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TSR IRERRICIZEF R ER SIS

ERE KBS B R ERES AFE

(T A MG BN B 24 Be, 1M 510303)
C ARG e B B AR R IR R BN R ST R0, M 510631)
CTRE LEMER SRS S, M 510631)

H B RBEREERNGF I, TAHARPLERE IR R Z 86 R IT B B T4 45 3% (Prediction error, PE)
REFIJFANEBHRAE, ARFTRELEFTH—F, MPERFHEIEN, FIT, HTAREFHELEMT
MBI R R, 5B 2360 % 20K £5F, L F K, RICHEIE F L X (reconsolidation interference)#& iE 4 =T
AT AEEAREZARIT I8 F A7, P RCRBURER BRI @004 RARR T Jl il E8e, B
LI HILE 6 KA . AT BT I F AT AT A ALE L, PEAGA A RIBIL KA R LB A 5K, 9T
TCRIL IR L4 T8y PE, RALFI L0 RRlekAaE, HBERPHKE, BFELELSRLAIHRAHE., £
fik BRI AT e AP ZALH B, BA=H . FARERBERR(PAG). HL¥HE PERMNFHEIETARES
YR, WAt R EPFCOARL LR AE PE FTRERICAAAIEIHETELAE, LEIBIZEINWNERATY
HRAVZGEFAELRT, AR SOt S RRE ARFRALE—FIREAT PEHEEA SR,
¥OPELAMAREHAREERN, FEARAELNEERERILCHEAR FOERNSF; SFRELM 2 FH TR
£k PE ERMEITICEAHPHERGAZE 5 Fouh, R, Ft—F TR PEERGAKEFHR, REFR
LR &I R A,

KEER MR, SRR, Wi EH, BAE, RERFREX

3HES  B84S

RLEE (Phobia) | £5 & FE A% (Anxiety) FIEI10 5 (Reconsolidation) ¥ 1& Jy J& il A9 R 45 12 12 £ HUIH
7 184 % 5 (Post-traumatic stress disorders, PTSD)J& iB (Retrieval-Extinction) ¥ 28, #% 1E B 7] LAAA %% 1
Th [ FE SO MBS RER B, ARSI MR R &, FUIE T Tl ] %
HRARKE, REMANILTASFHSE, 5% THic 12 2 54 %€ (Destabilization) R 2%, FH 1k H 5
FE WL R 2 AR i 0 R R B OB I [ (Re-stabilization), AT 3 B0 B JE 14 1012
fito ATHIRUIZR 0 I3 B seind e HAREE e F g (R0 P 2 BT PRI f 3
AR IR IR RIAIT B9 B2 IEZ —, AP s I — B4 PERR I T ICAZA SO i AR
HRABGR IR DERCRIICSRIRIBIIZREE  fagephas, ST AZ BRI B 3 6 B 0 R4 1
T B B SR AT E AL, TR ST A — TR Y S T4 1% (Prediction Error, PE), R, XFFHifhisk
Sietl, SRIGBBUCICAGE S, WIS n ety b o0 G 0 B BB O T
FIEGE T AL R LA MO LCIL R s i Brse, TR LI B AR R A

PSR A AR I ARG T HE AR AR U N E 2L

WeRS FB: 2021-06-25 s T o e s T s
* [H5 [ ARFEIE ST H (32000752, 31970996), |74 1 SRR A FESTEIE SHME R

8P 24t 2R 2B (GD19YXLOD), |~ 44 % =k il

R+ = MR T H (2019JKDY025), #HF A o _ ) .
ik 2RI BT ST H (20YIC190009). 1.1 $HRIRENAYZE SI(Error-driven learning)IEig

WBIEIEH: HA A, E-mail: zhengxifu@m.scnu.edu.cn FE IR IR SN B = 2 S, RO B ok 1Y
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TR AL 06 25 R L AR R SO AT O Y, A
AT EE o HHEFT R GIR T R Z AN 2
B, MRS AR, WIRSEPRES R T 4
AWM, 5 E R sIc G, K
AR MR B 418 T AT
WA TOE 2R, AT Rk 23 15 AR (Schultz,
2000), T4 55 S0 PR 4 B2 ] ) 25 5 SO DG i
(mismatch), R THIFEIR(PE). HIL, %24
J1 b — > R R R S Y G R

PRI — 2% > U A A 5 A5 1R S B VE H b
£ W B A% (blocking) 4 . 40, H—AmH 2K
PIVC L &9 0 07 s B, (RIS T R
YRR W, KPS KN T -E ik
2 T AN SR B S A B R L A T,
B & TG R B 10 IR BB Sy, A2 TR 7 +
H-EWWERE Z )5, (UEIATOEHRE, A
23| MR 30, YA ITRTE MUK G- A, .
H R TReari =, 75 E C ARy o mmn &
Y, FEJ5 8% 2 hARE X — 450w R LB Y R
HYSRALY, AT S AEAE, R A 5 A DT
B A J B BTN R T LR B A2 2T, B e 4l i fE
R B 25 #AN 25 & 4E (Schultz et al., 1997).

ERMEIE IR 2 ST b, YHEAG R ARSI
5514413 (conditioned stimulus, CS)ASFEFM 1P
SR, MESBEL LR —F CS ILEZ2&(FR
FIEAZ, PRI A A TR AS W7 28 A0 1) IR B Y — b
WM. LIRS S R e ] P — N EHE
R R TUN AL . YU RS AR # — BT,
AMRIESE Y 22560 7T DL FE 40 R #EAE L, #702% Sk
ANekA . BRA LB R BIA -0, 4
M B SE HY Z 56 2S5 A R R A 1 A B
ST B Ty, AT IAEZER T, PE XRL
PRI R S5 R A EEAEH, ¥4k
M FEAIK B
12 FHASRIRM RIS A

A4S 1R ) 2 T AR R B R =2, Ay
JlJ& Rescorla & Wagner f% | Pearce-Hall £Z7,
DL K Bsf 1) 1 39 £85 1% (temporal  difference, TD)AYR
R, X R B R T A R A Y, R OCT A
> %I (model of learning).

Rescorla-Wagner PRig(fij#k RW HBEH)IA N,
A2 2, 22 3 R S92 B 09 T 4% 14 3%
(unconditioned stimulus, US)3& 5 i) US 5%

2 0] B 5% 1R {5 5 2K #2 1] (Rescorla & Wagner,
1972), ¥ 5ZFr US 31k A, FHIH US 3k =V (&
/ARFTA CS BREE US RYBRES IR VRS, 5
RAE SRS A2V IEATEX — 54 T R LAE
I56 5560 85 WP 1) 2 il 188 s50RD A A 1) 27 3 IO 5 7T LA
LR I RRR, S H¥I %,

AV = SO-3V)

Pearce-Hall #Rig (8 FR PH BiEL) NNy, %3] R
22 TE 5 Ak W) & 4 AT (surprising) 4 B & A
(Pearce & Hall, 1980), X —HIfH I F) 2 225
4% 1% (reward prediction error, RPE) /Y 4 X 18,
HATHE 5 KFRICH RPE (unsigned RPE, 1§
PE AXriEMEFIfPE)—8, PH BERIA,, Hik
F 5 WA RS B B S e R R
2 MEREFEZ RGN o, BEXD CS il
W(n) LR 5 L — R b B R 5 KD
Fe il i, T LAE AT R T A O R EROR

a, =‘/7.—ZV‘H

X — BT 5 il AT 3 A e R A O AR

FIF 5 AT LLRIR N
AV =, S2

WRAE L — Ak b CS X US 1y T 8 A
i, o BRESEK, BAZE il n] BPEE A 3l )
g RZ o Hi/h, WMHTRR RS i A AR L
B3 J1 8K (MceNally et al., 2011),

Fisf ] P T 401 45 iR A FY (TD YA R, S X FE A
BFIRLASL (L, €+ 1) b R B OB AR AR, )l
23R, TD B AT 5 HI 5 i A A A [
TIFAETFR PR US Ffil US Z[E M IR1E S,
T2 K THU) US 50 BE SRR US 558 B2 e ke (I A] ¢
B A +2V), HETH X — RN Y 1 T X
FeRT—B 20 WA US B, Rk TD H B4R
ERCEINY VNS 1D Ny ¥

AV =S(4 +3V, -3V, )

Forp e M =1 RS SE AT 2], P TD Y
FE XIS T US SR E B E 3 2,
B T Z AT ] S L T TR US B EE (Ergo
et al., 2020; McNally et al., 2011),

AHMER ), X =R BRI AGME, PH AL
RUARIR A SUIAS R 0 ], R % B4 %t 22 5%, RW
55 TN 52 PR ik Ak 4 5 I 25 R 0 T k) 2 R AE Y,
FZIERKFHIAS/NTEBMEL, X PE W
R, [ i R A ER R AL A AR ;I TD AR Y U 40
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N #R58 AL 5 58 Ak s B0 B R A5, AR B TR B AT
Vg WA 3R, ¥R T PE MWRIAIE R, X =
FEIIE U H R RW ARRURD TD AR XS F Wl 45 2
KB Y2 2 FICALE 5 7 AR T BRI R

13 THAsRiIRMER

BB UARRRIE AT LUK B, FE KN [R) ) 2 > f5 A
T PE A AR, FEAH LT ILF:

% —, RPE FHI7& i $4 10 ] 45 1% (punishment
prediction error, PPE) . 7 # 1F ¥ & 4 & 4
(operational conditioning)2% ] ", PE MRHEIT M
S5 RN (valence) s A P RIS AY . 2B T 45 1R
FAET] W55 1% o Schultz $8 i, %5 (reward)J&—
PR S, HURRR T — ik, — M7
S B AE Bl — Fh P FE ) BUIR ZS 1 U 8 1 (Schultz
et al., 1997). 5 MAH QI 0922 5 M (2 — ik
FA w1, NERREANEE. X PE
1, RPE 55 5 1 K £ L i (dopamine, DA) R 5t %
YIRS, T PPE 15538 J& WA by 55 45 1 B A5 AH
KXo JLHJZE RPE 5 £ I f#E M £ ot
(dopaminergic neuron)f 3¢ R, 55 T KimF5E /)
B3I (Colombo, 2014; Kim et al., 2014; Papalini et
al., 2020; Starkweather et al., 2017),

BB, IETETI AR (positive PE) I P4 T
5 1% (negative PE) . 7F LI EL 5 9% ¢ 4 L 4 1
(Pavlovian conditioning)/Z i A LAl i 2% 1 PE LR
2 v RSz R US 51 US B ARSI,
AT LLAY R IEYE PE RSP PE PIFD . i 38 48 52
PRI LR US IO T K0 7™~ 4= 4 PE, J5# 14
Sebn i BLEY US Fe UM B9/ A2 1 PE, 145 US
Bl (absent), Pk PE AT LLIE i 386 T30 o 4
ik US SREESRe AN, b fay s ) — Fh s 2t 2
THIR, RN RIS, CS Bl AN A R
b US.

AR FEINN, I PE SERYHEES, ik
PE 53 RLEMIE . Rescorla %5 NAN, SEPRFE4:
PSR AR /N T R s oL, s
ik PE (Rescorla & Wagner, 1972), & T 7%
HIFRACR, — T REM SRS PE Sk fk. 7
£ PE MK, % M3l Sk, Bl B0 0032 400
¥, PE &4/ N F 0 B, = WaE s
WEFEIE, BNER IS

%=, A FRiC A T 4L DR (singed prediction
error, SPE)FIAARICHIFIHA%E = (unsigned prediction

error, UPE), ¥&MEAG JCARIC(sign), 7 LUK Fi0) 45
WA AW bRiciE PR RIS (+. o), H
£ PE "h 3 R WUBAL R AL MY, X0 IFE M 50
4 (Ergo et al., 2020), 415 A 2R 7 H S2FR B
S50 L TUP R ECE B, R FA AR IC Y PE
(SPE); WAL F /R L BRgE 5 S5 WA . A
VL, 1 %Aa WA T a9 TE, WS T RPRICH PE
(UPE)., F5R &P, X IS T4 52 B AN [R) )
ZeFLREAIN T ALK o35 B8 PE ) =Fhi A= &L RW
FEHIA TD BEAY e )2 ) RN 3 24K H T SPE.
WA SPE I IE, W2 W MRS 2, 405
AT, W2 R RE D .

Sf 2B P PE FIIEYE PE. FESTE PE FI1A
£ PE, XHIFET P WS ML IR TR, 7 L
WA ZH, KEE PE MAESE PE £ 00 F 1T B
25k I 5 45  (instrumental  conditioning), AR #E4T
FB kS RE R IX 4y, WIEYE PE fifdk PE
Z 0T 2 5% ) 8 (Pavlovian conditioning),
b= BAEMEAT H, AR CS-US X RHHITRE,
T CS HREE US, 25 FHEA M, s
By US IR/, JB Tk PE. mii CS
REHBE US, 5 RENH P US; sisthbr i BLE US
WA R, WS FIEME PE, HT7EH S EAA7E
BF MR Pk PE sAE T MY IE 4 PE A AT RETE
5, AFRCH PE MAARICH PE R TEA X 4
FLUR 2 SRR | U A TE Dy I HEA T 432
14 FHIERSHMRABEMNXER

TR R SRR, AR I 2 bk B Y L
TR ER I IS RV RV o P T o o
(salience), ¥ FMZE— DR, WART Ik
Ui, AE2EA) PE #REA WM. PFEFE AN,
AN TR S (1 S 25 MR BT 6T SRR ) AR TR o TR
(Diederen & Fletcher, 2021), Hi T & 2 (AR & 18
T T RS, IR R A B
ARG R, ATAF K Y BLAE M 5 SCk 28 5 5
TR AL, P AT b B 3 0 A 2 S A Y Jn LA v
Ho UIEBXRRLKRE, BEEAURETH R,
BN PEAG . WA M A R e . HHR b
ALHG Y HL 2 P B (B A B ) R B Ak
BRI S P 5 o B R I T R AR TE B U 5 2 (UPE),
A TN TG AR IE Y T £ R (SPE) (] 1)

TS AN [v) 288 AR g Jp 2 2 T A 1 e 0 A G
Z: B—, NEBFHEEMTHARFEGB, At
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BRIEfRERA PR S5 B PFAE
Perceptual ———————>  Identifyand ——————————> Value/reward
information outcome evaluation
A A A
f (mos)
oy o e HPE/
WELE WAARFRICPE  JEREST R IE%%?E‘%E
Physical Surprise/unsigned Expected St
salience prediction error novelty error
e
; AR
stk HoA i
Novelty Rareness M B EHE
\ J
BEH:
Salience

K1 BEHEACHE KRR ER
T BEEAE TRBHE S SR ORISR A AL R P e v LR B L 0 (R AT T
SRR RSN BT A, 10 R TN S A S 5 R 2 MR . R AU A B T S A R R AR G R IS, YL
AED1E 2 O R B o, AR LSRRI 1 BUP AT R (645 UPE M SPE)I 3= 22 35 K 1 1R 15 45 BN sl U il i 72

RN T, &0 TG R B A L RIS R
BB 20 R 0E . TS | K sl B Y 5 A ) A A
TS5 FHTT, X =TIl e E AL
PEAG B, S5, XTI v 2 BB i B 4 i sl R
R ARG SLET 1),

141 YERZE M (physical salience)

TR T A\ LA T 0 3 M 1) SR R B T
VLB AR Sk 180 Y 22 B B 28 o0 0 A 6 D% A
(phasic), MR % J% 7] 35 50~110 ms, ## VTA
Z N RE PR 2 TR SE R A I R o BT X — 40
[ s v s ) 1L IR 271 S 5 2 T P B )
— A R B R A S A SR 2 R R Ak )
WA BRI, Y I 3 0 RO 7R S B 5
R T REME . A AN, B W 2 A B
ME—Famik, EofEAEEE EOLE, WTRE
AR YR AT RERY GRS P45 (Diederen & Fletcher,
2021),

1.4.2 RiF(surprise)

—INR, TR AR E N, AL
{15 P d 25— B o R R i A B o
ERAT I AN E R, [UNFRR BRI LS RS
TN AETE 2 5, WUl — 25 R R A A IE

PRI D 1, PR — R OR AR I Y T A R
(UPE). A WFFEUERH, 528 78 il A (4 T X 3 fn A
Fric BI04 45 3R (SPE)FE ZE AN Rl 5 AT 25 i o 3
BLHOE AT EER, S A N L IX S80Ik
PR i DI, PR A — LB R 5 T 2K it 5 PE
&), BHILT]RICIEATRE R RS (Sinclair
& Barense, 2018),

143 #FHF M (novelty)

PR B RS TR R, R R
MR EM TP SR, B
— AR MR 3R L T IR S R, £
B e 22 T 2 o, T — EUBT S R AR AR
T HEA MR, W 2 e B R 23 R T 15
AT 2> . A5 E ME W 3 4% (functional magnetic
resonance imaging, fMRIFZTIERA, ik o i) 22 57
(substantia nigra, SN)/VTA [X 38 %} 57 54 H) 0A
SR, T A 78 1Y) 0 2 M 4 AN A AT P (rareness)
M EAE 2655, WA TR X R . % T
B A A G R R RS N T, Pt
B2 UM AR &5, #FrEIFaEE
AN ST RS RN, FREMR, R
A X —#r F P B S (unexpected) AU B 1, A4
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gl 2 I B, X — 1 B0 35 LT 100 4 iR
(Diederen & Fletcher, 2021),

BT RIS BB R AL (Schultz, 2016),
AT LA P — A TR0 37 I b, 3 7 33 e M 8 =2 1) 1Y) 56 R
e BAERBBL(E 1),

I JE (EAF— R MR ALK (incomplete
reminders) & B, A BFRE R EE A5
BRI R R G HRES 1042 (0 I S PR 2R
1) 5 Br i P10 12 5 I E 9 #H 5CWF 5T (Sinclair &
Barense, 2019), FERRBMEIEZH, WEoE &
WA 27 T 0 RAE R R AT P, R 52k
PIAS R R BRBICAE, 23 3 USRI MICAZ TE 45 5 w4
U 2 2 A B T4, ik B B0 B DR 7E MR R P
ICICHILE S R R T R EH . PR F AN,
X ZCAC B T PR ILE T3, #0241
U Bl A e e 2 g, AR T | ) T b4t
1% (Sinclair & Barense, 2019),

2 WHABREFHERBRIEIZER$
HI1EH

21 WHBREREIGEEHBRRNIEA

T AR Ay R EMA I I R LR R,
ERMN CS Ja A A 3 SR L IR Ak 4% —
A2, A5 T RYH 2R 3] (Furlong et al., 2010), 41 I
SCITIR, H 5K K B (periaqueductal gray,
PAG)BIA g7 PE A5 Y ZME ~] 15l 28 90 % ) 21
RSy o B A WS — DT I AMI oK
J& BBl JK 5t (ventrolateral periaqueductal gray, vVIPAG)
RS TR R BEIR R . FER R
BRIPERY CS VCHE [ R H o FUAS B 2k R DL i —
B LUAG H o X 25 I AR P AT A, TS E
B2 PE RFATEIT M SR A M, s
W N5 SPE A KAH—F, B vIPAG %3
Ja s h RMA R N>, R PE RTEAHE
Y L T PRI R R R R ) A Bk, AN
K FR (Walker et al., 2020), X—&5 8, W55 PE
= 2] 5 22 W EE A 4518 (Fernandez, Boccia, et al.,
2016).

MPEH R, AR RW B ZHEHIR
T BB Y CS-US 152 FR & BLEY CS-US i A PL fit #
K, Hree > IR AT BEME B R (Rescorla & Wagner,
1972), 7E{HIR >0, AEREE US /9 CS+AYH L,
SE MR R R AE R RS AR R R

— R BT CS+2 I S AR A2 AT SR HL,
AR 2R N MY 2R EL LI CS+HY
ANVERE US B, eI il Hac 128k 4, JRA rY
PRI N 23 B AIG o 3 — i R A X T 1 9
R T CHEE T . T AN ZE SROR VG L Y Hh AR A
ARA T ST H R IEAZ IR ES 1 TR oK, B ] BLIA
HA& PE 5lR T RPN IR, M Ho45 R
IR MR

IT4E ¥ Gershman F1 Monfils (2017)%F A$2H
Y 3 T 45 4 2% 2 (structure  learning) Bl (104215
RSN, AR R AR ST AR FNE IR S 8T PP
WCAZHRZEBIE B CS-US il US-no US. H:H PE
AWFER: — 7 TER—FhEREE 2 T M55
& ARV EE CS-US MELL5HLE (weights), 77—
J5 AR N 43 FME 5 18 7 — 3 1 7 A8 IR B (latent
cause) 7E ] B} I 4f 76 ¥R o 7€ 20 15 33 B % A
CS-US KA BN e IR 7 I b &l
X AYEL, B4 PE, AR PE AT LGES
PR RIS, — XA CS-US BRE5 1Y
%:2% 3] (unlearning) s it 0R, —JE A4 1 1Bk 43 e
Bl — B EEIR R B, PR A AR, 1€ PE 24
ZH, Xk /b v AE DAL BT B 1) A R T A
T b & IR ERR IR, PE MHrek R A R
— A F AR E AR, & 77A T CS-no US B
2&(Gershman et al., 2017),

SR BRI TCIS 2 S i 2 N AL, XF PE
FEIF R 2 2] v 1 PP AL B SR iR D, — A
ik — i AR S B i 32 BN X FE I (hippocampus,
HIP). JE M #%35 X (ventral tegmental area, VTA),
JUH 2 HIP-VTA [0 7Rk T3 A i) e 12 G 8 vh i
B TEZEMEM, HEX—FEAEASERHR D
RYVE A A RIS (Sevenster et al., 2018), 4%,
oA A5 R A 2R IR TP I E 2 Bl 2 R R 1)1
W, BT AL FE R A I R i HIR Bl B A
YEF, VAREJIfi /R SRV E S . AEM 2838 BTy
1, REMFFTIE T ik 2 (el 28 To 9 16 BRI
R T SEBREER LU FUYI B 47 5l 8 22 () 2 (Schultz,
2016; Schultz et al., 1997), M= EICAZHIE H 17
P US (e ) ke Tl DLy —Ff < LT B
TRy %5 R (Raczka et al., 2011; Thiele et al., 2021),
22 WHBRERRICZEIESRNEAR
221 FHHBRRIEZERENEEBLREN

G EHILE IS R, WF T ARERE
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R ez, EE A RITRGOEZ G, =
HIRATERS, BRAES 2T, HELn
—EM S BRARERRE, X — B it
B “TRYLIE o B4R WX IZ AT 8 R A
RHER . JLIEABIE , — RIPFFUES T
I, 133 — B B 9 20 57 DA B T HE PR L I LA B 22
T IZ M T 7P (Alberini et al., 2006; Duvarci &
Nader, 2004; Lee et al., 2006; Nader et al., 2000),
TEACAZ FRIUIE B 47 o + B 20 B, Monfils il
Schiller 5 ASG /R 7E S A AGEHIEM], 121282
JE SRR YR, 7T A A0 B 2R 0 AZ T B
LR [7] (Monfils et al., 2009; Schiller et al., 2010),
PRz Jy«“HEHR—11E 75 5 (retrieval-extinction, RE),
—ANHA RE W8S = RELE, F—KRET
CS-US1iCHZ; 24 /N5 B2 B—A> CS BEATICIZ BT,
10 7380 5 EAT IR s 5 = R IR A K R
(Chen et al., 2021; Schiller et al., 2010), IT4EAFT
K, AL FRYLIE B BRI AT LAk — 2 A 5 KRR
JE (destabilization) Fll - X F2 22 (re-stabilization) i
AWy Bt (Elsey & Kindt, 2017; Faliagkas et al.,
2018), H A f S A SE T IS IS R IR AR A
FasE, A HA TR GH R B E) R AT RETE, X —
AR R, HEAGK IR KRR AL
P& 19 38 54 4544 (Zuccolo & Hunziker, 2019),
M, e MR AT TR 2R L P ILIE i 02 ARAIE
RV IRACR | B R R AR 7] A~ 26 AN 7] 2D Y
HifE 261 .

THHA S TR AE S —FP X 8 1933 75 (violation of
expectation), & A Ll K 7E % ¥ % 3 (reward
learning) 4T 315 ) T ¥R A W BRI 5T, (HAEIEIZ
FOLEEIEHELE N, HBEAE A R BLCAZ SR
Beity PE XF TIPS FEUL I A RR R R Lo 2009 40
FHE Lee #E3CHEH, TEICIZAILE RS, Bl
B TR R AT RE B A T FE RO (Lee, 2009).
Wi, Kindt FIBATE 2012 4ETi )5 19— RIS, &
S NP IR, S5 M R AT AZ T I
T B R R 10 L NN RO IR S Y 6 A
(Sevenster et al., 2012, 2013, 2014), 31k T Ebr I
X PE B e B DGR FUG L2 5% . B i COUE B 2R E
A Y PE &0 LI IF SR iICAZ B IL R, f4E TD.
22 FL Y PE \US ¥R $X ) PE % (Chen et al., 2020;
Diaz-Mataix et al., 2013; Li et al., 2019; Li et al.,
2017; Sevenster et al., 2013, 2014), PE F/EHEN

MYl rh R R TRMR SIS, IR
1. BRRMEICIZSE A RCAZ AL 15 3 50k,
MBI Ay o — i 12 T o A% A s el g3
(Fernandez, Bavassi, et al., 2016; Forcato et al., 2007)
(Das et al., 2018; Sinclair & Barense, 2019), #2%
> YR B LA BT S AR R AR S Ty, 23
A A B E BRI T, et
ZEIUHY R fih AT IR PE LR AR A O HDIRES, A2 A3
MR S 2 oo Z RN &R A Y BT S R
I H 5 AR SE ARG . B AR A R SR e,
P2 TC Y 5 fih AT BBV A BE B K, AR BT YR 5
DA Kt BRI 28 0 2 [R] I 25 5 B2 (A8 Ak, 31X — 1% BR
AR T ZH 3 B A BE S PR E oK
(Diaz-Mataix et al., 2013),

Sevenster 4E ATE 2013 4515 Jef & nl LAf
TR BRE D KICIC LI, 7EiX—#F5E T, PE
B SR R > 15 [ BORT R B B N 45 (R DL L,
TEE I B 53 5 UC T A4S R (no PE). IEMETH
W41 (Positive PE), i PETIU 1% (Negative PE)
SRR U E R (no PE)JER ICIZAR
By B PR B CS-US DLl R /G AT, By
BB Ol —3K o FEF FH 0154 (propranolol)
SRUIESE AR 2] TICICFRYLIE, 4558 K P4 PE
HHERZ T TICAC YL, TJE PE A10BA A
FILIE (Sevenster et al., 2013), A itk — 546 46 Tt 1)
FERTEICACHFILIE A FE T, WF58 5 ATl T AN [+
) PE ;2L JrAFE RE B b 47 % %¢. Diaz-
Mataix % AfHH TD #ATHE A =Kici
W ) R AT & 0 1) 22 5+ (Diaz-Mataix et al.,
2013), AP TD ZH AT i i 42 B IR i T 2%
R %, TMiJC TD A B A R R ], AT e
BT (I Do) e 1 ) T30 8 152 I sl T A2 P L ) o
B

FERT AR B3l [, FRATE RE JErh i
FH A5 RO A T S P2, BE T IR
Ttk PE 74L& 2 AICAZ P liS iC A2 i ROR (M
45, 2018), LARXFLE T H2HUB B CS T 74 (CS
novelty)Fl CS-US #1514 (PEYZE I i3 iCAZ R UL
[ F B XL et al., 2019), 455 &3, P PE,
fte PE 7EJT IR FRULIE R bR 2 A1 2 — 2
i, SEhR IR US RTFEUNT A US, #al L
SlEARE BRI CS-US B4R oR; AU
CS Hr 5 EA R LUIF RS2 UL, CS-US Bt
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B0 B R SR VTR T2 A N P T A DG R R RN
WA
222 TRHISEIRAI = (degree) R E T i 17 BE & i

AFRERE

PE REZRLE R FE 0 A N &R, ti2idie
WA ILE A LB A o SR AN IS R A2
TR 22 SR MSR AT, e BRI BV E TR RE
EMLERE TATRSIR _HEZ —, &M
[a]33 F#(limbo state) (Faliagkas et al., 2018), KAl
A& PE BICAZEREBER B R IR, B —A4>
KA IS, WFFTEERMA, PE X+ P00 B fil & s
TOEARTEA 5% RIS PE IENLT, fig
S G kidfe Lfa e, ©W & E PE W&
(degree) ) [A] /81, Sevenster Al Kindt %5 A FIAF5EH,
HR4E PE B AR T =Fic 82 B A
% PE IY#£H(no PE). 7% 514> PE (Y4 M (single
PE). fU % £ & PE (Y H(multiple PE), #75HXF
THIGICAZFHIFE RO 855 &M, T PE fil%
& OPE &MT, B RABEMK P AHEE K
HAEHRA PE RIEMHT, ALARELE L
(Sevenster et al., 2014), %5 B X PE (W E/E
R ICA R AR AR i A ILE R EZE R Z L
o, MELMRAEGEER K., RIT#H L%
X—E Y T HEER AT 8 T, 4557 A
)T U — A R (B 55, 2018). IT4FEk,
ERRBPEICAZ FEA R A E WA 86 R
By Jr AL PE, U8 T —E 7 JE(Pine et al,
2018), 1H HETE SRR AR5, PE 1k
1545 B A R 1) 43 282 18 b o R DA LB 7
SR, MBI B L 5 2 A A5 1R AR 10 I TR
AR AR, WO ISR i R Y AR A
223 BIZEBEMETHHRRENESRHKAIZIZ

EERX

AR, AP iR i B BC I I Y
PR RS A AR, MR g2t [H
FMACAZ IR AR, BEIICIZA & ARtz
TR SR BGH FHAE HAE B EAR B 0GHE . PR
5 A28 AR MRS A TR AR 4%
5% R RO AR AR R ML, IR AT L A gk 5
yual . WEBRIG RIGIT ik R R YE . PE fF
FAREGH R A, IR I E M T
23 REAZ 8 BE AN RIS [R) 7 3042 4 e T s 22
B PE A9 RICIZ58 BE A R £ xdk

HORAE R EAHERN M, 5 RATHE AR
FARER T AR BE ) 4% 1 M R R A A IC A2 BOE
HRTESTEAFBER PE UGl KICIL LR
FE o WS RE JE5K, 70150 By, (] w]
I (Predictable) 4 H 7 1 90 B %) 22 57 CS-TT i )
US B¢ A DLE Al 59 2041, F O W7 3038 Y
(Unpredictable) Hi i ) B 2 ## 57 CS-R 7] Fil 4]
US A DUE s s 2R IE 12 (Amadi et al., 2017),
PSRBT B, HEE =AU A PE. £E
PE $£HUFIELIK CS FEFIAS US B ES ] & idiz
FRGEMRR G5 LB, A PE (9 HEEUH
IR AT AR 1k T i CS-US BYEICIZE K, (HARE
BHIE AR AT i CS-US RARICAZIR S, i B4 PE
AN DU 5 R 7 28808 X 2 E PE L
IR CS FEMA US BURIRIN T, L5 AL,
PR 7 ] T RIS I B R, EALHE
Z®E PE 4Pl 7 RVRICIZ Y E A, oot
HACIZ AT e B £ 1) PE A R RRVIE T IZ 1)
FRE o 5 RACICANTR E BTl 2 b PE (1 8L
P FRYECAZ 158 FBF (Chen et al., 2020).

MERA ) —THR S, FIR%E%T PE #
AN TR B RV ECAZ T PR, R R TR AR e
(Glutamatergic neurons)fE i 2 filh 7] Y84 7 i 19
PEH, % T 5 A O T 3 BUS Stk
WO F I FRULIE AT REAE . 4R R B, XF
— i B RMEEZ, B PE HRIUS MR AT
RIZME B KA A PE R IBURBEA R0
TR RECZ, R = KIS A B E
RG0SR A A S A0 AR M S N
S b — KRR T 45 SRR B T PE 1R
NRLZAMAE S M PE T K & 1T REARYE 1012 5%
JER AT AR (BRI 4%, 2021), Hili T
IR IR 5T B4 A T B I U R R B MR e &
FE R BT E—NE R PE, X— il A rEAK
W AR SR E

BZ, T R BRI B 0 A B
PRI AR A RS B 48 ph 2 M T 98 M SE LY 2
AREIRE R B T EEAMEM, R
& CS ZJE MM US KFS/NFEA US, #Al
RIS RAMATE B R ih CS-US BE45iCi2 ok, 1
PE Tl BMAAMER, 5IRMRICIC ERE . THiR
B ERRAS, BT B4 A0 B 7 4R
FE o BT IX LAY, TERT B BN I (Elsey &
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Kindt, 2017), F&A13#E—242 H T #EHGH 5 &1 F0
O A A A AR EA O A T L VR RS, dn
2 FiR .

3 TMHABREDEIBIZEHRDHNME
B

P R EEAE A, TCin Ao
A s PR R R S A — b P A ) o >R A
PE W BL(BRAE 4%, 2020), fFFT&EFEH, AZRSL
U9 L6 F 3o i AR A T RT LI US Tl i
4710 3k JC R (Sevenster et al., 2018), XF US i #in]
et s ——US FWHH, 7TLIME MM PE
HIE BN BIsbRZ — 2 PE VBN —F N e
B, AN WA A IR R M, X —
R fife e IO ST A N 22 2 T AL B 2
SR E AT PE 7EICC I B3 72 vh VR A po 2
Tl AR IE N e Z (B I S0 5§, 2019), F52i4s
HE, PE W= A LS 5 VLR A RIBEE
JAE TR R AR B A 25 5 DL SO R Y 43 F L
TR BT KEMFR R, RS
WAR B T WRAWISE, (EEX T IR 1S4 - E

X — A B w2 AL A o AL R SR AR A,
AR —L R,

31 HWEREESSRHKX

311 &H#

BIABFE R, B CS. US WBTRISER AL
51 1Y) 5 il TR 1 TR AR B AE A A R S A
(lateral nucleus of amygdala, LA)H . 76 AZSF14E A
i 7L 3l W 1) S ARV RN SRR S T R T
A AL AR T A R AR T E . A AT
TR A B s 1] 1 2 A B A FIURE 0 A S 44 L R o
Belova %5 A 2007 4E1EMFL s Wy b AT 5 R B, 7
(=R 2 TT e TR AR 2 2] TR X B A B 2
B M O A L S, T AR R e R U R
2, T H P BEAATEA R A i o0 R, —
N | T mie L U Y T AN RO B B, — 2K
B TXE T AT A 0 R (% B AR ) AR B
(Belova et al., 2007),

H—I 55 E PE MRS, AT
- BRI Z)E, ARk
% Fos A (RN ZI IR c-fos FE[H 1Y ik ™
Yy, 5% R UIAE OQ) AR AE R 5, 3B

Iz

— R ERMLIEZ (<

< >
A HPE
IR < JCPE PEit kK ;@
HAPE
Y

B ko
" | Restabilizaiton

ERaxE

Destabilization

IEZFYLE
Reconsolidation \

THBRIEIZ
Disruption

FT ARG T B
/

HIRICHZ

Enhancement

Ul

REGAR < D

iz |
PER&E
(s [« 2PE

HAPE

EraE

Destabilization

Y

{LFREL

K2 $RBUA R R SICIC ARG RIC I R [ A
T - RAEICAZAS B R (AN 58 52) 5 12 A2 8 B 30 53 2 P CAn B 8 ) TP AE S AR I, 7 — JBEoi BERMELEAZ v, 524> PE AT L)
AEICAZ S HEAFFILRE, 100 R HT BUF Bl AT e s s 1l PE S RN 5 IR A o SR 7E o ot BE RMECAZ v, A
A PE Tk A R ICAZ B R ZA8E, BOR IS AR ILIEDIRZS W ZE 19 PE B9 H F TR AR 22 R AR
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AR U 4 O 26 5 A T 18 b i 75 2 ) i — 30
2 CEERN AR 2 nT LAT 5 ) i 2838 & B - 76
T PR B %, 7E A 9 {7 4% (central nucleus
of the amygdala, CN)- £l 2] Fos & [ 54,
TE — B4 K I 3 7 3 R S A {~ 4% (basolateral
amygdala, BLA)T' ) Fos & I ZiA 8. X 3 7R
B PAF X AT RE7E PE MFE PG EA
ATAE i (Bucci & Macleod, 2007).

312 [ESMUEKERE X R(VIPAG)

VITERF SR B, K8 A BUKBU(PAG) 2 5
THEBES TR SR, EMaiEsi S PE MK
/N —EL(Roy et al., 2014), Feilr XA W5 il AT
Frig ) 100 485 1% (SPE) %5 2% 1 1AM -5 7K 45 &) il
i (ventrolateral periaqueductal gray, vVIPAG)7EA
B2 MR IK Bl B R AZ R A AE . XK R
WM, ZYEBEG T VIPAG XIS 2T 1)
&35 SPE —HUIF A T /5 2enyRMR101Z . ikl
VIPAG Y454 7T LAl 55 5 2% AN 2 MR e R il
BT R RAE . 2R IRR vIPAG Tl HE R
SPE &AL, JESRMBICAZ T R B A ARG
Z (Walker et al., 2020),

KT vIPAG WITERT S, AFFEEIONAR AT fiE
BRI VTA A5G, P58 & B vIPAG 2 R ik 4 Ayt
s IHTERE S8 VTA, VTAfE R E N shil S
PRAG BN LOCHEIX B, #5525k 0 vIPAG 1Y y-F A
T PR (y-aminobutyric acid, GABA)E 4+ 2 FR i 5 fiy
A, PRI A PE RS, -5 RITH
7 (Waung et al., 2019),

313 &5

ET DA CICRBGT B EZEEN, HE
CIC PR ILE h A TE DI RE 2 B OCTE . 76— 2L At
FER AL A HAE 55 1 Y B sl b i R 45 1242
By Ak G 5E H, UEPH T S/ E FH(Duncan et al.,
2009; Kumaran & Maguire, 2006; Long et al.,
2016). X T APHERME i CS BBUR US 1Y
e O ok 1 B M TR AR IR I A 215 5, BN TR
FEALH5 1 D (Spoormaker et al., 2011),

BER Bt T e HLE I E ST, e YT s)
Pyl FD G AL HE AR, AT LUK B b 4T T 33070 8k
SO RE B 1 D b 2 TSR 9T A R SR b
VR . PR E DGR BOR B BOE G S
A IR 9] (dentate gyrus, DG)FI CA1 X3, 7E/NE
Hh Rl T b 7 ST R R A ) T R M RLMELE 42 (Ramirez

etal., 2013), B LIS HEIFE . AR
ARGt T B, WHoe# & Bl o 58 K= Z 1)
FETE R ORI, DU S 2 o0 | e iy i 12 2 X
S YUCRT LS 3 0 3 e J2 4 28 TE SR VR (Cowansage
et al., 2014), ULHATEIC ISR BT R ih g 25 FHT Bz
FERASCEHAEN . MR EHEN, 5 S7EA B S
L B R T A R b A JE AR R I A
CA3 DX A U AS RIFfrik 8] CA1 X FIR A BT B
J2 AT B A A HEA T LR, R T TE W AR DL
Jic. (match) F1 A PE i (mismatch) #9155 (Vinogradova,
2001), 1M/ # e PE,

BB Ay, 1 S TEICIC 4 ORITE 2 il
BRI A S, NS -RR N EAE R
TEICAZFE IR T o 7 b 2 BUA AR 1Y, i@ PE
PIPEHT, A& 2 200 B AE DR E 210 1L $ A 2 131
IR o SRS Y T 4R T O E
(Barron et al., 2020),

3.1.4 HIEMER

B A I J2 J (prefrontal cortex, PFC)TERME D
FCIN T IR 28y VEOE T O, BT BT AN
R IX 25T 2 0122945 . JLE. HRE &4
WrBt. {H PFC TEAZ GEiH IR A4 BOH R 1 F Hh g 7F
FAAAAE 2 25 5 o —T0L LA (] 1) B0 45 5% (TD)
SRR A MR BFFE B, ol T 45 R Bk
T3 7 PE {55 5 18 NI ETR M (ventromedial
prefrontal cortex, vmPFC)., ¥4MUFj4fiH-(dorsolateral
prefrontal cortex, dIPFC), Z=MIHE [F](left orbitofrontal
cortex, LOFC)%F 1) ## 1 A1 3¢ (Spoormaker et al.,
2011), TifE RE #530, fim AT Al
TR RAICIZHEE R MR R R, fEidiZE2
BB ] PE #EATIRHEL, WEE N T 25 HYH
RSB E PE S I T 18 o A 00 ik s 5
K25, BRI T 0y B i AR b 1
T [8l (inferior temporal gyrus, IT)F17 &Ml Fg%i
(dIPFC) i X A9 #4005, FF B W /> T dIPFC-ACC
(anterior cingulate cortex) . IT-dIPFC [ T REIE 45 (Li
etal., 2019). Il Z {73 — TR ABHERIN PE (1 A2
RO IZIRBUNIE fMRI BF5T, W52 2 BUN R
IR T 1B A LR DX 0 2 i & 3 20 1 IR
T (vimPFC) 2 5 (Schiller et al., 2013), 7Ei%
5T R R B Oy > CS ANIRRE US, 1&8A Bk
4% PE, {HER TAERERY US $k, sl iy —fh
B i) PE. WL, AiA R JE S HOEIXAE PE JF
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Ja FFYLE i T EE A A, B E AT AR
b, FR BB RIS IR i — K48 .

FETIRATAE G AT R R0 i A2 T R A
KRR MBS ZF AW R, AT TR
B S50 B AH O DX AE NS T 485152 K 3 1012 T A i
TR 1E AR 3),
32 WEHHHZEAT

£ Fh 1 2233 5 (neurotransmitter) 5 PE AY4E
HEHVIRW, ETHRN¥IZIMAERSE D
FE M T E B, W REENRES
ULhkfE. Z Ui IoH T AN AR B
R0 RN, MU SiC e E# LR ER
o TZ W SAEIEYE PE AT FHZ, fE7E PE
M N A A, UUKAES M PE GO . Fl
il VTA F1i 2 DHFE MR, 4 BLA
Hxt PE IS AN 7R (Schultz, 2016).

AR R IR, T2 CE R T 23X 3
A1 L1 IR 2 FORNBAE R R =Z A, 2 X kT
W AN I AT IR, DT FE 2R i Z TH BR Y
RS LA S LAt Ry Al 1) % B 7 s et AR T &
# )3 78 (Hernandez et al., 2018),Papalini il Beckers
FN(2020) 2, PE ST A iy v g 22 T e i 2%
PRICIZ IR MR 0, M ArF AL 047 2 J2 18 A i
RIGIF AT LAy =25 . ()FE 45 5 04 6 1 ofl
(USSR 51 PE £ P 1l 20 4R 1 i K B 4%
(nucleus accumbens, NAcc) /VTA X i85] & £ [k
BABE; (2)1% DA {55 WK B8 19 % 2 ic 2™, X —
AR AEFEEYW & D2R (G EAMBKZEG

CSHIHi 1

CS-USK %

] CS-US&CS ||
oL mse |

@; ==
e ) i |

Fsh) || ) i |
= e IrTT AR
1 | R TH ! | Disruption

protein-coupled receptor, GPCR)H'f¥) D2 253Z1K)
N FHZENEREE S DA DA ki 14 S 21) iy 45 - 5z
i, —J5 MAE vmPFC S X g i P T, 53
— 7 TH W] BE7E MU Hi 451 (1ateral prefrontal cortex,
IPFC) S U B 1C 2 M $2 B, X — T B 7T R ¥ I
T PFC Fliff D) DIR (GPCR Y D1 232 1K) 4
S Z U S . G)E T AR b, ik
— I T 22 UL AR T 10 1Y) 22 R 4 VR AE R HE 1
IR RN PR B BT R AR AR H] (Papalini et al.,
2020).,

Btz Ab, %8R (glutamate, Glu)fi 4 i
7E PE JT i3 #H LI i B 59 45 F(ELAS SR T o 75 2006
HERA BT B TE MU ICIZ T, PE SRR DA
F Glu 1] BERE[RI AR (corelease), FRM Glu-DA
L [FfZ i (Glu-DA co-transmission) (Lapish et al.,
2006), PRI D 4 22 338 5T AT B 3R AR T PE
HVER, H2 BRI 5y mir o ez . —Jor
1, 7SR AEAE IS KA i 1 rp I O 4 ok
EZEAEEE R, TR ERY, D2 ®
LRaE, BT —Fh s M 0 f &0 li——Glu
I BS T U7 /&R NMDA(N-H 56-D- R4 Z R, N-methyl-
D-aspartate) ¥ GluN2B M &; JLHZ
GIuN2B/GIuN2A [ L], i T RUECIZRER i
AN E R A (Milton et al., 2013; Shipton &
Paulsen, 2014), L —IHFoE & B, 1ER2VHIC
5 A R BLA H GluN2B /K, Al LI &
JEAS i T i S BN AP R ILE T B iC 14 (de
Solis et al., 2019). T HHEJ PE 5 kKici  EFaE

————————————————

v mmil ! | Competition

________________

————————————————

i PECEUEBA;
PFC-ACC

3 AT BE BT B AR S DXL B B e 3R Sl 12 B AR v iR

TE AR BGH A A 0 b, BEEUY BOR TATAE CS-US 26 FR BT 5 M i A LI A 0 B2 0, A CS M3 S M 5 | &5 iy
TR o TR A 2 RO A% S0 T 2R 5 48 RO 2R 78 O i X b A S 25 ), A v A L A R BT G G R T A i A e
(dIPFC)IX 3, FEIUH R i R dIPFC RIS 8] (09 0 25 BEAIR, [RIR dIPFC 5 iy [ml 45 il X (4 B BT 45 35 T R o AH
LG IR R b dIPFC A 80
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(473 FHLHIA SRR, P A e S BIE 5 rh B ATl
DA AT F 0 22 PRt S5 45 IR RE A DA C o

4 FHEREDEICIZEFFHRPH
REEEETTE

41 ETHHBHRITEREMNEUHAR

LRGSCETIR, I AR S TR A R A 0 L
TRV RIS 0 2 B R 2 — 2 DA M B A,
M PE A8 H] PE A IEH], BFEE AN
4ifk; F PE AL BTz S — A 2 N
B, RATINH, BT RBP4 R TS8R Y & (LA
FEAT LB S LR 77 1 BT

(HHEAbIE 2RI 54k PE FHCIZTEHT E R
MBS - Pine % N1 S e BRdMac e i (i <2 T
A2 1) BB~ 5 DI - R B, AT A
BARZEHER T SCRIE X W PE & IR shidi2
FH I HLEI (Pine et al., 2018), FATIN N, BRI
T PE #RH\ AN AL AT LAAE %8 B PE 1212 A A R
e, EARRZEE EF % PE & 5RMEIC
TR KRR

(2)Bh B ok b A SE AL OB 9T . il
A FERAE  3 S40E 1 BB R 2 ———LT ok
TTHERAEAL, 15 B OB 25 015 5 A K £
SRR E U & E A E M E W (high
confidence false alarm), W 5T 12 A A1 & HUAE 1=
9155 2 8T (belief update) A, BT T PE.
R ARG SRR, M AL f
LG HE(Schmack et al., 2021), B RS MR AR Y
W) PE A, WXt AZSEUEICIZ T PE iy fk
BASERR,

G T 5 2 S LS AR T 5 . T AE Ok
TE 2 3] GRS I B B, L AR S T fig
T R M BT 2 S BLA . Osan 48 A7E 2011
AE AR T JEAS DETE P 12 T2 P IR 1 R 7 2R 1)
ZE W ANy, i 70 %% >J (Hebbian learning);™
S ik, TP R R B AR AL, PR
i SRR T R fMAE . IR AE S 51E12
R IR 30 A R RIS, A 10 12 23 T 58 Ml A
i TR B N RS BT VALY HE BT R TE 2N
[m), Tl AR 3 e AR I8 ST XL . 1812
JLE R, D b #0248 5 AR 5 (S5 IR iR s =X
AHABME R 58 4 A0 R AN B2 5] & i R 212 2 (8]
W22 S al R, DL RS R A AR (Osan et al.,

2011), #EMMi#EH T PE MIHRRIT X — BTG
BT S5 AP B S, T DA BINAT 45
AT A A5 X 31 5 2% 1 61 S92 6 M ) S R T R
(Radiske et al., 2017),

BRI M A SR B 53 A 2 3k = A O T B 9T 3
i, TERMRCIC UL EAEZR T PE TSR
W, #57E PE FIHCAZIH BRSO 8 1 1 G R, DA
TITEXS HAE FH Y BEAS B
42 REVHERSHMORAEZHNZEER

VSEEES o

T SE R AE Ry SR IG5, FCACAS B fE
PEAFTEAR 52 (8] 2), H S FTAF 5T A W ek
WIFEAMEE AT, JoHR AT SR BGa A
ECALA B FR M (A5 B2 ) 45 & A 90 2 oK R 1
B —ASEE )y, T BT PE AR FIALE A
LA Z G I PR 8 B T

XWERE, B TR TS H
8RR, 10T T B R Z AN 250 — > [A)
LR e 2 AH R Y A AR AR, B AT M A AF e
HIERE X R B —A0] LA MRS 123 A B ILE Y
febr . LATUAS R 0, T H2iICZ 2 REn
AR FE AT A, TR A B B AR 4 AR A
T RSB AR XE R W R 2 R L T PE M
HKIN o FFRYLIE 8 b5 4 i 2 AL B AT A 85
fiFF 5% 3 5 B X — B Bt 19 77 #E (Miller & Matzel,
2006), fBATTIA R iC A2 FRILE A 2 X F S 45 SR 1
ME— R, HL R B AL g IS 12 g i n T3
WL LU RS g R, B T X T4 Fhic 42258
FEYLE 0 R B e Y 2ib i, ATV L2 T
LI B B 2 WA TE 1Y, (B AT 5 Sk SR K T LA
FRAERY S IEDR, (045 PE RYUAHI 6
43 ZEAREBERZUEILIZENESHNIEA

HISCEREE T AR B EMZ RN ER, £
IS TR R A 3 (B’ 1), PE
Ve —F i 5 AR R, HE S TAT M a RS
TTNMRAR L, Wi —EBHRHEELE CS M
P (stimulus salience) /5 5] T 2 i 3#4 £ §) & 7 o il
WA B 0055 S PEFURE 25 SR IR 25 1 PE 7EH X
THE R P e A A X, —3 5532 21
eI Y& R LYK = TR ap AR E B 1B i
PEAE, NG LAESE

BINARTE R WY, R R i ) AR A 25 3
5% DA, AR LIS DA B, DA G5
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AL ERC G MR AL Y A AT 3 J1 P (Schultz, 2016)
B2t TR B 2 M i B RS, T
Z 1% 5 F IR ZE (Norepinephrine, NE)LL & 513
W) S, PRI MG A 2% i BT T g AR 7 A B e (L
ctal., 2017). YR Y LA E N PE W LE i 12 3
PE A EREMRURAR L, AL LRI, i
TEM MU 2 0, A BFSE K I ik SCRAR 1 A 5]
WX DA {5 30 S A [R) S A0 i 25 . SOk
A& (ventral striatum, VS)F= BN T2 5 il (reward
expectation), 1M ZCRIA R TR (tail of striatum, TS)F
BN T 058 M (perceptual expectation) (Schmack
etal., 2021) X EEWFFTIEI, AN 2SR & PR AL
AR AT RE S AN WY, S0 7 AT AR D5 . A
AR AR TE B —A> DG m 2 A AL 1 X AR
BRI S IR TR 52 ) S ML

44 WHERERAPNNMEERSFR

40 i 15 BIK 2y 22 AR BT A4 4 I TT BEAF T
AMA2E S, SR BRI R L = fEM A
225, I PR AN AR I R i 22 5 R AR ) —
X, HuERFEARELT HE:

e, 5w AR REAEAE PE (55 TRk
WEFE R, I PRAMAR Bl B R R SR Bl 7 5t
feoe o] BA B 2 e, (AR 5 R AU
AR S5 R I BRI A % . W TR Ik
TR 25 5, (AIARRAA SR Tk PE, fitk
PE [LIEME PE SERESY SR AR 5042, MiHEMARHE
XA BRI IE #E PE (Rouhani & Niv, 2019), Yaple
I Yu 5 NBIRFFEAR A B, 7RG P 43 SLAE R AT i
AHREHAELE PE TS0, X 2R IG R HHRTE PE
4 1 DX AR 5 A7 TE IS 0 (8] X0 3l ) — Sk,
TAEfE R R 5 X — &40 (Yaple et al., 2021).

HoR, R PR BN TR, PRk
SEAWABAE A% O R AIE, 502 ) 250 n 2%
AT 1Y A AL 2 —, b L T I 2
RESC I  HIARAE &2 38 1 3P PE i 2 /N TR
N, TEERC X TR RE A A 5 A 4 T g 5
NG TERIZRIE R, WHSEE I, TS R R
WRGENRES S TR BB 19 TE i 7 (Beckers
& Kindt, 2017), BT, #—25 58 & X AR LE 2
BN T 3) B B A% 14 A A SR O AR AE 132 7 A
1677 (Admon & Pizzagalli, 2015), 7E AR 7B Xt
AL INARAE LE A I R X AT PE DI RERYBISR .

BeAh, i R BIRS 1E H N HEAR L IE A7 7RG

PERAS G PERE 5| & RS . L PTSD
S, AETC I N B R R A B T T i T
o, AL TR AR AS . TR ) S v e A2 R
FEM A %A%, H129 PR #0E AR ICAC I RCR . 78
TABIE 1) Sl PR A S WG v BIUE S, TR )2
WIURAIAR KA 05 W fak & P28, 0 1k T 1T LA
T Sk 220 Bl A, A I A 2 2 T i 22
T, A AR B B Y SO R, X AL
-t 1T RS AT B H o AU A A 0 R I
FUGHIH AR AL B 2123558 B4 (Dillon & Pizzagalli,
2018).

DRI, A fe o7 8 Ik R B3 R E 5 AR £ L
BAFSE, DA KAEBEGE hig RDRS i A AH DG 1812
PR, 2 8 S — e Ak B R B, A
REAH A5 SE R 2T 9 55188 T 4r A9 I PR A 1) 7 o
45 FERASZMFEIRE PE EiCIZEFHPIER

H#E5 5 FHHE

T A () AT IR, TR R 1R B 2 A gy
THRACAC R ILIE 7 A 5 i 284 BRAIL 2 8
FER? 3R] LS S 15 7 T [P PE AR B 1 il 22
55, PEAEH M RALE . X EEE, A CS
PRICFE 5| K P I T RN A 5] & D [ =2 TR A of 0ok
AP A, PE MAE A 3 2B AE 55 A 1) [
e 11 I 1O 11 B S S a8 DA O O v i
T BN T ) A 8 B T2 =X A
FOREE, FILSHBUIAMEH PE /ERMLE M
VBT L AR OCHE . AR NIBU TN E A2
RS AR USRS TR ICAC LR i R A ML

i AE ST FALE] 1, 22t 208 e 1012
FROE I BROEE T EEMNEM, B DA LS,
WALFE NE, ZBEEHBH(Acetylcholine, Ach), Fi¥t
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The function and mechanisms of prediction error in updating fear memories
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Abstract: According to the error-driven learning theory, the mismatch between expected outcome of
behavior and actual result, known as “Prediction error” or PE, is the driving factor of new learning.
Prediction error differs from other types of salience, such as physical salience, surprise, or novelty, in terms
of distinct periods of information processing, as well as in its relationship with memory updating. The
reconsolidation interference paradigm has been shown to be effective in neutralizing conditioned fear
memory in humans, where the prediction error involved in memory reactivation is required to reactivate
memory for reconsolidation. In the behavioral mechanisms of PE in promoting fear memory updating, it is
found that PE is a necessary but not sufficient condition of memory destabilization. Memory reactivation
must include appropriate degree of PE; however, properties of the memory must be taken into account when
determining the fate of memory following reactivation, which could be destabilization, extinction or limbo.
In the neural mechanism of PE in fear memory updating, amygdala, periaqueductal gray (PAG) and
hippocampus are found to play an important part in PE detection and computation. The prefrontal cortex
(PFC) and its subregions play a crucial role in the process of PE-initiated memory reconsolidation.
Furthermore, some essential neurotransmitters in the nervous system are involved in this process, notably

dopamine and glutamate. In the future, quantitative investigations based on statistical calculation models of



850 L R 2 g B %308

PE need to be conducted to explore the interactions between PE and other boundary conditions on memory
reconsolidation. The role of different types of salience in memory reconsolidation is also worth investigating.
In addition, individual difference in PE’s role in updating fear memories must be taken into account to
facilitate clinical translations. In both basic research and therapeutic intervention attempts, we feel that
multidisciplinary techniques and procedures are essential for elucidating the processes underlying the
involvement of PE in fear memory reconsolidation and updating.

Key words: prediction error, fear conditioning, memory updating, reconsolidation, reconsolidation interference

paradigm





