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Disruptions in fear-extinction learning are centrally implicated in a range of stress-related disorders,
including anxiety and posttraumatic stress disorder. Given that these disorders frequently begin in
childhood/adolescence, an understanding of fear-extinction learning in children is essential for (1)
detecting the source of developmental susceptibility, (2) identifying mechanisms leading to pathology,

. and (3) informing the development and/or more judicious application of treatments for youth. Here,

. we offer and validate a novel virtual reality paradigm to study threat-related learning and extinction in

. children that models real-world cues, environments, and fear-inducing events that children are likely

. to experience, and are linked to the development of fear- and stress-related pathologies. We found

. that our paradigm is well tolerated in children as young as 6 years, that children show intact fear and
extinction learning, and show evidence of divergence in subjective, physiological, and behavioral
measures of conditioned fear. The paradigm is available for use in 3-D and in 2-D (e.g., for the MRI
scanner) upon request at www.tnp2lab.org.

Disruptions in fear and extinction learning are considered central to the development of posttraumatic stress dis-
* order (PTSD) and other fear- and stress-related psychopathologies'. Given that these disorders frequently begin
. in childhood and adolescence?, an understanding of fear and extinction learning and the underlying neurobe-
havioral mechanisms in children/adolescents (youth) is essential for (1) detecting the source of developmental
: susceptibility, (2) identifying mechanisms leading to pathology, and (3) informing the development and/or more
- judicious application of treatments for youth. Further, early alterations in fear-extinction processes might help to
. explain (4) why adults with histories of exposure to fear-inducing events during childhood (e.g., violence, abuse)
are more susceptible to stress-related pathologies.
: Fear conditioning and extinction processes have been examined in the context of Pavlovian fear conditioning
. paradigms, which traditionally involve pairing of a previously innocuous cue (conditioned stimulus, CS) with
: an aversive outcome (unconditioned stimulus, US). After repeated pairings with the US, presentation of the CS
© begins to elicit a conditioned fear response, which is typically measured by physiological indices such as skin
¢ conductance response (SCR) and/or subjective ratings of fear or US expectancy. After repeated presentations of
. the CS in the absence of the US, however, a new memory is formed that competes with the fear memory trace -
. so-called “extinction learning™. Extinction represents the theoretical basis of exposure-based treatments for fear-
and stress-related pathologies (e.g., cognitive-behavioral therapy [CBT]) that were developed for adults?, and are
commonly applied to children and adolescents.
Given that fear and extinction learning are considered central to the pathophysiology and treatment of
fear-based disorders, it is essential to have age-appropriate paradigms to study fear-extinction in children and
. adolescents. It is also critical that the paradigm model real-world cues, environments, and fear-inducing events
- that children are likely to experience, and are linked to the development of fear- and stress-related patholo-
. gies. Interpersonal threat exposures (e.g., community or domestic violence, abuse, assault) are extremely
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common during childhood and adolescence; national survey data indicate that over 70% of youth will be vic-
tims of violence, crime, and/or abuse before their 18! birthday®. Further, exposure to interpersonal threat dur-
ing childhood has been strongly linked to the development of virtually all commonly-occurring fear-related
disorders (i.e., PTSD, anxiety*®). With these data in mind, we developed a novel fear-extinction paradigm for
children that involves cues that are relevant for interpersonal threat, and incorporates relevant real-world cues
and environments that children commonly experience. To do this, we adapted a standard Pavlovian cued fear
conditioning-extinction paradigm with contextual modulations’ by implementing virtual reality (VR). Virtual
people (‘avatars’) were chosen as CSs because they are relevant for modeling the interpersonal nature of common
fear-inducing events, and the incorporation of immersive virtual environments may allow for robust manipula-
tion of environmental contexts. An aversive white noise burst (500 ms, 95 dB, at 75% reinforcement) served as
the US. Selection of the US was based on a decision to balance tolerability of the US for young participants with
the ability to elicit robust fear responses. Prior pediatric studies have investigated the use of different stimuli as
the US, for e.g., an aversive auditory scream, and have observed relatively high discontinuation rates (up to 49%
among anxious youth®®).

In this initial study, we aimed to validate our new paradigm (see Fig. 1) in a sample of N =43 children, ages
6-11 years. The overall sample is considered at high sociodemographic risk for stress-related pathologies (i.e.,
lower income, urban dwelling'?), however a subset of the 43 children were additionally recruited for exposure
to violence, abuse, or other fear-inducing events (e.g., intensive medical treatments). Thus, this initial validation
study includes our population of interest (i.e., children with histories of exposure to fear-inducing events). We
tested the tolerability of our novel paradigm in children as young as age 6, and evaluated whether children could
acquire fear associations (i.e., show fear conditioning) and subsequently extinguish conditioned fear responses
during an extinction learning session. To compare our results with previous studies, we focused on fear condi-
tioning and extinction learning in the present study. Based on existing studies in children and in rodent mod-
els'™12, we predicted that both fear conditioning and extinction would be intact by age 6, and that relative to older
children, younger children would show poorer ability to discriminate between cues and/or would be more likely
to generalize fear across cues'*!'%. SCRs and fear and US expectancy ratings served as physiological and subjective
indicators of fear, respectively, as commonly used in fear-extinction studies. However, in our paradigm, children
are also given the opportunity to interact with their environment in the context of fear conditioning-extinction
paradigm - something that has not been measured in previous pediatric fear-extinction studies. Thus, we exam-
ined multiple levels of conditioned fear responses via self-report, physiological, and behavioral action tendencies
(approach/avoidance). Given that fear is made up of different dimensions (e.g., subjective, physiological, behav-
ioral) that likely map on to different symptoms of fear-related pathologies (hyper-arousal, distress, avoidance), we
expected to see both areas of convergence and divergence among these measures - similar to previous Pavlovian
fear-extinction studies in adults e.g.,'®>. We also explored patterns of age-related change in these measures.

Results

Discontinuation rates. While one of the N =43 participants (prior exposure to threat) chose to discontinue
during fear conditioning, she did elect and was able to complete the paradigm on the computer screen rather than
with the VR headset. Thus, data from all 43 participants were useable.

Subjective measures of conditioned fear - Fear and US expectancy ratings. Fear and US expec-
tancy ratings are shown in Fig. 2. During fear conditioning, there was a significant main effect of time (start
[before first trial], end [after last trial]; F[1,14] = 8.3, p=0.012, v),>=0.37) and a significant time x CS-type (CS+,
CS—) interaction (F[1,14] =10.33, p=10.006, np2 =0.425) for fear ratings. Paired-sample ¢-tests showed that the
interaction was driven by a significant increase in fear ratings to the CS+ (p =0.002, Cohen’s d=1.2) - but not to
the CS— (p=0.21) - from the beginning to the end of fear conditioning. The significant increase in fear ratings
for the CS+ but not CS— over the course of conditioning supports intact conditioning (Fig. 2a). The main effect
of time (p=0.41) and the time x CS-type (CS+, CS—) interaction (p =0.096) did not reach significance for US
expectancy ratings during conditioning. Although the difference in fear and US expectancy ratings between CS+
and CS— did not reach significance at the end of the conditioning session (p = 0.087 and p =0.84, respectively)
or at any point during conditioning, there was a significant difference at the start of extinction learning such that
children reported greater US expectancy for the CS+- relative to the CS— (p=0.013, Cohen’s d=0.76; see Fig. 2b),
further supporting differential conditioning. Variation in observed patterns for fear and US expectancy ratings is
not surprising, given that fear and expectancy ratings are thought to capture different dimensions of learning'®.
In particular, valence ratings are thought to reflect evaluative learning whereas expectancy ratings reflect signal
learning'®. During extinction, there was a significant main effect of time (start, end; F[1,14] =6.2, p =0.026,
n,>=0.31) and a main effect of CS-type (CS+, CS—; F[1,14] =7.1, p = 0.019, n,> = 0.37) for US expectancy rat-
ings, indicating a significant decline in expectancy ratings over the course of extinction and higher overall expec-
tancy ratings to the CS+- relative to the CS— (Fig. 2b). For fear ratings, there were no significant main effects or
interactions during extinction (p’s > 0.09). However, there were significant declines in fear ratings from the end
of conditioning to the end of extinction (p’s < 0.01).

Physiological measures of conditioned fear - Skin conductance responses (SCR). SCR data
are shown in Fig. 3. During fear conditioning, there was a significant main effect of time (first trial, last trial;
F[1,37] =4.58 p=0.039, 1, =0.11) such that SCRs were higher at the beginning than the end of fear condi-
tioning. There was no significant main effect of CS-type (CS+, CS—) or significant time x CS-type interaction
(p’s>0.4). A decline in physiological indicators of conditioned fear over the course of fear conditioning is com-
monly reported in studies in both adults and children'’-°, with some studies reporting a concomitant increase
in subjective ratings (e.g.,'®), as observed here. A decline in physiological responding over time is thought to
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Figure 1. Virtual reality interpersonal threat-related learning and extinction paradigm. (a) Fear conditioning
occurred in a “danger” context (CXT+) and extinction learning subsequently occurred in another, “safety”
context (CXT —), separated by 10 min. A white noise burst served as the unconditioned stimulus (US). Trial
numbers are provided below the stimuli - derived from prior pilot versions of the task in children. (b) Virtual
adult males served as conditioned stimuli (CS), because they are relevant for modeling the interpersonal nature
of common threat exposures (e.g., violence, abuse) that children frequently experience. CSs varied in race/
ethnicity, to match the varied demographics of the study sample. Designation of virtual contexts and people
to the danger/safety context and CS type, respectively, were counterbalanced across participants. (c) Child
completing the experiment in virtual reality. Children actively navigate within the virtual environment and
submit fear and US expectancy ratings using a joystick in their dominant hand. Skin conductance response
(SCR) data are recorded in the non-dominant hand. (d) Example fear rating screen: “How scary is this?”.
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(e) Example US expectancy rating screen: “Do you think you will hear a loud sound with this?”. Stimuli and
simulations were created using the WorldViz VR Toolkit (Developer Edition; www.worldviz.com) and included
here, with permission.
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Figure 2. Fear and US expectancy ratings during fear conditioning and extinction learning in children.
Significant increase in fear (a) and US expectancy ratings (b) for the CS+ but not the CS— over the course

of fear conditioning, suggesting intact conditioning. At the start of extinction, US expectancy ratings were
significantly higher for the CS+- relative to the CS—, further suggesting differential conditioning. During
extinction learning, there was a decline in fear and US expectancy ratings for the CS+ and the CS—, suggesting
intact extinction. Fear (“How scary is this?”, 1 =not scary, 5 =very scary), and US expectancy (“Do you think
that you will hear a loud sound with this?”, 1 = definitely not, 5 = definitely yes) ratings are submitted at the
beginning (‘start’), after the first half (‘middle’), and at the end (‘end’) of each session. CS+ and CS— refer to
the avatar (virtual person) that is paired and unpaired with the US (white noise burst), respectively. Error bars
represent standard error. Abbreviations: CS, conditioned stimulus; US, unconditioned stimulus; CXT, context.

reflect habituation®!. The common observation of divergence in fear indicators has prompted calls for including
multiple measures of conditioned fear in studies of fear conditioning, as these indicators may represent separate
dimensions of fear learning and divergence between measures and individual differences therein may be linked
to pathology?>?*. As expected, average SCRs to the US (i.e., the unconditioned response, 0.45 & 0.36 /uS) were
significantly higher than SCRs to the CS+ (i.e., the conditioned response; p < 0.001, Cohen’s d=0.99). During
extinction learning, there was a significant main effect of time (first trial, last trial; F[1,36] =19.94, p < 0.001,
n,” = 0.36) and a significant time x CS-type (CS+-, CS—) interaction (F[1,36] = 9.47, p = 0.004, n,>=0.21).
Subsequent t-tests indicated that children successfully extinguished conditioned fear responses, as evidenced by
lower SCRs to the last relative to the first CS+ trial of extinction (p < 0.001, Cohen’s d=0.99). There was also a
significant decline in SCRs to the CS— from the first to the last extinction trial (p =0.01, Cohen’s d =0.59). While
there was no significant difference in SCRs to the CS+ vs. CS— during the first extinction trial (p =0.21), SCRs
were lower to the CS+ than the CS— during the last extinction trial (p =0.037).

Behavioral measures of conditioned fear - Approach/avoidance behavioral action tendencies.
An example heatmap image of a participant’s spatial movement following CS onset during the fear conditioning
session is shown in Fig. 4a. An example video tracing a participant’s spatial movement during the fear condi-
tioning session is provided as Supplemental Material (black lines trace movement in the CXT prior to CS onset;
red lines trace movement in the CXT following CS onset). Quantification of spatial movement and distance
data showed that children kept more distance from both CSs during the first half relative to the second half of
conditioning, evidenced by a significant main effect of time (first half, second half; F[1,41] =6.42, p=0.015,
m,> = 0.135; Fig. 4b). There was no significant main effect of CS-type (CS+, CS—), or time x CS-type interac-
tion for forward-to-backward motion. During extinction, the main effect of time was also significant, such
that children kept more distance from both CSs during the first half relative to the second half of extinction
(F[1,40] =7.95, p=0.007, nP2 =0.166; Fig. 4b). Further, there was a positive correlation between distance from
the CS+ during acquisition and extinction, p’s < 0.001, suggesting similar behavioral patterns between sessions.
Taken together with the subjective and physiological data, these data indicate significant divergence among fear
indicators.

Age effects. Exploratory analyses tested for effects of age on subjective, physiological, and behavioral meas-
ures of conditioned fear responses during fear conditioning and extinction sessions. Increased age was associated
with higher US expectancy ratings to the CS+ at the end of fear conditioning (r(42) =0.34, p=0.028), and with
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Figure 3. Skin conductance response (SCR) during fear conditioning and extinction learning in children.
CS+ and CS— refer to the avatar (virtual person) that is paired and unpaired with the US (white noise burst),
respectively. SCRs to both the CS+ and CS— declined during fear conditioning, consistent with previous fear
conditioning studies in adults and in children'’-?. Children show a significant decline in SCRs to the CS+
and the CS— during extinction, suggesting intact extinction learning. Error bars represent standard error.
Abbreviations: CS, conditioned stimulus; US, unconditioned stimulus; CXT, context.
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Figure 4. Approach/avoidant behavioral tendencies during fear conditioning and extinction learning in
children. (a) Heatmap of movement in the virtual environment for an example participant during fear
conditioning. Participant is placed at the starting point at the bottom of the image (x=0, y=0), and is
instructed to move towards the conditioned stimulus (CS) at the top of the image. Warm and cool colors
indicate number of times participant visited a quadrant. Distance from the CS (y-axis), as well as side-to-side
distance traveled (x-axis), are quantified for each CS type (CS+, CS—) as a measure of approach/avoidance
behavioral action tendencies and used in statistical analyses. Of note, for display purposes the frequency value
of the origin was censored to consider periods when the participant was placed into the origin. (b) Participants
approached both CS’s over the course of fear conditioning and extinction learning. CS+ and CS— refer to the
avatar (virtual person) that is paired and unpaired with the US (white noise burst), respectively. Error bars
represent standard error. Abbreviations: CS, conditioned stimulus; US, unconditioned stimulus.

lower SCRs to the last CS— trial during fear conditioning, (r(40) = —0.38, p =0.017), suggesting better differential
conditioning in older youth. There were no other effects of age on subjective, physiological, or approach/avoid-
ance behavioral measures to the CS+ or the CS— during either session.
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Figure 5. Inter-relations among subjective, physiological, and behavioral measures of conditioned fear. (a)
Children who kept more distance from the CS+ during fear conditioning showed higher skin conductance
response (SCR) to the last CS+ trial during conditioning, suggesting that avoidant behavior may predict higher
physiological fear responding. (b) Children who reported higher US expectancy to the CS+ subsequently

kept more distance from the CS+ during extinction. This suggest that CS—US contingency awareness may
relate to avoidant behavior. (c,d) These associations were not significant for the CS—. CS+ and CS- refer to the
avatar (virtual person) that was paired or unapired with the US (white noise burst), respectively, during fear
conditioning. Abbreviations: CS, conditioned stimulus; US, unconditioned stimulus.

Associations between conditioned fear response measures. Exploratory analyses tested for cor-
respondence among subjective, physiological, and behavioral markers of fear. Children who kept more distance
from the CS+ during the first and second halves of fear conditioning demonstrated higher SCRs to the last CS+
conditioning trial (r[42] =0.47, p=0.002 and r[42] = 0.5, p =0.001, respectively; Fig. 5a), suggesting an avoidant
behavioral pattern may increase physiological markers of fear. These associations were not significant for the
CS— (p’s > 0.15; see Fig. 5¢). Children who reported greater US expectancy to the CS+ at the start of extinction
learning subsequently kept more distance from the CS+ during the first half of extinction (r[15] =0.57, p =0.026;
Fig. 5b), suggesting that subjective awareness may predict behavioral patterns. This association was not significant
for the CS— (p=0.57; Fig. 5d). Interestingly, there were no associations between subjective and physiological
responses to the CS+ within either session (conditioning, extinction), suggesting significant divergence among
typically measured fear indicators.

Discussion

Here, we present a novel paradigm to study interpersonal threat-related fear conditioning and extinction learning
in children using an immersive VR environment and dynamic stimuli. To our knowledge, this is the first appli-
cation of a cued fear-extinction paradigm within an environmental context in a developmental sample. We devel-
oped this paradigm to include cues that are relevant for modeling the interpersonal nature of real-world threat
exposures that children commonly experience (e.g., violence, abuse) and are strongly linked to the development
of fear- and stress-related psychopathology. In our sample of 43 children, we found that our paradigm is well tol-
erated in children as young as age 6 (0% discontinuation). Further, many of the children included in the sample
are considered at high risk for fear- and stress-related disorders (i.e., low-income families, exposure to threatening
events), suggesting that our task is applicable to the pediatric population of interest. In line with the notion that
VR is immersive and engaging, we find that our paradigm elicits robust fear conditioning, evidenced by increases
in subjective measures of conditioned fear (i.e., fear and US expectancy ratings) over the course of conditioning.
Children also show intact extinction learning, evidenced by declines in subjective and physiological (i.e., SCR)
markers of conditioned fear. Importantly, we observed significant divergence in subjective, physiological, and
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behavioral (i.e., movement in the virtual environment) measures, in line with the notion that these indicators may
represent separate dimensions of fear that may be sensitive to different aspects of pathology?>**. This highlights
the potential utility of our paradigm in examining the development, maintenance, and treatment of fear-based
disorders in children.

Several important findings emerged from our study. First, like previous pediatric fear-extinction studies,
children showed intact fear conditioning and subsequent extinction learning, evidenced by increases in sub-
jective ratings to the CS+ over the course of conditioning and subsequent declines during extinction learn-
ing. Interestingly, however we observed a divergence in physiological (i.e., SCR) and behavioral measures (i.e.,
movement) such that SCRs declined and children approached both CS’s over the course of fear conditioning.
Previous studies in both adults and children have reported similar declines in physiological indicators of fear'”-2.
Subjective, physiological, and behavioral measures all declined during extinction learning, indicating intact
extinction. Second, although there was evidence of differential conditioning in US expectancy ratings (i.e., higher
US expectancy ratings for the CS+ relative to the CS—), there was no significant difference between CS+ and
CS— in fear ratings, behavioral patterns, or SCRs. This suggests that fear learning may be generalized across cues
(i.e., to the CS—) and/or children have difficulty in discriminating between threat and safety cues - at least in
some response systems (e.g., physiology). Our data also suggest that differentiation ability increases with age.
Overall, these patterns are consistent with prior pediatric fear conditioning studies®*?*. Studies suggest that ability
to discriminate between threat and safety cues increases with age in children?®, and that children and adolescents
may be more likely to generalize across cues than adults'>!'%. Generalization of fear may be relevant for the patho-
physiology and treatment of anxiety disorders**?’.

Third, commonly-measured indices of conditioned fear (i.e., subjective ratings and SCRs) to the CS+ were
not inter-related within fear conditioning or extinction sessions. Nonsignificant or weak inter-correlations among
different conditioned fear indicators are frequently reported in fear conditioning studies in human. We are not
the first to point out that divergence may reflect different components of fear that may map on to different symp-
tom dimensions of fear-related pathologies (hyper-arousal, distress, avoidance)?>?. In addition to measuring
subjective and physiological measures, our paradigm allows unique access to behavioral action tendencies (e.g.,
approach/avoidance), which have been largely ignored in existing fear conditioning studies??. This is a critical gap,
given that behavioral action tendencies constitute a core dimension of fear, and that avoidance is a central feature
of most fear- and stress-related disorders, which can be characterized as behavioral dysfunctions. Further, avoid-
ant behavior may be a consequence of childhood threat exposures that increases risk for later psychopathology?
by maintaining or enhancing negative thoughts and emotions®. Avoidance also remains integral to the theoret-
ical basis of behavioral interventions, such as cognitive behavioral therapy (CBT*'). Thus, considering multiple
dimensions of conditioned fear, as is accessible in our paradigm, may provide a more complete and nuanced
understanding of fear learning and related pathologies.

Although subjective and physiological measures of fear to the CS+ were not inter-related during sessions, we
did observe significant associations with behavioral responses. Namely, children who kept more distance from
the CS+ during late fear conditioning subsequently demonstrated higher SCRs to the last CS+ conditioning trial.
This suggests that a passive avoidant behavioral pattern (i.e., failure to approach the CS+) may lead to an increase
in physiological fear responding. There was also an association between subjective ratings and behavior during
extinction such that children who reported greater US expectancy to the CS+ at the start of extinction subse-
quently kept more distance from the CS+ during extinction. Taken together, these findings suggest that individ-
ual differences in behavioral action tendencies may not only represent another expression of conditioned fear, but
may also serve to maintain or exacerbate fear. Thus, behavioral action tendencies may be relevant in understand-
ing the pathogenesis of fear-related disorders, and may help to explain variation in treatment response.

One unique aspect of our paradigm is the ability to manipulate context. A key finding from the adult fear con-
ditioning literature is that extinction is context-dependent®? — which is thought to explain some of the limitations
of behavioral interventions that rely on principles of extinction learning (for e.g., renewal of fear when the CS is
presented outside of the extinction context). Although these interventions are frequently applied downwards to
pediatric populations, it is unknown if extinction is similarly context-dependent in children, and the role of con-
text in modulating fear learning and expression. Although contextual modulation of learned fear and extinction
was not the focus of the current study, the inclusion of a contextual component to the present paradigm allows
for the examination of this mechanism in future studies. Indeed, greater understanding of contextual regulation
of fear should inform the development and/or more judicious application of interventions for youth. In addi-
tion, the ability to include and manipulate contexts in our paradigm allows us to more closely model real-world
fear-inducing events that children commonly experience (e.g., interpersonal violence) and are inexorably tied to
environmental contexts. Contexts can play a critical modulatory role in fear and extinction learning by modifying
the expression of fear, or signaling fear itself*2.

Limitations of the study warrant mention. First, the present sample was limited to children, and therefore
it is unclear if patterns observed between adolescents and adults using this paradigm would be similar to those
observed during cued fear learning paradigms without a contextual environment (e.g.,*). Second, the VR headset
used in the present study was developed for adults rather than children. The headset may have been uncomfort-
able for younger children, however all participants successfully completed the paradigm. Future studies should
consider VR headsets specifically made for children. Third, there may be other physiological measures beyond
SCR that may be more sensitive to conditioned fear learning. For example, heart rate variability offers a noninva-
sive indicator of autonomic nervous system activity, indexing both parasympathetic and sympathetic reactivity*.

In summary, the current study aimed to develop and validate a novel fear learning-extinction VR paradigm
in children that includes cues that are relevant for modeling the interpersonal nature of common fear-inducing
events that children frequently experience. Our paradigm also allows for manipulation of context and evalu-
ation of robust conditioned fear at multiple levels (subjective, physiological, behavioral), and is well tolerated
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Age, m (SD) 8.9(1.4)
Gender, n female (%) 22 (51%)
IQ, m (SD) 103 (15)
Pubertal development
Pre/early (Tanner stages 1-2), n (%) 33 (77%)
Mid/late (Tanner stages 3-5), n (%) 10 (23%)
Annual income
Less than $10,000, n (%) 5(12%)
$10,000-20,000, nn (%) 3(7%)
$20,000-30,000, n (%) 8(19%)
$30,000-40,000, n (%) 2 (4%)
$40,000-60,000, n (%) 4(9%)
$60,000-100,000, n (%) 6 (14%)
$100,000-140,000, n (%) 8(19%)
Over $140,000, n (%) 7 (16%)
Not reported, n (%)
Race/Ethnicity
Caucasian, n (%) 20 (47%)
African American, n (%) 16 (37%)
Hispanic, n (%) 2 (5%)
Asian American, n (%) 1 (2%)
Native American, n (%) 1(2%)
Other 3(7%)
Early Threat Exposure*
Interpersonal threat (violence, abuse), n (%) 5(11%)
Intensive Medical Treatment, n (%) 14 (33%)
Acute lymphoblastic leukemia, n (%) 8(57%)
Neuroblastoma, n (%) 4(29%)
T-cell lymphoma 1(7%)
Wilms tumor, n (%) 1(7%)
None, n (%) 24 (56%)

Table 1. Sample characteristics and demographics. Abbreviations: n, number; m, mean; SD, Standard
deviation. *Interpersonal threat exposure was assessed using the Juvenile Victimization Questionnaire.

in children as young as age 6. The experimental task, which we have adapted for use in the magnetic resonance
imaging (MRI) scan environment, is available upon request (www.tnp2lab.org).

Methods

Participants. This study reports on 43 racially and economically diverse children (ages 6-11), recruited for
a larger study on early threat exposure (e.g., violence, abuse, intensive medical treatments) through communi-
ty-based advertisements or referrals via healthcare providers in the Metro-Detroit area. Participant characteristics
and demographics are presented in Table 1. Participants were screened for threat exposure prior to participation,
using the parent report screener version of the Juvenile Victimization Questionnaire®. The focus of the present
initial study was to provide a within-subject validation of our novel paradigm in the population of interest (i.e.,
children with prior exposure to fear-inducing events), and all within-subjects effects held when controlling for
threat exposure. The Kaufman Brief Intelligence Test, Second Edition (KBIT-2%) was used to measure IQ and
pubertal stage was determined according to self-reported Tanner stages questionnaire®. Of note, one child (no
history of threat exposure) scored <70 on the IQ assessment. Results did not change when excluding this child
from analyses. Study exclusion criteria consisted of brain injury that involved loss of consciousness or neuro-
logical condition (e.g., epilepsy) or non-native English speaker. Participants and their parents provided written
informed assent/consent and all study procedures were approved by the Wayne State University Institutional
Review Board (IRB). All study methods were performed in accordance with IRB guidelines and regulations.

Procedures. Cued fear-extinction paradigm with contextual modulations. The task we developed was an
adapted version of a well-validated Pavlovian cued fear-extinction paradigm developed by Milad and colleagues’,
which manipulates context using an AB design. In this design, the context in which fear is first acquired (‘dan-
ger’ context; CXT+) is different from the context in which fear is subsequently extinguished (‘safety’ context;
CXT-). Two different 3D immersive VR environments that were matched on size and layout, but comprised of
different colors, textures, sounds (ambient noise), and background scenes, constituted the contexts (Fig. 1a). The
conditioned stimuli (CSs) were three virtual adult males. Human avatars were chosen as cues because they are
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relevant for modelling the interpersonal nature of early threat exposures that children commonly experience (i.e.,
violence, abuse). The CSs varied in hair color/style, clothing, and race (African American, Asian, Caucasian) to
match the demographics of the study sample (Fig. 1b). Of note, the CSs moved naturally in a dynamic fashion
throughout the experimental paradigm (e.g., walked into the field of view at the end of the virtual hallway space
and turned to face the participant; looked in different directions; swayed). The unconditioned stimulus (US) was
an aversive white noise burst (500 ms, 95dB, at 75% reinforcement), a stimulus that is commonly used in pedi-
atric studies (for a review, see®®). Of note, the VR fear-extinction paradigm was conducted between the hours of
12:00 PM and 4:00 PM to control for time-of-day effects. Please see the Supplementary Information for details
about the paradigm and the advanced VR system.

Measures of Conditioned Fear. Subjective, physiological, and behavioral measures of conditioned fear were
recorded. Subjective ratings were submitted at the beginning (‘start’), after the first half (‘early’), and after the
second half (‘late) of each session (fear conditioning and extinction). Specifically, participants were asked to
rate each CXT—CS combination on a 5-point Likert scale: 1) Fear: “How scary is this?” (1 =not scary, 5=very
scary; Figs 1d, and 2) US expectancy: “Do you think that you will hear a loud sound with this?” (1 = definitely
not, 5= definitely yes; Fig. le). For physiological data, SCRs for each CS presentation were measured during each
session and analyzed following our prior work®. Behavior was recorded for the CS period during the first half
(‘early’) and second half (‘late) of each session (fear conditioning and extinction) in forward-to-backward dis-
tance from the CS (in virtual meters). Please see Supplemental Information for further detail.

Statistical Analysis. Repeated-measures ANOVA was used to assess effects of CS-type (CS+, CS—) and
time (first half/trial, second half/trial) on subjective ratings (fear, US expectancy), physiological responses (SCR),
and behavioral action tendency (approach/avoidant) data within each session, following previous fear-extinction
studies”*. Pearson bivariate correlation was used to test for effects of age on conditioned fear measures, and for
inter-correlations among conditioned fear measures (subjective, SCR, behavioral). All statistical analyses were
performed in IBM SPSS Software v.24 using a p < 0.05 (two-tailed) statistical threshold. Effect sizes are reported
for ANOVASs and t-tests, as np2 and Cohenss d, respectively.

References
1. Lissek, S. et al. Classical fear conditioning in the anxiety disorders: A meta-analysis. Behav. Res. Ther. 43, 1391-1424 (2005).
2. Kessler, R. C. et al. Lifetime Prevalence and Age-of-Onset Distributions of DSM-IV Disorders in the National Comorbidity Survey
Replication. Arch. Gen. Psychiatry 62, 593 (2005).
3. Quirk, G. J. & Mueller, D. Neural mechanisms of extinction learning and retrieval. Neuropsychopharmacology 33, 56-72 (2008).
4. Garakani, a, Mathew, S. J. & Charney, D. S. Neurobiology of anxiety disorders and implications for treatment. Mt Sinai ] Med 73,
941-949 (2006).
5. Finkelhor, D., Turner, Ha, Shattuck, A. & Hamby, S. L. Violence, crime, and abuse exposure in a national sample of children and
youth: an update. JAMA Pediatr. 167, 614-21 (2013).
6. McLaughlin, K. A. et al. Childhood adversities and first onset of psychiatric disorders in a national sample of US adolescents. Arch.
Gen. Psychiatry 69, 1151-1160 (2012).
7. Milad, M. R. et al. Recall of Fear Extinction in Humans Activates the Ventromedial Prefrontal Cortex and Hippocampus in Concert.
Biol. Psychiatry 62, 446-454 (2007).
8. Shechner, T. et al. Fear conditioning and extinction in anxious and nonanxious youth and adults: Examining a novel developmentally
appropriate fear-conditioning task. Depress. Anxiety 32, 277-288 (2015).
9. Britton, J. C. et al. Response to learned threat: An fMRI study in adolescent and adult anxiety. Am. J. Psychiatry 170, 1195-1204
(2013).
10. Gillespie, C. F. et al. Trauma exposure and stress-related disorders in inner city primary care patients. Gen. Hosp. Psychiatry 31,
505-514 (2009).
11. Hartley, C. A. & Lee, E. S. Sensitive Periods in Affective Development: Nonlinear Maturation of Fear Learning.
Neuropsychopharmacology 40, 1-11 (2014).
12. Gao, Y, Raine, A., Venables, P. H., Dawson, M. E. & Mednick, S. A. The development of skin conductance fear conditioning in
children from ages 3 to 8 years. Dev. Sci. 13,201-212 (2010).
13. Schiele, M. A. et al. Developmental aspects of fear: Comparing the acquisition and generalization of conditioned fear in children and
adults. Dev. Psychobiol. 58, 471-481 (2016).
14. Lau, ]. Y. et al. Distinct neural signatures of threat learning in adolescents and adults. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 2011/03/04, 4500-4505
(2011).
15. Hodgson, R. & Rachman, S. II. Desynchrony in measures of fear. Behav. Res. Ther. 12, 319-326 (1974).
16. Blechert, J., Michael, T., Williams, S. L., Purkis, H. M. & Wilhelm, F. H. When two paradigms meet: Does evaluative learning
extinguish in differential fear conditioning? Learn. Motiv. 39, 58-70 (2008).
17. Cacciaglia, R. et al. Trauma exposure relates to heightened stress, altered amygdala morphology and deficient extinction learning:
Implications for psychopathology. Psychoneuroendocrinology 76, 19-28 (2017).
18. Dibbets, P. & Evers, E. A. T. The influence of state anxiety on fear discrimination and extinction in females. Front. Psychol. 8 (2017).
19. Scharfenort, R., Menz, M. & Lonsdorf, T. B. Adversity-induced relapse of fear: neural mechanisms and implications for relapse
prevention from a study on experimentally induced return-of-fear following fear conditioning and extinction. Transl. Psychiatry 6,
€858 (2016).
20. McLaughlin, K. A. et al. Maltreatment Exposure, Brain Structure, and Fear Conditioning in Children and Adolescents.
Neuropsychopharmacology 1-30, https://doi.org/10.1038/npp.2015.365 (2015).
21. Codispoti, M., Ferrari, V. & Bradley, M. M. Repetitive picture processing: Autonomic and cortical correlates. Brain Res. 1068,
213-220 (2006).
22. Beckers, T., Krypotos, A.-M., Boddez, Y., Effting, M. & Kindt, M. What’s wrong with fear conditioning? Biol. Psychol. 92, 90-96
(2013).
23. Lonsdorf, T. B. et al. Don't fear ‘fear conditioning’: Methodological considerations for the design and analysis of studies on human
fear acquisition, extinction, and return of fear. Neuroscience and Biobehavioral Reviews 77, 247-285 (2017).
24. Glenn, C. R. et al. The Development of Fear Learning and Generalization in 8 to 13 year-olds. Dev. Psychobiol. 54, 675-684 (2012).
25. Jovanovic, T. et al. Development of fear acquisition and extinction in children: Effects of age and anxiety. Neurobiol. Learn. Mem.
113, 135-142 (2014).

SCIENTIFICREPORTS |7: 16840 | DOI:10.1038/s41598-017-17131-5 9


http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/npp.2015.365

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

26. Waters, A. M. & Pine, D. S. Evaluating differences in Pavlovian fear acquisition and extinction as predictors of outcome from
cognitive behavioural therapy for anxious children. J. Child Psychol. Psychiatry Allied Discip. 57, 869-876 (2016).

27. Duits, P. et al. Updated meta-analysis of classical fear conditioning in the anxiety disorders. Depression and Anxiety 32, 239-253
(2015).

28. Lang, P. J. The varieties of emotional experience: a meditation on James-Lange theory. Psychol. Rev. 101, 211-221 (1994).

29. Reddy, M. K., Pickett, S. M. & Orcutt, H. K. Experiential avoidance as a mediator in the relationship between childhood
psychological abuse and current mental health symptoms in college students. J. Emot. Abus. 6, 67-85 (2006).

30. Craske, M. G,, Street, L. & Barlow, D. H. Instructions to focus upon or distract from internal cues during exposure treatment of
agoraphobic avoidance. Behav. Res. Ther. 27, 663-672 (1989).

31. Cohen,J. A. & Mannarino, A. P. Trauma-focused Cognitive Behavior Therapy for Traumatized Children and Families. Child Adolesc.
Psychiatr. Clin. N. Am. 24, 557-570 (2015).

32. Maren, S., Phan, K. L. & Liberzon, I. The contextual brain: implications for fear conditioning, extinction and psychopathology. Nat.
Rev. Neurosci. 14, 417-28 (2013).

33. Waters, A. M., Theresiana, C., Neumann, D. L. & Craske, M. G. Developmental differences in aversive conditioning, extinction, and
reinstatement: A study with children, adolescents, and adults. J. Exp. Child Psychol. 159, 263-278 (2017).

34. Appelhans, B. M. & Luecken, L. J. Heart rate variability as an index of regulated emotional responding. Rev. Gen. Psychol. 10,
229-240 (2006).

35. Finkelhor, D., Hamby, S. L., Ormrod, R. & Turner, H. The Juvenile Victimization Questionnaire: Reliability, validity, and national
norms. Child Abuse and Neglect 29, 383-412 (2005).

36. Hildman, L. K,, Friedberg, P. M. & Wright, P. M. Kaufman Brief Intelligence Test. Journal of Psychoeducational Assessment 11,
98-101 (1993).

37. Tanner, . M. Growth at Adolescence. (Blackwell, 1962).

38. Shechner, T., Hong, M., Britton, J. C., Pine, D. S. & Fox, N. A. Fear conditioning and extinction across development: Evidence from
human studies and animal models. Biological Psychology 100, 1-12 (2014).

39. Rabinak, C. A. et al. Cannabinoid modulation of prefrontal-limbic activation during fear extinction learning and recall in humans.
Neurobiol. Learn. Mem. 113, 125-134 (2014).

Acknowledgements

The authors thank Laura Crespo, Kelsey Sala-Hamrick, Shelley Paulisin, Limi Sharif, Klaramari Gellci, Clara
Zundel, Sajah Fakhoury, Allesandra Iadipaolo, Xhenis Brahimi, Farah Sheikh, Brian Silverstein, and Suzanne
Brown of Wayne State University (WSU) for assistance in participant recruitment and data collection. The authors
would like to thank Dr. Moriah Thomason for sharing some of the included data. Thanks also to the children and
families who generously shared their time to participate in this study. Research reported in this publication was
supported by the Wayne State University Department of Pharmacy Practice and a Karmanos Cancer Institute and
American Cancer Society IRG #14-238-04-IRG (CAR). Dr. Marusak is supported by American Cancer Society
award 129368-PF-16-057-01-PCSM. Dr. Rabinak is supported by National Institute of Mental Health grants K01
MH101123 and R61 MH111935.

Author Contributions

H.M. and C.R. had full access to all of the data in the study and take responsibility for the integrity of the data and
the accuracy of the data analysis. All authors contributed to acquisition, analysis, and interpretation of data, and
drafting of the manuscript.

Additional Information
Supplementary information accompanies this paper at https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-17131-5.

Competing Interests: The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Publisher's note: Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and
institutional affiliations.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International

¥ License, which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or
format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Cre-
ative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons license and your intended use is not per-
mitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the
copyright holder. To view a copy of this license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

© The Author(s) 2017

SCIENTIFICREPORTS | 7: 16840 | DOI:10.1038/s41598-017-17131-5 10


http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-17131-5
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	A novel paradigm to study interpersonal threat-related learning and extinction in children using virtual reality

	Results

	Discontinuation rates. 
	Subjective measures of conditioned fear - Fear and US expectancy ratings. 
	Physiological measures of conditioned fear - Skin conductance responses (SCR). 
	Behavioral measures of conditioned fear - Approach/avoidance behavioral action tendencies. 
	Age effects. 
	Associations between conditioned fear response measures. 

	Discussion

	Methods

	Participants. 
	Procedures. 
	Cued fear-extinction paradigm with contextual modulations. 
	Measures of Conditioned Fear. 

	Statistical Analysis. 

	Acknowledgements

	Figure 1 Virtual reality interpersonal threat-related learning and extinction paradigm.
	Figure 2 Fear and US expectancy ratings during fear conditioning and extinction learning in children.
	Figure 3 Skin conductance response (SCR) during fear conditioning and extinction learning in children.
	Figure 4 Approach/avoidant behavioral tendencies during fear conditioning and extinction learning in children.
	Figure 5 Inter-relations among subjective, physiological, and behavioral measures of conditioned fear.
	Table 1 Sample characteristics and demographics.




