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Introduction
Classical fear conditioning involves learning an association between a neutral and an aversive stimulus. Through their repeated pairing, the neutral stimulus becomes an indicator for the negative effect (Lovibond & Shanks, 2002). Acquisition refers to the process in which the neutral conditioned stimulus (CS) becomes associated with the aversive unconditioned stimulus (UCS). In contrast, extinction is the opposite process, in which the conditioned stimulus is presented repeatedly without the aversive stimulus, thereby weakening the association between the two.
Fear conditioning may be regarded as an adaptive form of learning, which contributes to survival (Öhman & Mineka, 2001). Nonetheless, occasionally, it may lead to the development of psychological disorders; for example, in cases in which anxious reactivity to a conditioned stimulus continues to exist, even in the absence of an association between the conditioned stimulus and the aversive unconditioned stimulus (Lissek, 2005). 
Several theories have postulated that fear conditioning underlies various anxiety disorders (Mineka, 2008). Anxiety disorders are the most prevalent psychiatric disorders (Kessler, Chiu, Demler, & Walters, 2005), and the most effective treatment for anxiety disorders is exposure (Deacon & Abramowitz, 2004). The goal of exposure is to facilitate extinction – that is, to reduce the conditioned fear response to the feared stimuli (Abramowitz, 2013). Although effective psychological and pharmacological treatments exist for anxiety disorders (Alonso, 2004), most people with anxiety disorders never seek treatment (Wittchen et al., 2010). A possible explanation for these low rates of treatment-seeking is that patients consider confronting feared objects or situations as overly demanding. The lack of treatment-seeking highlights the need for novel interventions.
The inhibitory learning model is a common model used for understanding extinction (Craske, 2014; Blakey & Abramowitz, 2016), yet other mechanisms for reducing fear have also been suggested, such as habituation (i.e., a decrease in the strength of reaction to a certain stimulus following repeated exposure to it) (Craske, 2014). According to the inhibitory learning model, in the process of extinction the association between the conditioned stimulus and the aversive stimulus is not erased, but rather a new association is made, such that the conditioned stimulus may be safe.
In recent years, there has been increasing evidence suggesting that fearful responses can occur even without explicit stimulus presentation (Öhman, 1986, 1993; Dimberg & Öhman, 1996; Öhman et al., 2000a, Raio et al., 2012). One study reported that fearful expressions emerge from suppression into awareness more quickly relative to images of neutral or happy expressions, suggesting that emotional expressions might be unconsciously processed (Yang, Zald, & Blake, 2007). These results are supported by findings that show increased amygdala activation in response to fearful faces compared with happy, masked faces (Whallen, 1998). These findings are further in line with LeDoux’s (1996) suggestion that a direct path exists between the thalamus and the amygdala, such that information may evoke fear, even without activation of the visual cortex.
[bookmark: _Hlk22563345]If learning can occur without an explicit presentation of a stimulus, and fear can be acquired and experimentally evoked outside of awareness, it is plausible that fear could diminish under similar conditions. Although learning without explicit stimulus presentation has been previously demonstrated, the question of whether fear can be reduced without explicit exposure remains largely unknown, as previous literature does not provide a clear picture. Several behavioral studies tested whether subliminal exposure to images of spiders affects one’s willingness to approach a spider among people who are afraid of spiders (Siegel & Weinberger, 2009; 2011). In these studies, participants completed a behavioral avoidance test (BAT) one week after a masked exposure to a spider to examine long-term effects of this form of exposure. They were then presented with images of spiders, either masked or unmasked. Participants in the masked condition were more willing to approach a spider than those who were consciously exposed to pictures of spiders. These findings were replicated with two-week and one-year follow-up measurements (Siegel & Warren, 2013; Siegel & Weinberger, 2012). 
However, these behavioral effects have yet to be corroborated by physiological responses. A recent study measured participants’ skin conductance in response to exposure and concluded that masked exposure is not associated with increased physiological responses in the extinction process (Siegel, 2017). Most importantly, although participants in the masked condition did succeed more in the BAT, no evidence for reduced physiological responses was obtained (Siegel, 2017). Yet the most critical point regarding the above findings refers to the inability to determine if the participants were indeed unaware of the extinction stimuli. In these studies, no online measures of awareness (nor subjective neither objective ones; see Reingold & Merikle, 1988; Sandberg et al., 2010) were taken. Instead, the claim that participants were not aware of the extinction stimuli was based on a preliminary masking experiment, were in which participants were unable to identify the masked images. Of particular interest are recent works opf Kouider (2018) and Koizumi (2016), also showing the potential benefit which relies on unconscious exposure. 	Comment by Sharon Shenhav: 2 small errors caught my eye so fixed them 
In Koizumi’s (2016) study, fear to visual stimuli was acquired through the pairing of stimuli with electrical shocks. Fear was reduced through decoded neurofeedback technology. In Koider’s (2018) study, a conditioning procedure was  conducted, such that a neutral stimulus was paired with electrical shocks, and fear was reduced through a measure of treat related responses.
במחקר של 
Koizumi (2016 ) התבצעה רכישה של פחד לגירוי ויזואלי באמצעות צימוד לשוק חשמלי, והפחתת הפחד נעשתה באמצעות טכנולוגיה של   decoded neurofeedback
במחקר של Koider (2018)  התבצעה התניה של גירוי נייטרלי לשוק חשמלי והפחתת הפחד הודגמה באמצעות מדד של  
Treat related responses

[bookmark: _Hlk509694247]Various techniques have been developed to suppress stimuli from awareness and assess unconscious processing. These techniques measure the impact of specific stimuli on participants’ thoughts, feelings, actions and learning processes (Kouider & Dehaene, 2007; Stein & Sterzer, 2014). We focus on two prominent techniques: visual masking (VM; Breitmeyer & Ogmen, 2000, 2006; Kahneman, 1968) and Continuous Flash Suppression (CFS; Tsuchyia & Koch, 2005). In VM, a stimulus (“target”) is presented for a short duration of several dozens of milliseconds or less, and is immediately preceded/followed by masks, which cause it to be suppressed from awareness (Breitmeyer & Ogmen, 2000, 2004; Kahneman, 1968). On the other hand, CFS relies on dichoptic vision to render stimuli invisible. In other words, a target stimulus is presented to one eye, while the other eye is consistently exposed to a changing pattern of different shapes. This technique prevents participants from seeing the constant target image for a relatively long period of time (up to several seconds) (Tsuchyia & Koch, 2005). Importantly, the two techniques may involve different underlying mechanisms and may evoke different types of unconscious processing (Breitmeyer, 2004; Kim & Blake, 2006; Fogelson et al., 2014); therefore, employing both unconscious methodologies is imperative when studying unconscious processes. 
Typically, a combination of subjective and objective measures is used to ascertain that stimuli were indeed invisible. In the former, participants report the content of their perception, either dichotomously (i.e., “I saw/didn’t see the stimulus”) or – more commonly – on a gradual scale (e.g., using the Perceptual Awareness Scale; Ramsøy & Overgaard, 2004). Objective measures focus on participants’ performance regarding the suppressed stimuli. These objective measures operate under the assumption that, if the stimuli were indeed invisible, participants’ explicit judgment of them should be at chance level (Reingold & Merikle, 1988; for a discussion on the limitations of both subjective and objective measures, see Snodgrass et al., 2004). 
Two commonly used autonomic measures of fear conditioning are skin conductance (Esteves, Critchley, Mathias, Parra, Dimberg, & Öhman, 1994). Studies have demonstrated that this measure contribute to the understanding of anxiety disorders when used in experiments of fear conditioning (Bunce, Bernat, Wong, & Shevrin, 1999). The present research aims to evaluate the feasibility and robustness of extinction evoked by unconsciously perceived stimuli by (a) testing for such extinction while carefully measuring and assessing conscious experience of the suppressed stimuli; and (b) testing for the robustness and generalizability of these results by using two different methodologies, CFS (Experiment 1) and VM (Experiment 2). 

Experiment 1
Method 
Participants. Forty-eight undergraduate participants received course credit for partaking in a two-hour laboratory session. All participants provided written informed consent prior to completion of the experiment. 
Stimuli and Apparatus
 	Participants viewed a pre-installed computer presentation on a monitor while changes in their skin conductance were measured, using the 150 MP system of the Biopac GSR100C Company. There, they were presented with conditioned stimuli (CS+ and CS-): either a scared face of a man or a woman (see information in the Supplemental Experimental Procedures). A scrambled face was derived from the same component images so that facial components could not be identified. While the conditioned stimulus was presented, participants received mild electric shocks at a level that they determined to be “aversive” (undesired and unpleasant) and “uncomfortable, but not painful” (Öhman, Erixon, & Löfberg, 1975). The electric shock was transferred to the participant via STMEPN system of Biopac Company. Further details are provided in the Supplemental Experimental Procedures.
Procedure 
All participants underwent three phases during the experiment: acquisition, extinction, and testing (see Figure 1). The experiment started with an acquisition phase, during which participants were presented with a face of a woman or a man, while receiving an electric shock during some of the trials (4 practice trials, 12 CS+ trials, 12 CS- trials, 6 CS-US trials). The order of stimuli appearance was pseudo-randomized. Subsequently, participants underwent an extinction phase, in which they were presented with the same stimuli again, but without receiving electric shock (12 CS+ trials, 12 CS- trials). Participants were then divided into three groups: (1) “Unaware Group” – a subliminal stimulus (face of a man or a woman) was presented for four seconds in the extinction phase by using CSF, (2) “Aware Group” –a face of a man or a woman was presented for four seconds, and (3) “Control Group” – a scrambled face stimulus was presented for four seconds using CSF. 
Participants in the unaware group and the control group, in which CFS was used, were asked two questions at the end of each trial. These questions were used as objective and subjective measures to assess the level of the participants’ awareness. The objective question was: “Was the person in the picture a man or a woman?” The subjective question was: “How visible was the picture?” (1 = “I did not see anything”, 2=“I had a vague perception of something, 3 =“I saw a clear part of the image”) and 4 = “I saw the picture clearly”). 
Finally, all participants underwent a testing phase to assess the effects of conscious and unconscious extinction relative to the control group, who received no extinction. In the testing phase, all three groups were presented with the same stimuli that were used in the fear acquisition phase. The stimuli were paired with an electric shock in one of the trials, in order to measure the recovery process in all three groups. Following the testing phase, the experimenter asked participants to complete debriefing questionnaires and to report what they believed to be the purpose of the study. 
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	Figure 1. Experimental procedure and stimuli. All participants underwent three phases in the experiment: acquisition, extinction, and Post-test phases. Acquisition phase- Participants were presented with a face of a woman or a man, while receiving an electric shock for some of the trials. Extinction phase- Participants were presented with the same stimuli again, without receiving the electric shock. Participants were asked two questions at the end of each trial. These questions were used as objective and subjective measures to assess the level of the participants’ awareness.  Finally, all participants underwent a testing phase to assess the effects of conscious and unconscious extinction forms relative to the control group receiving no extinction




[bookmark: _Hlk34731038]Results and discussion

Objective and Subjective Measures 
[bookmark: _Hlk36122925]First, participants’ responses during the extinction phase in the unaware group were analyzed to test for awareness, to substantiate the claim that the effect we find indeed stem from unconscious processing.
[bookmark: _Hlk43747655][bookmark: _Hlk36123027]The subjective ratings showed that 80.2% of the trials were rated as 1 (“I did not see anything”), and 13.1% as 2 (“I had a vague perception of something”). Only 2.89% were rated as either 3 (“I saw a clear part of the image”) or 4 ("I saw the picture clearly"). Objective performance showed that in visibility 1 trials, participants’ accuracy in the gender judgment task was 48%, and did not differ from chance [(t(13) = 0.6114, p=0.56].This null result was supported by a which revealed that, given our data, the null hypothesis , of being at chance level
was 3.14 times more likely than the alternate hypothesis.

Skin Conductance Responses
Acquisition Phase 
[bookmark: _Hlk36373825]In order to evaluate the acquisition process, CS+ responses were measured, compared to CS-. Skin conductance responses to the CS+ were larger than those to the CS- [F (1,38) =311.8, p < 0.001]. This difference was equally pronounced across all groups (F < 1, ns). Furthermore, the Acquisition phase as well as Group (Aware, Unaware and Control),  were entered into a 3×2 repeated measures ANOVA. No group differences were identified as both the main effect of Group (F=2.87; p=.089) and the Phase x Group interaction (F=0.28; p=.972)

Table 1
 Mean Skin Conductance Response to the conditioned stimulus (CS+) and unconditioned stimulus (CS−) 
	
	CS-
	
	CS+

	Conditions
	M (SD)
	
	M (SD)

	Unaware
	0.26(0.11)
	
	0.61 (0.07)

	Aware
	0.21 (0.13)
	
	0.59 (0.11)

	Control
	0.20 (0.06)
	
	0.51 (0.13)

	Total
	0.22 (0.10)
	
	0.57 (0.12)




Extinction Phase 
To test the effects of within-subjects and between-subjects variables on electrodermal responses, a mixed-model analysis of variance was conducted with a between-subjects factor of condition (aware, unaware, and control) and within-subjects factor of extinction time (early extinction, late extinction and post-test). Analyses were performed separately for early (first half of trials) and late (second half of trials) extinction. 
[bookmark: _Hlk512499967]Main effects of time [F (1, 38) =13.824, p < 0.001, partial η2 = 0.26] and condition [F (2, 38) = 9.132, p < 0.001, partial η2 = 0.33], as well as the interaction of condition and time, were found [F (2, 38) = 10.739, p < 0.00, partial η2 = 0.36]. 
The pairwise comparison analysis demonstrated that, for the unaware group, responses declined between early and late extinction (p=0.006) and post-test (p=0.032). however, responses did not differ between late extinction and post-test (p=0.938). Similarly, in the aware group, responses declined between early and late extinction (p<0.0001) and post-test (p<0.0001), but responses did not differ between late extinction and post-test (p=0.067). For the control group, responses declined between early and late extinction (p=0.039). As opposed to the unaware and aware groups, the responses in the control group did not differ between early extinction and post-test (p=0.528) and increase between late extinction and post-test (p=0.006).
The pairwise comparison shown in Table 2.

Table 2
Significance levels of post-hoc comparisons
	
	
	Early Extinction
	Late Extinction
	Post-test

	Time
	Conditions
	
	
	

	Unaware
	Early Extinction
(M=0.44)
	
	p=0.006
	p=0.32

	
	Late Extinction
(M=0.37)
	p=0.006
	
	p=0.938

	
	Post-test
(M=0.34)
	p=0.032
	p=0.938
	

	Aware
	Early Extinction
(M=0.43)
	
	p<0.001
	p<0.001

	
	Late Extinction
(M=0.32)
	p<0.001
	
	p=0.067

	
	Post-test
(M=0.24)
	p<0.001
	p=0.067
	

	Control

	Early Extinction
(M=0.46)
	
	p=0.039
	p=0.528

	
	Late Extinction
(M=0.41)
	p=0.039
	
	p=0.06

	
	Post-test
(M=0.51)
	p=0.528
	p=0.06
	



Skin conductance over time
To examine the changes over time in the three groups, normalized SCR differences were entered into a two-way mixed model ANOVA. The GLMM analysis revealed a significant effect of time (p < 0.0001), as well as a significant interaction effect (p < 0.0001).
[image: ]

Figure 3. Skin conductance over time. This figure presents the estimation plots of the “Aware” and “Unaware” groups, as well as the Control group. The estimation plots compare the three groups, with small circles representing individual participants. 
The three groups showed equivalent fear acquisition. Spontaneous recovery was found only in the Control group as opposed to the "Aware" and "Unaware" groups. 

The pairwise comparison analysis demonstrated that, whereas in the acquisition phase, the skin conductance responses in the three groups were similar, the differences between the groups in the extinction phase were more noticeable and differed by the level of awareness. for the unaware group, responses did not differ throughout the acquisition phase (p=1.00), however declined between late acquisition and post-test (p=0.029). Similarly, in the aware group, responses declined between early and late acquisition (p<0.0001) and post-test (p<0.0001), but responses did not differ throughout the acquisition phase (p=1.00). For the control group, the responses in the acquisition phase did not differ (p=1.000). As opposed to the unaware and aware groups, the responses in the control group did not differ between early and late acquisition (p=1.00) and post-test (p=0.738).

In order to evaluate between-group differences in the extinction process, a recovery index (RI) was calculated by deducting the CS elicited threat response at the last four trial of extinction from the trials of the post-test. Univariate analysis confirmed a significant group difference on the RI, where the control group (M=0.105) showed clear indications of recovery, whereas no recovery was observed in the Unaware (M=-0.032) and the Aware groups (M=.-0.077), yielding an effect size (partial η2) of 0.27.
The Recovery index differences scores for the three groups displayed in Table 3, indicated that the confidence interval for mean Aware and Unaware reduction did not overlap the confidence interval for Control mean differences.

The findings of experiment 1 suggest that it is possible to unconsciously extinct a fearful conditioned stimulus with CFS
The results of this study support Kouider’s findings, such that the use of the CSF technique led to a decrease in the fear response as measured through treat potential response, but not a measure of skin conductance.
תוצאות מחקר זה מחזקות את ממצאי המחקר של Kouider,
אשר באמצעות טכניקה של CSF הדגים ירידה בתגובת פחד באמצעות מדד
Treat potential response  אך לא באמצעות מדד 
מוליכות עורית.
Experiment 2 examined extinction with VM to determine if the techniques differ in their efficacy in inducing unconscious extinction. Indeed, there is some indirect evidence suggesting differential processes in CFS and VM. For example, several studies employing VM demonstrated that awareness is not necessary for the processing of facial expressions (Whalen et al., 1998, 2004; Murphy & Zajonc, 1993). However, studies using CFS have indicated that participants experience difficulty processing facial expressions unconsciously (Amihai, Deouell & Bentin, , 2010; Moradi, 2005; Shin et al., 2009).


Experiment 2

Similarly to experiment 1, participants in the current experiment first underwent a fear acquisition phase in which a neutral stimulus – an image of a man or a woman – was presented with an accompanying electrical shock. In the second phase, they were presented with the same stimulus again, but this time the stimulus was presented without the electrical shock in the aware and unaware group, or no extinction took place in the control group. Finally, all participants underwent a testing phase to assess the effects of conscious and unconscious extinction relative to the control group. 


Method
The methods of experiment 2 were identical to those described in experiment 1, with the exception of the following:
Participants
GPower software version 3.0.5 (Faul et al. 2007) was used to determine the required sample size to obtain an effect size (ES) estimate of 0.25, which was chosen based on the results of the first experiment. The projected sample size needed for an ES of 0.25 with an alpha of 0.05, power (1–β) of 0.95, three groups, and three repetitions was 60. As such, we decided to recruit 72 participants for the current study. Eleven additional participants also took the experiment, but were excluded due to the following reasons:. Three participants were excluded due to technical problems with data recording. Eight participants were classified as non-responders because they lacked a measurable SCR (defined as response higher than 0.02ms) on >75% of the trials and, thus, were excluded from analyses. 

Stimuli and Procedure
Participants were randomly assigned to one of three extinction groups: (1) “Unaware Group” -- a subliminal stimulus (face of a man or a woman, as detailed in experiment 1) was presented by VM, (2) “Aware Group”-- a face of a man or a woman was presented for a duration of four seconds, and (3) “Control Group” -- a scrambled face stimuli was presented by VM. The control group did not undergo extinction.
The extinction phase included 24 trials: 12 trials with a CS+ and 12 trials with a CS-. All of the man/woman pictures used in the acquisition phase were masked by using scrambled face stimuli. The target stimulus was presented for 33 milliseconds and the masked stimuli were presented for an additional 6 seconds. The stimuli were presented in a counterbalanced order. 
Results and discussion

Objective and Subjective Measures 
As in experiment 1, awareness was assessed according to subjective and objective criteria. The subjective ratings showed that 83.9% of the trials were rated as 1 (“I did not see anything”), and 13.1% as 2 (“I had a vague perception of something”). Only 2.89% were rated as either 3 (“I saw a clear part of the image”) or 4 ("I saw the picture clearly"). Here, participants in visibility 1 trials  were not able to detect whether the picture was of a man or woman at a level greater than chance [M = 47%, SD = 1.38%, t(23) = -1.04, p =0.152]. This null result was supported by a Bayesian paired-sample t-test which revealed that, given our data, the null hypothesis was 2.86 times more likely than the alternate hypothesis.

Skin Conductance Responses
Acquisition Phase 
[bookmark: _Hlk5351485]In order to evaluate the acquisition process, CS+ responses were measured, compared to CS-. Skin conductance responses to the CS+ were larger than those to the CS- [F (1,69) =117.5, p < 0.001]. This difference was equally pronounced across all groups (F < 1, ns). Furthermore, the Acquisition phase as well as Group (Aware, Unaware and Control),  were entered into a 3×2 repeated measures ANOVA. No group differences were identified as both the main effect of Group (F=0.35; p=.96) and the Phase x Group interaction (F=0.233; p=.800)`


Table 3
 Mean Skin Conductance Response to the conditioned stimulus (CS+) and unconditioned stimulus (CS−) 
	[bookmark: _Hlk11013902]
	CS-
	
	CS+

	Conditions
	M (SD)
	
	M (SD)

	Unaware
	0.45 (0.09)
	
	0.61 (0.10)

	Aware
	0.45 (0.09)
	
	0.64 (0.15)

	Control
	0.45 (0.11)
	
	0.70 (0.11)

	Total
	0.45 (0.10)
	
	0.65 (0.12)





The pairwise comparison analysis demonstrated that, for the unaware group, responses declined between early and late extinction (p=0.006) and post-test (p=0.032). however, responses did not differ between late extinction and post-test (p=0.938). Similarly, in the aware group, responses declined between early and late extinction (p<0.0001) and post-test (p<0.0001), but responses did not differ between late extinction and post-test (p=0.067). For the control group, responses declined between early and late extinction (p=0.039). As opposed to the unaware and aware groups, the responses in the control group did not differ between early extinction and post-test (p=0.528) and increase between late extinction and post-test (p=0.006).
The pairwise comparison shown in Table 3.


Extinction Phase 
To test the effects of within-subjects and between-subjects variables on electrodermal responses, a mixed-model analysis of variance was conducted with a between-subjects factor of condition (aware, unaware, and control) and within-subjects factor of extinction time (early extinction, late extinction and post-test). Analyses were performed separately for early (first half of trials) and late (second half of trials) extinction. 
Main effects of time [F (1, 69) =83.954, p < 0.001, partial η2 = 0.35] and condition [F (2, 69) = 7.998, p < 0.001, partial η2 = 0.33], as well as the interaction of condition and time, were found [F (2, 69) = 43.541, p < 0.00, partial η2 = 0.3]. The post-hoc pairwise comparison for the main effect of time showed a difference between skin conductance responses for participants in the control group and participants in the aware group (p < 0.001), as well as between those in the control group and the unaware group (p < 0.001). No differences in SCR were found for the unaware group and aware groups in the post-test phase (p=0.06; additional analyses appear in Table 4).

Table 4
Significance levels of post-hoc comparisons
	[bookmark: _Hlk11069385]
	
	Unaware
	Aware
	Control

	Time
	Conditions
	
	
	

	Early Extinction
	Unaware
	
	p=0.254
	p=0.344

	
	Aware
	p=0.254
	
	p<0.001

	
	Control
	p=0.344
	p<0.001
	

	Late Extinction
	Unaware
	
	p=0.014
	p=0.119

	
	Aware
	p=0.014
	
	p<0.001

	
	Control
	p=0.119
	p<0.001
	

	Post-test

	Unaware
	
	p=0.06
	p<0.001

	
	Aware
	p=0.06
	
	p<0.001

	
	Control
	p<0.001
	p<0.001
	





Table 5
The Recovery index differences scores for the three groups
	
	
	M
	F test

	Experiment
	Conditions
	
	

	Experiment 1:
CFS
	Unaware
	-0.032 [-0.087, 0.023]

	F(2, 38) = 7.17,
p =0.002, η² =0.27

	
	Aware
	-0.046 [-0.077, -0.015]

	

	
	Control
	0.06 [0.032, 0.089]

	

	Experiment 2:
Visual Masking
	Unaware
	-0.054 [-0.072, -0.037

	F(2, 69) = 25.75,

	
	Aware
	-0.046 [-0.162, 0.006]

	p < .001, η² = 0.42

	
	Control
	0.105 [0.038, 0.171]

	



Skin conductance over time
Figure 3 presents the changing pattern of skin conductance over time. Whereas in the acquisition phase, the skin conductance responses in the three groups were similar, the differences between the groups in the extinction phase were more noticeable, and differed by the level of awareness. The GLMM analysis revealed a significant effect of time (p < 0.0001), as well as a significant interaction effect (p < 0.0001).

[image: ]
Figure 4. Skin conductance over time

[bookmark: _Hlk42872788]The pairwise comparison analysis demonstrated that, for the unaware group, responses declined between early and late extinction (p<0.0001) and post-test (p<0.0001); however, responses did not differ throughout the acquisition phase (p=1.00). Similarly, in the aware group, responses declined between early and late extinction (p<0.0001) and post-test (p<0.0001), but responses did not differ throughout the acquisition phase (p=1.00). For the control group, the responses in the acquisition phase did not differ (p=0.176). As opposed to the unaware and aware groups, the responses in the control group did not differ between early and late extinction (p=1.00) and post-test (p=0.635).
In conclusion, the results of this study demonstrate a similar decrease in skin conductance, both in the conscious and unconscious groups. At the acquisition phase, as well as the initial phase of extinction, there was no difference between the groups. Yet in the final extinction phase and in the post-test phase, participants’ levels of skin conductance decreased in both the conscious and unconscious group, but not in the control group. These findings provide clear evidence for a decrease in skin conductance both in the conscious and unconscious groups, but not in the control, and generalizes the results of experiment 1 to another technique for rendering stimuli invisible.

In order to evaluate between-group differences in the extinction process, a recovery index (RI) was calculated by deducting the CS elicited threat response at the last four trial of extinction from the trials of the post-test. Univariate analysis confirmed a significant group difference on the RI, where the control group (M= .0608) showed clear indications of recovery, whereas no recovery was observed in the Unaware (M=-.0546) and the Aware groups (M= -.0467), yielding an effect size (partial η2) of 0.42.
The Recovery index differences scores for the three groups displayed in Table 5, indicated that the confidence interval for mean Aware and Unaware reduction did not overlap the confidence interval for Control mean differences.

In this experiment, as in the first experiment, decreases in skin conductance responses were demonstrated among participants in the exposure groups, but not those in the control groups. The results of these experiments strengthen the findings of Weinberger and Siegal. In Weinberger and Siegel’s experiment, a decrease in skin conductance responses was found; however, the issue of awareness was only tested in a preliminary experiment. In the preliminary experiment they tested the extent of stimuli awareness among participants, but did not use objective and subjective measures, as we did in the current experiment. Therefore, the results of the current experiment have significant applicability for unconscious extinction.

בניסוי זה כמו בניסוי ראשון הודגמה ירידה במוליכות העורית בקבוצות החשיפה ולא בקבוצות הביקורת.
ממצאי הניסוי מחזקים את ממצאי הניסוי של
ווינברגר וסיגל 
בניסוי של ווינברגר וסיגל הודגמה ירידה במוליכות העורית אך סוגיית המודעות נבחנה רק בביצוע של ניסוי מקדים אשר בדק את עוצמת המודעות של הגירויים, לא שימוש במדדים אובייקטיבים וסובייקטיבי כפי שנעשה בניסוי הנוכחי. לפיכך לתוצאות הניסוי הנוכחי ישנו תוקף ממשי, לביצוע הכחדה לא מודעת בכלי יישים זה.
















General discussion




[bookmark: _Supplemental_Experimental_Procedure_1]Supplemental Experimental Procedures
Participants
Forty-eight healthy participants with normal or corrected normal visual acuity from the department of Psychology participated in the current experiment for course credit (37 women, 38 right-handed, mean age = 25, SD = 1.33). Seven participants who did not have measurable responses to the shocks were not included in the data analysis (SCR Score>0.2). Participants were randomly assigned to one of three groups: a group that underwent awareness exposure (n=13), a group that underwent unawareness exposure (n=14), and a group that did not undergo any exposure. 
The experiment was validated by the Ethics Committee of Ben-Gurion University. Participants signed an informed consent form before partaking in the experiment and completed a filter question to ensure that the participants in the current experiment had no psychiatric or neurologic history.
Stimuli and Apparatus
Participants performed the experiment in a slightly darkened room. The stimuli were presented via E-Prime Software on a 19-inch Samsung screen with 60 HZ refresh rate and 1024*768 resolution. Participants’ heads were supported by a chinrest, which was located at a distance of 61 cm from the screen. On the screen, participants were presented with conditioned stimuli (CS+ and CS-).
A scared face of a man and a scared face of a woman were presented. Pictures were selected from the NIMSTIM Database (Tottenham et al., 2009). The choice to utilize facial expressions of fear was supported by previous studie (Adolphs et al., 1994; (Esteves et al., 1994; Öhman, 2001; Whalen, 1998). 
The experiment included two stages, the acquisition stage and extinction stage, which will be specified in the procedure section. Participants in each of the three groups were exposed to the same two stimuli in the acquisition stage (Figure A). In the extinction stage, the group that underwent aware extinction and the group underwent unaware extinction, were exposed to the same picture that they were exposed to in the acquisition stage (Figure A). Participants in the control group, the group that did not undergo extinction, were presented with a scrambled face picture (Figure B). 
The scrambled face stimulus was identical to the picture presented in the other two experiment groups, only that in this condition it was cut into a matrix of 7 * 6 parts that were then mixed together using Matlab software. 
The stimuli in all three groups were black-and-white, and were of identical contrast and luminance degree. Additionally, the stimuli were presented on top of a black background. The pictures were blurred at the tips by using Photoshop software and were surrounded by black-and-white rectangle frames, as depicted in Figure 2.
[image: ]
Figure A.

[bookmark: _Hlk34655832]The man's and woman's face were partially associated with the unconditioned stimuli (a mild electric shock) and participants’ skin conductance responses were measured. The electric shock was transferred to the participants via STMEPN system of Biopac Company. The system includes a STMISOLA slider and a USB component enabled the communication between the shocker appliance and the EPrime software. The power of the electric shock was in the range of 0-50 and the shock’s duration was 200 milliseconds. A snap electrode with isotonic gel was attached to the participants’ arms.
[bookmark: _Hlk34655193]Skin conductivity was measured using the 150 MP system of the Biopac GSR100C Company. For GSR recordings, electrodes were attached to the forefinger and the forearm on each participant’s left hand. The samples of the subjects were collected with Acknowledge system of Biopac Company.
Stimuli via stereoscope were produced by Stereo Aids (Western Australia), and separate images were presented to each eye. This is described in further detail in the procedure section.
Experimental Procedure
The experiment included two stages: acquisition and extinction.
Acquisition. All participants took part in this stage. Participants were attached to a shocker and a skin conductivity system. The power of the shock was defined according to the participant, under the guidance “to establish a level of shock that is highly annoying but not painful.”
After the calibration stage, participants were presented with a picture of a man or a woman and, at the same time, an electric shock was delivered to them. Participants were instructed to concentrate on the screen and try to understand the connection between the appearance of the picture and the electric shock. The electric shock appeared randomly about 0.5-4.5 seconds from the moment that the stimulus was presented. Between one stimulus and another, there was a time gap of 8-12 seconds. The electric shock was delivered when participants were presented with a CS+ stimulus, but never when presented with a CS- stimulus. The order of stimuli appearance was pseudo-randomized. In total, electrical shocks appeared in 33% of the steps in which CS + stimuli appeared (6 CS + with shock, 12 CS +, 12 CS-). At the end of this stage, the participants were presented with two diversion questions: 
1. In this section, do you think that more pictures of women or men were presented? 
2. What did you think while the shock was given?
It is known that, in a partial reinforcement array (that is, not every time CS + appeared, an electric shock was given), the acquisition process is slower. Nevertheless, this partial reinforcement procedure contributes to a slow decay process relative to a full reinforcement array.
Extinction. In the extinction stage, participants were assigned to one of the three groups: aware, unaware, control. This stage included 24 trials in which pictures were randomly presented (CS+ and CS-), and a post-test stage.
In the aware group, participants were overtly presented with the stimuli from the acquisition stage (the picture of the man/woman). In the unaware group and the no-extinction group, the CFS technique was used. The unaware group was presented with the stimulus from the acquisition stage to one of their eyes and, at the same time, a flickering stimulus of colored squares (Mondrian) was presented to their other eye. The no-extinction group was presented with a stimulus from the acquisition stage, but in a scrambled configuration (more details are provided in the previous section). In both groups, in each step after the presentation of the screened stimuli, participants were asked two questions in order to confirm their level of awareness to the stimulus:
1. Was the picture presented of a man or a woman? 
1. How sure are you that you saw the picture? (1= “I did not see anything:” to 4= “I saw the picture clearly”).
By the end of the 24 trials, all three groups participated in the post-test stage. The post-step stage included three steps of the stimulation from the acquisition stage in order to examine how the stage of extinction affected participants’ responses.
After the post-test stage, there was a debriefing, which consisted of five questions:
1. What did you feel during the first stage in which you received electric shocks?
2. Did you think you would receive electric shocks in the second part of the experiment as well? When did you realize that you would not receive a shock?
3. Did you feel the same emotion that you felt in section A in the second part of the experiment? If the subject answers no, ask why.
4. Asking – was there a stage in which you thought about the shocks? Maybe in the last part?
5. In your opinion, what was the purpose of the experiment?

[bookmark: _Supplemental_Experimental_Procedure]At the end of the debriefing, the subjects completed computerized questionnaires, which included BDI, OCI, STAI, DES.

GSR Analysis	
SCR waveforms were analyzed offline, using Acknowledge 3.9 software (BIOPAC Systems Inc.). SCR amplitudes to the conditioned and unconditioned stimuli were the dependent measures of conditioned and unconditioned responses, respectively. The level of SCR was determined by taking the base-to-peak difference for the first waveform (in microsegments, ms) during the 0.5–4.5s window after stimulus onset. The minimal response criterion was 0.02ms. The raw SCR scores were square-root transformed to normalize distributions. These normalized scores were scaled according to each participant’s unconditioned response by dividing each response by the mean square-root transformed unconditioned stimulus response. 
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