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the target word. Then, they pressed the space key to get the correct
answer and reported whether their answer was correct. The
self-test phase lasted until subjects reached 91.67% (22 out of 24)
accuracy for both A-T and B-T pairs so as to ensure that memory
strength was strong for both series and for all of the subjects.

2.3.2. Interference/Inhibition training
Sixteen A-T word pairs were used for two divergent tasks: eight

for interference and eight for inhibition training. Each cue word
was first presented on the left side of the computer screen for
1 s. Then, the word turned red. In the interference condition, a sub-
stitute word appeared on the right side of the computer screen,
and subjects were asked to memorize the new word pair
(A-Distractor



substitutes. In contrast to the present findings, they found
cue-independent forgetting effects in the thought substitution con-
dition. However, this finding may be because of the difference
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