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[ Abstract)

ing the effect of item competitive intensity on it. Methods: Retrieval—induced forgetting of 32 patients with drug addict and

Objective: The present study aimed to explore the mechanism of retrieval-induced forgetting by investigat-

32 healthy control participants were test by retrieval practice paradigm, which included three phases: Learning, retrieval
practice, and the final test. Results: Individuals with drug addict didn’t show any RIF in the condition that item competi-
tive intensity was stronger, relative to the controls. In contrast, both groups didn’t present significant RIF in the condition

that item competitive intensity is weaker. Conclusion: Drug addicts have deficits in memory inhibitory control, but not com-
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pletely impaired.
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