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INTRODUCTION RESULTS
Imagery Rescripting (ImRS) and Imaginal Extinction (IE) are Acauisition st || Generlizatior =imes 13
promising visual mental imagery-based interventions for : e : o
treating anxiety and related disorders. 1 I L
ImRS: UCS devaluation process in which the participants are . T
asked to mentally devalue an aversive situation and modify it : ‘- E ) | | O | |
in a desirable direction. z 2 '] i1 ‘I
I[E: Participants are verbally instructed to vividly imagine the 1 © o cscmst  cscmw  cscmss oot s
conditioned stimuli ‘before their inner eye’. — SoPE—
The impact of ImRS and IE on reducing generalized Ex:mo" i S L
conditioned fear responses has not been investigated. 5 j
The current study aimed to compare the effectiveness of :
imagery rescripting (ImRS), imaginal extinction (IE), and ;. } [ 2 Z | |
standard extinction (SE) in reducing generalized fear ) | - | j | | {'[ [‘} {i\ [m
responses. 1 YT or | Gscast | escasz | escass | Gscast | o
METHODS
9 SE (14)
» Sample size: Forty-two healthy individuals (M=18.83, s .| L T
SD=0.44); Twenty females and twenty-two males. ° I Ir III I I
* Outcome measures: UCS expectancy and valence ratings. : —_— — — —
Acquisition Trials resting Figure 2: Mean expectancy and valence ratings
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I O (,2},5}0. e . O B A significant phase x group interaction effect [F (6,117) = 2.52, p= 0.025,
) pEEEREY r]p2= 0.823] of the CS+ valence was observed
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xpectancy 9623)
=¥ Bx * The current study is the first to explore the effect of imagery
QOOOOOQQQQ rescripting and imaginal extinction on generalized fear.
- Ext:nction . * In the generalization phase, fear associated with the CS+
T ro I v T generalized to the other generalization stimuli with higher
. S minutes 10125 s 2s expectancy ratings for stimuli similar to the CS+.
— amagery + O xoontancy + O . * |In the extinction phase, the expectancy ratings for the CSs
5 attenuated, however we did not find any significant group
o D differences.
102 4s sroup 2: Imaginal Extinctlon —as * In the generalization testing phase, we observed that the
|+ E'"t':t' e . Imaginal - expectancy ratings decreased more for the ImRs and SE groups.
“1ox c1o * However, in the SE group, the extinction effects were more
..... Sm”m ' Lgm sustained, indicating a possibility of return of fear.
% small circle g ¥ Large circle mump -
: "y, Smallving e Rt * Further, after the extinction phase, the CS+ valence of the ImRS
R R Ty . group was higher than the other two groups.
! Group 3: Standard Extinction
| 10125 as 10125 . * Hence, ImMRS may be more effective in reducing generalized fear
as it reduces the threat expectancy through extinction, and
- * O cxpectancy ¥ O expectancy [ increases the CS valence through UCS devaluation.
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