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Abstract

The study explores whether Large Language
Models (LLMs) exhibit negation-induced for-
getting (NIF), a cognitive phenomenon ob-
served in humans where negating incorrect at-
tributes of an object or event leads to dimin-
ished recall of this object or event compared to
affirming correct attributes (Mayo et al., 2014;
Zang et al., 2023). We adapted Zang et al.
(2023) experimental framework to test this ef-
fect in ChatGPT-3.5, GPT-4o mini and Llama3-
70b-instruct. Our results show that ChatGPT-
3.5 exhibits NIF, with negated information be-
ing less likely to be recalled than affirmed in-
formation. GPT-4o-mini showed a marginally
significant NIF effect, while LLaMA-3-70B did
not exhibit NIF. The findings provide initial ev-
idence of negation-induced forgetting in some
LLMs, suggesting that similar cognitive biases
may emerge in these models. This work is a pre-
liminary step in understanding how memory-
related phenomena manifest in LLMs.

1 Introduction

Recent advances in Natural Language Processing
(NLP) and the widespread application of Large
Language Models (LLMs), such as ChatGPT, have
sparked increasing interest in understanding how
these models process and retain information. A
common research approach is to compare the lin-
guistic and cognitive abilities of LLMs with those
of human participants (e.g. Lampinen et al., 2024;
Binz and Schulz, 2023; Cai et al., 2023; Hu et al.,
2022). Such comparative studies not only deepen
our understanding of LLMs but also inform broader
debates on human language processing, includ-
ing memory and learning mechanisms (Chang and
Bergen, 2022; Warstadt and Bowman, 2022).

One cognitive bias relevant to humans is
negation-induced forgetting (NIF), in which negat-
ing incorrect information leads to greater mem-
ory impairment than affirming correct information.

Mayo et al. (2014) first demonstrated this effect
in human studies, showing that participants were
more likely to forget details after negating incor-
rect attributes compared to affirming true ones. For
example, when participants were asked whether
someone had drunk red wine after witnessing them
drink white wine, those who correctly responded
"No" were more likely to forget that wine was con-
sumed at all, compared to those who correctly re-
sponded "Yes" after being asked whether someone
had drunk white wine. This suggests that negation
disrupts memory consolidation, making it more
difficult to retrieve information later. Zang et al.
(2023) extended this research by reducing associa-
tive interference and confirming that NIF persists
even under controlled conditions. Their study in-
volved a verification task, where participants an-
swered yes/no questions about a story, followed by
a free recall task. The key finding was that informa-
tion from negated statements was less likely to be
recalled than information from affirmed statements,
supporting the NIF effect.

Whether LLMs replicate human cognitive bi-
ases—such as NIF—remains an open question.
Prior studies suggest that LLMs exhibit well-
known cognitive heuristics, such as the anchoring
effect and framing effect, even though these biases
are typically associated with human cognition (e.g.
Nguyen, 2024; Suri et al., 2024; Schubert et al.,
2024). If LLMs also exhibit NIF, this could indicate
that memory biases can potentially emerge from
their training routine, without the need to explicitly
integrate human-like reasoning mechanisms and
controlled processes such as active inhibition.

By adapting Zang et al.’s methodology and com-
paring the performance of different conversational
AI models to human results, this study contributes
to ongoing debates about whether LLMs replicate
human cognitive biases and how memory-related
phenomena are encoded in large-scale language
models. Understanding whether NIF occurs in
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LLMs can inform both theoretical models of lin-
guistic cognition and practical considerations for
AI deployment.

If LLMs display negation-induced forgetting ef-
fects, this may be attributed to inherent characteris-
tics of LLMs, such as the attention mechanisms in
the transformer architecture, which might distribute
focus differently for information appearing in the
context of negation, reducing its prominence in
subsequent processing. Additionally, the statistical
patterns learned during training could inherently
weight negated information differently, leading to
apparent "forgetting".

2 Pilot

We collected preliminary data in a pilot study con-
ducted in the context of a psychology course at the
University of Tuebingen.

2.1 Participants
The original sample comprised 40 ChatGPT-3.5
conversations, accessed via OpenAI. Each chat was
treated as a participant.

2.2 Materials
The experimental setup and materials were adapted
from Zang et al. (2023). We used their short story
about two university students, Montse and Jordi.
The story consisted of 62 sentences, of which 44
were experimental sentences, 8 were fillers and the
remaining 10 were baseline sentences. Experimen-
tal sentences were verified, filler sentences were
sometimes verified but were not included in the
analysis, baseline sentences were not verified but
served as control condition (see below for more
details on the procedure). The story was presented
in either one of two forms, counterbalancing the
polarity of the verified sentences.

2.3 Procedure
The chats were treated as human participants. They
were introduced with the prompt: “In the following,
we would like to conduct a psychological experi-
ment with you. Please read and follow the instruc-
tions below”. Before the experiment, they were
informed that they would read a story about two
university students and subsequently answer ques-
tions about it. The experiment consisted of four
phases:

• Study Phase: the chat was presented with
the short story about two university students

Study Phase (excerpt)
[...] Montse is a psychology student.
Montse has a cheerful character.[...]
Jordi is an informatics student.
Jordi has a confident character.[...]
After lunch, Montse and Jordi go to a workshop.
Experimental Affirmed Sentence
The person who is a psychology student is Montse.
Correct answer: Yes.
Experimental Negated Sentence
The person who is an informatics student is Montse.
Correct answer: No.
Baseline Sentence
Montse has a cheerful character.
Filler Sentence
After lunch, Montse and Jordi go to a workshop.
Correct answer: Yes.

Table 1: Example items - This is a demonstrative ex-
ample: Experimental sentences are presented during
the verification phase and can have affirmative or neg-
ative answers. Some filler sentences also appear in the
verification phase, but they are not considered in the
analysis. Baseline sentences are not verified and serve
as the baseline condition for comparison with verified
sentences.

presented from a third-person perspective.

• Verification Task: the chat was asked to de-
cide whether each of the 22 presented state-
ments accurately reflected the events in the
story. The chat was asked to respond with
either “Yes” or “No” to each statement. Only
experimental and filler sentences were veri-
fied.

• Filler Task (Optional): If a filler task was in-
cluded, the chat completed a Python coding
task. In the no-filler condition, the free recall
task followed immediately after the verifica-
tion task.

• Free Recall Task the chat was asked to recall
as much as possible from the story.

Chat runs were randomly assigned either to the
filler (N = 18) or to the no-filler (N = 19) condi-
tion.

2.4 Results
2.4.1 Verification Task
We first assessed the accuracy of responses in the
verification task for both the affirmative and neg-
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ative conditions. Responses were hand-coded by
four coders, each coding 10 chats. Randomly as-
signed parts of the coding were cross-checked for
consistency.

A binomial generalized linear mixed-effects
model (GLMM) was fitted to predict task accu-
racy with polarity, filler task, and their interaction
as fixed effects. The model included subject and
sentence number as random intercepts. A Type
III Wald chi-square test was conducted to assess
the significance of the fixed effects. There was a
significant main effect of polarity, χ2(1) = 5.85,
p = .016, indicating that polarity influenced task
accuracy. However, the main effect of filler task
was not significant, χ2(1) = 0.48, p = .49, nor
was the interaction between polarity and filler task,
χ2(1) = 0.01, p = .91. Interestingly, accuracy
was higher for negative (M = 83%, SD = 7%)
compared to affirmative (M = 75%, SD = 13%)
responses, which contrasts with the findings of
Zang et al. (2023), where accuracy was similar
across both response types (affirmative: M =
86.9%, SD = 8.7%; negative: M = 85.3%,
SD = 9.6%; t(34) = 0.91, p = .37).

2.4.2 Free Recall
For the free recall task, each chat’s response was
evaluated by comparing it to the original story.
Each sentence from the story was split into com-
ponents (character, verb, object), with a point
assigned for each correctly recalled component
(range: 0-3 points per sentence). These points were
then used to calculate the proportion of memory
failure for each participant and condition. This cod-
ing procedure followed the one used in Zang et al.
(2023). Only correct verification responses were
included in the analysis. Following this criterion,
8.6% of the observations were excluded.

A linear mixed-effects model was fitted to the
data. The model included filler task, polarity,
and their interaction as fixed effects, with subject
and sentence number as random intercepts. The
ANOVA table shows a significant main effect of
polarity on memory failure, F (1, 647) = 4.64,
p = .03, but no significant effect of filler task,
F (1, 39) = 1.49, p = .23, and no significant inter-
action between filler task and polarity, F (1, 641) =
0.65, p = .42.

Another model testing the effect of verification
(baseline vs. experimental) on memory failure
reveals no significant main effect of filler task,
F (1, 40) = 0.81, p = .37, or sentence condition,

Figure 1: Negation-induced forgetting effect in Zang
et al. (2023)’s Experiments 1 and 2.

Figure 2: Pilot - Negation-induced forgetting effect in
the filler (left) and in the no-filler (right) conditions.

F (1, 52) = 1.61, p = .21. The interaction be-
tween filler task and sentence condition was also
non-significant, F (1, 1889) = 0.39, p = .53.

Overall, the results support the hypothesis that
ChatGPT-3.5 exhibits negation-induced forgetting
effects. This effect was not influenced by the pres-
ence or absence of a filler task between the verifi-
cation and free recall tasks (see Figure 2).

3 Main Experiments

The pilot study was used to run a power analy-
sis. At least 80 test runs were necessary to reli-
ably detect a main effect of polarity (80% power)
of the magnitude of the one found in the pilot
study. We decided to run 100 tests per experiment.
These larger experiments involved GPT-4o-mini
and LlaMA-3-70B and were pre-registered on OSF.
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3.1 Materials and Procedure

Materials and procedure were the same as in the
pilot, except for the following changes. Two ver-
sions of the story were created, differing only in
the attribution of a key fact to one of the protag-
onists within a semantic pair. Each version was
further presented in two counterbalanced forms, re-
versing the polarity of the verified sentences. The
distraction task was always present and consisted
in writing html code to implement the homepage
of an online personal finance tracker.

3.2 GPT-4o-mini

3.2.1 Verification Task
A binomial linear mixed model (GLMM) was used
to examine the effect of Polarity on answer cor-
rectness in the verification task. The final model
included the fixed effect of Polarity and random in-
tercepts for both Subject and Item. The main effect
of Polarity on the likelihood of correctness was not
statistically significant (β = 0.872, p = .11). In
general, accuracy was much higher than in the pilot
study (aff: M = 93%, SD = 7%; neg: M = 95%,
SD = 5%).

3.2.2 Free Recall
The chat was interrogated through the OpenAI API.
In general, the failures in memory are much less
than those of ChatGPT-3.5 (see Figure 3). A linear
mixed-effects model was fitted to examine the ef-
fect of polarity on failure rate, with Polarity as a
fixed effect and Subject and Item as random effects,
allowing for by-subject random slopes for Polarity.
The effect of Negative Polarity was marginally sig-
nificant (β = 0.011, p = .058), suggesting a trend
toward higher failure rates for negative polarity
sentences.

A second linear mixed-effects model was fitted
to compare the Experimental Condition with a base-
line, including Subject as a random intercept. The
effect of the Experimental Condition was not signif-
icant (β = 0.012, p = .092), indicating no strong
evidence of a difference in failure rates between
baseline and experimental conditions.

3.3 LlaMA-3-70B

3.3.1 Verification Task
A binomial linear mixed model (GLMM) was used
to examine the effect of Polarity on answer cor-
rectness, with random intercepts for Subject and
Item. There was no significant effect of Polarity

Figure 3: GPT-4o-mini - Mean failure in memory
per condition ± standard error. The negation induced
forgetting effect is marginally significant.

(β = 0.07, p = .87). The mean accuracies are com-
parable to those of GPT-4o-mini (aff: M = 94%,
SD = 7%; neg: M = 95%, SD = 5%).

3.3.2 Free Recall
LlaMA-3 was accessed through the Replicate API.
The results can be seen in Figure 4. A linear mixed-
effects model was fitted to examine the effect of
Polarity on Free Recall, with Subject and Item as
random intercepts. The analysis reveals no sig-
nificant effect of Polarity (β = 0.001, p = .92),
indicating that polarity did not influence free recall
performance.

The second linear mixed-effects model tested the
effect of Experimental Condition on Free Recall
and including Subject as a random intercept. The
effect of Experimental Condition was significant
(β = 0.044, p < .05), suggesting that recall per-
formance differed between conditions. Baseline
sentences were rememebered worse than verified
sentences.

4 Data Availability

Data and analysis scripts are available on OSF.

5 Discussion and Conclusions

Our study investigated whether Large Language
Models (LLMs) exhibit negation-induced forget-
ting (NIF), a cognitive bias observed in human
memory. By adapting the experimental design of
Zang et al. (2023), we tested this effect in ChatGPT-
3.5, GPT-4o-mini, and LLaMA-3-70B. Our find-
ings suggest that, like humans, LLMs can exhibit
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Figure 4: LlaMA-3-70B - Mean failure in memory
per condition ± standard error. There is no negation-
induced forgetting effect.

NIF, with negated information being less likely to
be recalled than affirmed information.

In our pilot study, ChatGPT-3.5 showed a signifi-
cant main effect of polarity on memory failure, sup-
porting the presence of NIF in LLMs. This effect
persisted regardless of the inclusion of a filler task
between the verification and recall phases, which
was designed to mimic the distraction task used
in human studies. The main experiments with
GPT-4o-mini and LLaMA-3-70B only partially
validated these findings: GPT-4o-mini exhibited
a marginally significant NIF effect, while LLaMA-
3-70B showed no such effect. However, the latter
two models achieved extremely high accuracy with
very low failure rates, suggesting possible ceiling
effects.

Our results align with prior research showing
that LLMs exhibit various cognitive biases. These
biases might arise from the statistical learning
mechanisms inherent in transformer-based archi-
tectures, which prioritize certain linguistic patterns
over others. In the case of NIF, LLMs may allo-
cate lower attention weights to information in the
context of negation during encoding, leading to re-
duced recall accuracy. Further research is needed to
examine how LLMs internally represent negation
and whether these representations parallel human
cognitive models.

The presence of NIF in LLMs has both theo-
retical and practical implications. Theoretically,
our study contributes to ongoing discussions on
whether LLMs replicate human memory biases and
cognitive mechanisms. Our findings suggest that

memory biases can emerge in LLMs, potentially
suggesting the role of attention-based processing in
shaping recall patterns. Practically, these findings
highlight possible risks in AI applications: if LLMs
exhibit NIF, they may selectively forget negated
information, potentially compromising their relia-
bility in tasks that require precise recall of factual
content.

This study serves as an initial step in exploring
NIF in LLMs. Future research should systemati-
cally examine how NIF varies across model sizes,
architectures and training data distributions. Adapt-
ing the paradigm to simpler autoregressive LLMs
could help determine whether even basic next-word
prediction can account for NIF. Additionally, in-
vestigating whether instruction tuning amplifies or
mitigates this effect could offer insights into how
training strategies shape memory biases in LLMs.

In conclusion, our study provides evidence that
LLMs exhibit negation-induced forgetting, mirror-
ing human cognitive biases. These findings ad-
vance our understanding of how LLMs process
negation and recall information, offering valuable
insights for both cognitive science research and AI
model development.

6 Limitations

One obvious limitation of our study is that we
tested proprietary models (ChatGPT-3.5 and GPT-
4o-mini), meaning their underlying architectures
and training data are not fully accessible. The only
open-source model investigated, Llama3, does not
show a NIF effect. This restricts the generalizabil-
ity of findings across different language models,
and largely limits the possibility to later on directly
assess the precise mechanisms that may be con-
tributing to the observed effects, such as attention
weights or training data biases. However, it seems
unlikely that NIF was a desired feature directly
engineered into the model. Future research could
benefit from more transparent and reproducible
models, which would allow for deeper insights into
the underlying processes of negation-induced for-
getting and other cognitive phenomena.

Secondly, the models tested in this study repre-
sent only a small subset of available LLMs, and
their performance may not generalize to other mod-
els, especially those trained on different datasets
or with different architectures. Further research in-
volving a broader range of models will be necessary
to draw more robust conclusions.
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