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the dIPFC'?.

® Reduces access to information, either in the long term' or short term®. DECODING MEMORY CONTROL

Intrusions engage maintenance suppression
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RESEARCH QUESTION w| L Qo =3 DISCUSSION

How do maintenance suppression and retrieval
suppression interact to requlate intrusive thoughts?

" When retrieval suppression is unsuccessful, a process consistent with
maintenance suppression Is reactively engaged.

" This reactive control dampens unwanted content in the moment, and is more
engaged for highly memorable items.

Scene Classifier Evidence

1) Maintenance suppression and retrieval suppression may | : : i Effective memory control is dynamic—proactively limiting unwanted access
be distinct processes that share overlapping mechanisms. 5 when possible and reactively purging intrusive content if necessary.
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