Tracking the impact of retrieval suppression
on neural memory representations
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Introduction

Sometimes we experience negative events that we would Reminder Unwanted Memory Hypotheses

rather forget. Simple reminders can elicit the unwanted ' ] Retrieval suppression weakens the

retrieval of such memories and thereby induce aversive I. perceived vividness,

emotional responses. However, previous research indicates ii. neural representation, and

that we can intentionally suppress such involuntary retrieval, a lii. affective response of an aversive memory.
process that eventually can cause forgetting'™.
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ii. Neural representation

Assessing memory reactivation using linear classifier ® Assessing reinstatement using representational similarity analysis *°
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iii. Affective response Discussion
The reduction in vividness is accompanied The results extend prior evidence by showing that suppression renders aversive memories

by a reduction in the affective response less vivid.
They also show that such impoverished recall is associated with a simultaneous decline

in affect. Retrieval suppression thus does not just impair the declarative component of a
memory but also attenuates its affective component®’ .

Critically, the neuroimaging results relate the effect of suppression to a reduced cortical
reinstatement of the memory. By this, they tie the phenomenological consequence of
retrieval suppression to its neural basis.
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