Neural patterns formation via expectancy violations during
learning from intentional threat
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Introduction
* Intended and unintended actions are evaluated differently. An accidental harm is forgiven, whereas a failed-attempt is condemned (1).

» Pain received from an intentional vs. an unintentional agent is perceived to be more painful (2). Anger towards an agent delivering an aversive stimulus is
greater if the agent is known to be intentional in her actions (3).

» We form judgements about others and their actions during social actions, which lead to expectations about that individual in future encounters.
Question

« Can intentionality of a harmful action enhance expectancy violations during learning about the action and the agent?

 How is expectancy violation during social interactions represented in the brain?
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Behavioral results
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