 2 % ¢ (Soares, Polack, & Miller,
2016), WA, HATO A —LL HEHRN TR R
M WF 9% K B Z 1 Jonker 45 (2013) 1) 55 56 4
(Buchli, Storm, & Bjork, 2016; Miguez, Mash,
Polack, & Miller, 2014; Soares, Polack, & Miller,
2016). FTRATRUL, X0 SR AR B Ve BT £ 4 A AR a5
PEAT HHE RO . ALl F A 1 A R 55

PR, ¥ nlh 4 J5 RIF SR 55 — A~ E B0 J7 ) .

gi b, FET I B R SCERER AR R E, FRATIA
JXFT RIF XA NN S, HiT W
INFIHLE] AT REA S ME— 0, AR Besmdl . T4
T8 R R ITE— & A T RAEH, I H TR A7 AE
LHAEM . W, A W17 R KF 70 B i
Jr BRAEH B o — — AN LH] b, AR T RERHAS T
FATEIE N RIF 15 N ABLEI A 52 2k . 1T
B RE A (6] I %o 21~ 78 B AT R S R4
(McLeod, Plunkett, & Rolls, 1998), & 1. 7] 3% F
B ol . TR B R R AE 2 AN Tk
RO — R Gerh, LI R G4 7R B> 28 d 1
RIF VR FH DA R 4% 78 o 2 (] O BR SAE . ikt
10 AF 2 A7 I () L, i AR F R i — 20 & e,
22 SR A I3 7 S5 B0 20 BT 5 1 1 IR A A 22
IRV B WT LA SE 4 0 547 Bl LA S AL
RYrf DA HUIN T A R X R RS K (Kriegeskorte &
Kievit, 2013; Kriegeskorte, Mur, & Bandettini,
2008), A#EFF RIF BTN FIBLH] A ik R AL T 5 47
HIFAR AT o A5 AT BAT TS, 458
BAGAH RHUB 2 R HoR B, il 8517
R NFIKOE Rl 2K - R UE SR, SCELN RIF
2 J5 %) B A7 Y MG RN 9 T A9 IA IR (Mack, Preston, &
Love, 2013; Marr, 1982),
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The cognitive mechanisms of retrieval-induced for getting

ZHAO Libo; ZHANG Yue; YU Yiwen; DENG Lifang
(Department of Psychology, Bei-Hang University, Beijing 100191, China)

Abstract: Retrieval-induced forgetting (RIF) refers to the phenomenon that the retrieval of particular
memories causes other related information to be forgotten. Since its discovery 20 years ago, RIF has been an
important topic in memory research but its underlying cognitive mechanism remains controversial. There
exist three major explanations including the interference account, the inhibition account, and the context-
dependent account. Based on a systematic review of empirical studies on the cognitive mechanisms of RIF,
it could be concluded that all three accounts have received partial support, and therefore RIF might be
caused jointly by inhibition, interference, and change of context. Future research on RIF should combine
multiple methodologies to address this new theory directly.
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