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Stimuli can be rendered invisible using a variety of methods and the method selected to
demonstrate unconscious processing in a given study often appears to be arbitrary. Here,
we compared unconscious processing under continuous flash suppression (CFS) and meta-
contrast masking, using similar stimuli, tasks and measures. Participants were presented
with a prime arrow followed by a target arrow. They made a speeded response to the
target arrow direction and then reported on the prime's visibility. Perception of the prime
was made liminal using either meta-contrast masking (Experiment 1) or CFS (Experiments
2 and 3). Conscious perception of the prime was assessed using a sensitive visibility scale
ranging from 0 to 3 and unconscious processing was measured as the priming effect
on target discrimination performance of prime-target direction congruency when prime
visibility was null. Crucially, in order to ensure that the critical stimuli were equally distant
from the limen of consciousness, we sought stimulus and temporal parameters for which
the proportion of O-visibility trials was comparable for the two methods. We found that
the method used to prevent conscious perception matters: unconscious processing was
substantial with meta-contrast masking but absent with CFS. These findings suggest that
CFS allows very little perceptual processing, if at all, and that previous reports of high-level

and complex unconscious processing during CFS may result from partial awareness.

Keywords: conscious perception, unconscious perception, subliminal processing, meta-contrast masking, contin-
uous flash suppression, response priming, awareness, consciousness

INTRODUCTION
Visual consciousness has been the focus of intense research in the
last two decades (Marcel, 1983; Erdelyi, 1986, 2004; Greenwald
etal,, 1996; Vorberg etal., 2003; Ramsey and Overgaard, 2004;
Lau and Passingham, 2006; Schmidt and Vorberg, 2006; Lamy
etal., 2009; Sandberg etal., 2010). The search for the limits of
unconscious processing lies at the heart of this research: which
processes can unfold in the absence of conscious perception and
conversely, for which processes is consciousness essential? In other
words, what is the function of consciousness? The most widely
used empirical strategy used to address this question is to probe
the influence on behavior of stimuli that are barred from conscious
access, so as to assess what processes can be performed outside
perceptual awareness.

A rather large arsenal of paradigms stand at disposal to prevent
a visual stimulus from entering consciousness: pattern masking
(e.g., Breitmeyer and Ganz, 1976), meta-contrast masking (Breit-
meyer, 1978), object-substitution masking (Di Lollo etal., 2000),
continuous flash suppression (CFS; Tsuchiya and Koch, 2005), the
attentional blink (Raymond etal., 1992), inattentional blindness
(Mack and Rock, 1998), and more (see Kim and Blake, 2005 for a
review). The choice of the paradigm used to demonstrate uncon-
scious processing often appears to be arbitrary, despite the fact
that the different paradigms are known to affect perceptual pro-
cessing in qualitatively different ways (e.g., Enns, 2004; Almeida

etal., 2010; Kanai etal., 2010; Faivre etal., 2012; Fogelson etal.,
2014). On the one hand, one could claim that the method used to
prevent conscious perception should not matter as long as uncon-
scious perception is demonstrated. On the other hand, however,
it is important to minimize failures to identify processes that can
be performed without consciousness. To do that, targeting the
procedures that obliterate conscious processing while most min-
imally impairing unconscious processing would seem to be the
most judicious strategy. To illustrate this point bluntly, blindfold-
ing observers to prevent conscious perception would be a bad
choice because it would also thoroughly eliminate unconscious
processing.

In the present paper, we focused on a paradigm that has become
increasingly popular in consciousness research: CFS (henceforth,
CEFS, Tsuchiya and Koch, 2005), and investigated the extent to
which it disrupt unconscious processing. With this method, arrays
of randomly generated shapes of different colors (Mondrians) pre-
sented successively at ~10 Hz to one eye can reliably suppress the
conscious awareness of an image presented to the other eye. One
of the main reasons for the enthusiasm surrounding CFS is that,
unlike backward masking, which is effective only when the target is
presented very briefly (typically for less that 100 ms), CFS-induced
suppression can last very long, on the order of seconds (Shimaoka
and Kaneko, 2011; Stein etal., 2011). Based on the premise that
high-level computations may require relatively long processing
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times, CFS should be a particularly well-suited paradigm in order
to measure high-level unconscious processing.

Consistent with this conjecture, several studies relying on
breaking suppression during CFS have revealed that we are capable
of performing complex, high-level cognitive operations with-
out conscious perception (e.g., Jiang etal., 2006; Costello etal.,
2009; Mudrik etal., 2011; Sklar etal., 2012; Lupyan and Ward,
2013). In a nutshell, the rationale underlying the use of break-
ing suppression is that if a stimulus is found to overcome (or
break) suppression earlier than another stimulus, then one can
conclude that the property on which the two stimuli differ was
processed unconsciously. However, there has been no convinc-
ing evidence that differences in breaking suppression times reflect
genuine unconscious processing rather than processing under
partial consciousness (e.g., Stein etal., 2011; see Gayet etal,
2014).

Other CFS studies that either used a traditional dissociation
procedure or examined the neural consequences of this method
have generated conflicting findings as to whether CFS interferes
with low-level or with high-level cognitive processing (see Sterzer
etal., 2014 for a review). For instance, some authors showed that
subliminal stimuli suppressed using CFS elicit semantic process-
ing (e.g., Almeida etal., 2008, 2010; Bahrami etal., 2010), while
others showed that CFS-suppressed stimuli undergo only low-
level perceptual processing (e.g., Faivre etal., 2012). Likewise,
while several functional MRI studies showed robust suppression
of activity in higher visual areas during CFS (e.g., Fang and
He, 2005; Jiang and He, 2006; Hesselmann and Malach, 2011)
but not in the primary visual cortex (Watanabe etal., 2011),
Yuval-Greenberg and Heeger (2013) recently showed that CFS
does in fact modulate fMRI responses in the primary visual cor-
tex (see also Kang etal., 2011 for consistent findings using ERP
methodology).

Most crucially, however, the very few studies that directly
compared the extent of unconscious processing when stimuli
are rendered invisible using CFS vs. other methods, suggest
that CFS has the lower hand: it actually elicits more restricted
unconscious processing (Almeida etal., 2010; Faivre etal., 2012,
2014; Izatt etal., 2014). For instance, Faivre etal. (2012) showed
that while emotional face primes biased subsequent preference
judgments when suppressed from awareness by gaze-contingent
crowding, they did not elicit such emotion-related processing
when suppressed by backward masking or CFS. Instead, they
only produced an effect akin to low-level perceptual adaptation:
responses to a face target were slower following an identical sup-
pressed prime face relative to a suppressed face conveying the
same emotional expression but displayed by a different individual.
In addition, Almeida etal. (2010) showed that backward-masked
primes elicited category- and identity-specific priming both with
tool and with animal stimuli, whereas CFS-suppressed primes were
associated only with small category-specific priming, and only
with tool stimuli.

The foregoing studies relied on an objective measure of con-
scious perception to ensure that the prime was subliminal (but
[zatt et al., 2014 used also a subjective measure). Specifically, using
a experimental strategy that has become standard in the study
of unconscious processing (Dehaene etal., 1998; Ansorge etal.,

2009; Hsieh etal., 2011; Van Opstal etal., 2011) they included
experimental trials in which the influence of a subliminal prime on
responses to a subsequent target was probed, and prime-awareness
test trials in which chance performance at judging the critical
property of the prime was demonstrated. Thus, for instance,
Almeida etal. (2010) showed that a suppressed prime facilitated
response to a categorically congruent target, yet performance at
discriminating the category to which this prime belonged was at
chance.

It is important to note that with objective measures of con-
scious perception, it is of tantamount importance to select stimuli
that cannot be discriminated above chance: just a few visible trials
can jeopardize the success of the whole experiment (e.g., Rouder
etal, in press). Thus, the safest strategy is to select deeply sublim-
inal stimuli at the risk of “overshooting,” that is, of cutting into
unconscious processing itself. However, the magnitude of such
overshooting cannot be assessed because performance is undis-
criminably at chance whether the critical stimulus is just under
the limen or completely hidden from view (see Figure 1). As a
consequence, finding that unconscious processing occurs using
one method but not using another, may not necessarily reflect that
these methods constitutively disrupt different stages of process-
ing: instead, it might simply indicate that the stimulus parameters
selected to ensure chance objective performance pushed percep-
tual processing further from the limen with one method relative
to the other.

The objective of the present research was to assess the extent
of unconscious processing using liminal stimuli instead of sub-
liminal stimuli. We compared CFS with meta-contrast masking,
a method that is thought to interfere with perceptual processing
at a relatively late stage (e.g., Del Cul etal., 2007; Enns, 2004) and
has been associated with robust priming (e.g., Vorberg et al., 2003;
Kentridge et al., 2008; Peremen and Lamy, 2014). We assessed con-
scious perception of the prime using a sensitive subjective visibility
scale akin to the Perceptual Awareness Scale (e.g., Ramsoy and
Overgaard, 2004)!. One of the main advantages of using this mea-
sure in the present context is that it allows using liminal stimuli,
that is, stimuli that are subjectively invisible on some proportion
of the trials and perceived at various degrees of clarity on other
trials. In this way, one can prevent conscious processing while
minimally encroaching on unconscious processing. In addition to
minimizing the distance of the critical stimulus perception from
the limen of consciousness, visibility scales allow one to measure

!Subjective measures of conscious perception have been criticized, based on the
claim that they may be contaminated by responses biases — a problem that is often
referred to as the criterion problem (e.g., Eriksen, 1960; Holender, 1986). However,
recent research suggests that using a sensitive subjective measure may circumvent
this problem. In a recent study (Peremen and Lamy, 2014) we used meta-contrast
masking to manipulate conscious perception of a prime arrow pointing either to
the left or to the right and measured conscious perception using a 0-to-3 subjective
visibility scale. On trials in which the prime arrow was rated to be completely
invisible (rating 0), objective performance at discriminating its direction fell to
chance. By contrast, a rating of 1, indicating very faint visibility of the prime, was
associated with above-chance performance. Focused scrutiny of the literature reveals
that chance forced-choice performance at discriminating a simple feature of a target
rendered invisible by a variety of methods, is not uncommon (e.g., Boyer etal.,
2005; Wyart and Tallon-Baudry, 2008; Bahrami etal., 2010). Taken together, these
findings suggest that subjective reports of conscious perception can be as sensitive
as measures relying on objective discrimination performance.
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stimulus’ distance from the limen of consciousness.

<

FIGURE 1 | lllustration of the ideas that (1) to maximize sensitivity for measuring unconscious processing, the critical stimulus must be as close as
possible to the limen of consciousness and (2) chance performance at discriminating the critical stimulus is not informative with regard to this
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this distance — a feature that is particular useful when comparing
different methods for preventing conscious perception: similar
proportions of invisible trials should indicate similar distances
from the limen.

In the present study, we compared the extent of unconscious
processing of a prime arrow direction when this arrow was ren-
dered invisible using meta-contrast masking (Experiment 1), or
CFS (Experiments 2 and 3). In all three experiments, participants
were presented with a liminal prime arrow followed by a clearly
visible target arrow, the direction of which was either congruent or
incongruent with the prime arrow direction. On each trial, partic-
ipants first made a speeded forced-choice discrimination response
to the direction of the target arrow and then rated the visibility of
the prime on a scale ranging from 0 to 3. Unconscious processing
of the prime arrow direction was measured as the performance
difference between the congruent and incongruent conditions on
trials in which participants reported their subjective visibility of
the prime to be null.

METHOD

PARTICIPANTS

Twenty two right-handed undergraduate students from Tel Aviv
University (13 women), age 22-28 years (M = 24.9, SD = 1.9)
were tested in one session for course credit. All subjects reported
normal or corrected-to-normal vision.

2This experiment was reported in a previous paper (Peremen and Lamy, 2014,
Experiment 2) to address a different question. Specifically, while in that paper
the emphasis was on the comparison between subjective and objective measures
of conscious perception, the emphasis here is on the comparison of unconscious
processing during meta-contrast masking and continuous flash suppression.

APPARATUS AND STIMULI

Sample displays are presented in Figure 2. The stimuli were pre-
sented on a 17-inch 85-Hz CRT monitor. The fixation display
consisted of a plus sign (0.2°x 0.2° of visual angle). The prime
display consisted of a small arrow (1.6°x 0.8°) and the target-
mask display consisted of a larger arrow, 2.1° in width and 1.1° in
height. Both arrows were gray (RGB 127, 127, 119) against a black
background (RGB 0, 0, 0), were centered at fixation and pointed
either leftward or rightward. Thus, the prime arrow either pointed
in the same direction as the target arrow (congruent trials) or in
the opposite direction (incongruent trials).

PROCEDURE AND DESIGN
Each trial began with a 500-ms presentation of the fixation dis-
play. The prime display then appeared for 24 ms, followed after
a variable SOA (0, 24, 47, 71, 94, or 118 ms) by the target-mask
display. Then, a blank screen appeared until subjects provided the
first response or after 2,000 ms had elapsed, followed by a question
mark in the middle of the screen, which prompted the subjects to
provide the second response. A new trial began immediately after
second response.

On each trial, subjects provided two responses: they first made
a speeded response to the target-mask arrow direction by pressing
designated keys as fast as possible on the numerical keypad with
their right hands (“1” when the arrow pointed to the left and “3”
when it pointed to the right). Then, they provided a subjective
report of the prime visibility using a scale ranging from 0 (“I
saw nothing at all”) to 3 (“I saw the arrow clearly”) by pressing
designated keys (“z,” “x,” “c;” and “v” which were covered with
stickers labeled 0, 1, 2, and 3, respectively) on the keyboard with
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Fixation (500ms)

Prime (24ms)

Target mask (until response)

Forced-choice response

Subjective response — 0 to 3 scale

FIGURE 2 | Sequence of events in Experiment 1. In this example, the
directions of the prime and target arrows are congruent. Participants were
required to make a speeded response to the target mask arrow direction
(left or right) and then rate subjective visibility of the prime.

their left hands. Five percent of the trials were catch trials: the target
was presented alone, without a prime. The purpose of introducing
catch trials was to anchor 0-visibility judgments to situations in
which no prime appeared. On 10% of the trials (no-go trials) the
target arrowheads were truncated and observers had to press the
space-bar instead of providing the two responses pertaining to
the prime’. Each subject completed 500 trials divided into ten
blocks and following two practice blocks of 50 trials each. Before
practice, the observers viewed the sequence of events at a very slow
pace that enabled them to clearly distinguish between the prime
and target.

All combinations of the prime and target arrow directions
were equiprobable and randomly mixed. They were equally likely
to be congruent or incongruent. Prime-to-target SOAs were
equiprobable and randomly mixed.

RESULTS

The data from two participants were excluded from analysis: one
because his mean RTs were slower than the group’s by more than
3 SDs and the other, because of a technical error. Prime-absent
(or catch) trials as well as no-go trials were excluded from all
analyses. In all RT analyses, trials in which responses to the tar-
get direction were inaccurate were excluded (2.3%) and so were
trials in which the RT exceeded the mean of its cell (resulting
from crossing the factors included in the relevant analysis) by
more than 2.5 SDs (fewer than 1% of the trials). An ANOVA
with SOA as a within-subject factor and mean visibility as the
dependent measure revealed that mean visibility followed the

3The use of a go no-go task is related to the goals of Peremen and Lamy (2014) study
and is irrelevant here. It will therefore not be considered further.

U-shaped pattern characteristic of type-B meta-contrast mask-
ing (Kolers and Rosner, 1960) and was lowest at the 47-ms SOA
(this trend did not reach significance after Huynh—Feldt correc-
tion, F(5,75) = 2.69, p < 0.09). The mean proportion of trials per
visibility for each SOA is shown in Figure 3*.

REACTION TIMES

A linear mixed-effects model with visibility (0, 1, 2, or 3) and
congruency (congruent vs. incongruent) as within-subject factors
was performed on the mean RTs. Mean RT and accuracy data
are presented in Table 1 and the mean congruency effect at each
visibility level is shown in Figure 4°. The main effect of congru-
ency was significant, F(1,19) = 86.94, p < 0.0001, with faster RTs
when the prime and target arrows were congruent than when they
were incongruent. The main effect of visibility was also signifi-
cant, F(3,53) = 32.16, p < 0.0001, with longer RTs as visibility
increased. The interaction between the two factors was significant,
F(3,53) = 3.7, p < 0.02. Further analyses revealed that the congru-
ency effect was larger for visibility three than for all other levels,
all ps > 0.03 and that the congruency effects for visibility levels 0,
1, and 2 did not differ from each other, all Fs < 1. Crucially, the
congruency effect was significant when visibility was null, 49 ms
F(1,53) = 14.82, p < 0.001.

ACCURACY

Similar analyses were conducted on the accuracy data pertain-
ing to the responses to the target arrow. They showed similar
trends, thus ensuring that speed-accuracy trade-off was not a con-
cern. The main effect of visibility was significant, F(3,53) = 6.81,
p < 0.001, the main effect of congruency approached significance
F(1,19) = 3.75, p < 0.07 and the interaction between the two
factors was not significant, F < 1.

EXPERIMENT 2

PARTICIPANTS

Fifteen undergraduate students from Tel Aviv University (fourteen
right-handed, 11 women,), age 20-27 years (M = 23, SD = 1.65)
were tested in one session for course credit. All subjects reported
normal or corrected-to-normal vision.

APPARATUS, STIMULI, PROCEDURE, AND DESIGN

The apparatus was the same as in Experiment 1 except for the
following changes. All stimuli were presented on a LCD moni-
tor (SyncMaster) with 1920 x 1080 resolution, 120 Hz refresh
rate controlled by a Power Samsung 3D PC. In order to create

#The distribution of visibility ratings could considerably vary between observers.
However, we chose not to exclude subjects based on considerations of balanced
visibility rating distribution. Instead, in order to overcome the distortions that
might result from unbalanced repeated measures data, we used a mixed effects
model to analyze the data when visibility was as a factor. Importantly, however, for
this and the following experiments, the results remained the same when subjects
with unbalanced distributions (fewer than 10% or more than 65% of 0-visibility
trials) were excluded.

°The relatively high mean RT in this and the next experiments (>600 ms) are likely
to result from the dual-task situation. Consistent with this conjecture, we recently
showed that when subjects had to respond to both the target and prime (as in the
present experiments), RTs were on the order of 650 ms, whereas when they had
to respond only to the target (all other things being identical), their RTs fell below
400 ms (Peremen and Lamy, 2014).
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Table 1 | Mean reaction times and accuracy on congruent and on
incongruent trials in Experiment 1.

Reaction times (ms) Accuracy (%)

Visibility = Congruent Incongruent Congruent Incongruent
0 606.2 655.6 98.7 978
1 640.9 683.8 99.0 98.2
2 693.7 746.2 98.0 98.2
3 653.5 7473 970 95.9
120
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FIGURE 4 | Mean response-priming effect in milliseconds in
Experiment 1, as a function of visibility rating. Priming was significant
for visibility 0-3. Error bars represent standard errors.

stereoscopic perception the stimuli were viewed through SSG-
M3150GB 3D Active Glasses (battery powered), which let one
image through the left eye while blocking stimulation to the
right eye and another image to the right eye while blocking
stimulation to the left eye, with a 60-Hz alternation rhythm
that is beyond the perceptual threshold. The target display was
presented together with the Mondrian suppressors to one eye,
whereas the prime display was displayed to the other (“sup-
pressed”) eye.

Sample displays are presented in Figure 5. The prime display
consisted of two filled horizontal arrows (1.72° x 0.46° each)
pointing in the same direction, either left or right, and presented
0.57° above and below the center of the screen. The two prime
arrows were gray and appeared at variable contrast levels of 20,
60, or 100% of maximum contrast level (RGB 195, 195, 195).
The target display consisted of a horizontal white outline arrow
(1.72°x 0.57°) pointing either leftward or rightward. All arrows
were presented against a black background. The suppressors were
Mondrians, that is, randomly colored figures of partly overlapping
rectangles of varying sizes and colors. A white rectangular frame
(18.16° x 18.16°) centered at fixation was presented to each eye
throughout the trial.

Each trial began with a 1,000-ms presentation of the fixation
display. The prime display was then faded in by ramping up its
contrast from 0% to a contrast level of 20, 60, or 100% in 200 ms.
It remained on the screen until the target was presented, following
a variable SOA (250, 350, 450, 550, or 650 ms). The target display
remained visible until response. The subsequent events as well as
the response requirements were the same as in Experiment 1.

The two prime arrows and the target arrow were equally likely
to point to the left or right, and were therefore equally likely to be
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Fixation (1,000ms)

Prime (250-650ms)

Target (until response)

Forced-choice response

Subjective response — 0 to 3 scale

FIGURE 5 | Sequence of events in Experiment 2. The prime arrows
were gradually introduced and presented to one eye (suppressed
eye), while the target was superimposed on a dynamic Mondrian
and presented to the other eye (non-suppressed eye). Here, the

Suppressed eye Non-suppressed eye

Visibility Visibility
0/1/2/3 0/1/2/3

directions of the prime and target arrows are incongruent.
Participants were required to make a speeded response to the
target arrow direction (left or right) and then rate subjective visibility
of the prime.

congruent or incongruent. Conditions of prime-arrows direction,
target-arrow direction, SOA and prime contrast were randomly
mixed.

RESULTS

In all RT analyses, trials in which responses to the target arrow
direction were inaccurate were excluded (1.2%) and so were trials
in which the RT exceeded the mean of its cell by more than 2.5
SDs (fewer than 1.6% of the trials).

An ANOVA with SOA and prime-contrast level as within-
subject factors and mean visibility as the dependent variable
revealed significant main effects, F(4,56) = 18.51, p < 0.0001
and F(2,28) = 17.16, p < 0.0001, respectively, with higher
visibility as the SOA and prime-contrast increased. The sig-
nificant interaction between these factors, F(8,112) = 4.87,
p < 0.002 indicated that the effect of prime contrast became
significant only for SOAs exceeding 350 ms. The mean pro-
portions of trials per visibility is shown in Figure 6 as a func-
tion of SOA and in Figure 7 as a function of prime-contrast
level.

REACTION TIMES

A linear mixed-effects model with visibility (0, 1, 2, or 3),
congruency (congruent vs. incongruent), prime-contrast level
(20, 60, 100%) and SOA (250, 350, 450, 550, or 650 ms) as
within-subject factors was performed on the mean RTs of correct
trials. The main effect of SOA was significant, F(4,56) = 22.95,
p < 0.0001 with slower RTs as SOA increased and did not inter-
act with congruency, F < 1. There was no significant effect
of prime contrast F(2,28) = 1.99, p = 0.16, and no interac-
tion involving this factors, all Fs < 1. Mean RTs and accuracy
data are presented in Table 2 and the mean congruency effect

at each visibility level is shown in Figure 8. The main effect
of congruency was significant, F(1,14) = 41.39, p < 0.0001
with faster RTs when the directions of the prime and target
arrows were congruent than when they were incongruent. The
main effect of visibility was also significant, F(3,40) = 104.28,
p < 0.0001, indicating that RTs were slower for 0- than for
1-, 2- and 3-visibility trials, all ps < 0.0002. There was a sig-
nificant interaction between the two factors, F(3,38) = 8.04,
p < 0.0003. Further analyses revealed that the congruency effect
was significant for visibility levels 1, 2 and 3, F(1,38) = 5.06,
p < 0.03, F(1,38) = 12.6, p < 0.001 and F(1,38) = 45.12,
p < 0.001, respectively but crucially and unlike the pattern of
results observed in Experiment 1, response priming was not
significant when visibility was null, F < 1. As is clear from
Figure 8 response priming increased linearly with increasing levels
of visibility.

ACCURACY

Similar analyses conducted on the accuracy data showed similar
trends. The main effect of visibility was significant, F(3,37) = 3.82,
P < 0.02. No effect involving congruency approached significance,
all ps > 0.2.

DISCUSSION

The results of Experiments 1 and 2 revealed a markedly differ-
ent pattern. When the prime was invisible, response priming
was significant when invisibility was achieved using meta-contrast
masking (Experiment 1), but was absent when invisibility was
achieved using CFS (Experiment 2). These findings suggest that
CFS interferes with processing more deeply than does meta-
contrast masking. However, four alternative accounts must be
considered.
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FIGURE 6 | Proportion of trials as a function of the SOA between the prime and target, for each level of prime visibility (0-3) in Experiment 2.
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FIGURE 7 | Proportion of trials as a function of prime contrast level, for each level of prime visibility (0-3) in Experiment 2.
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Table 2 | Mean reaction times and accuracy on congruent and on
incongruent trials in Experiment 2.

Reaction times (ms) Accuracy (%)

Visibility = Congruent Incongruent Congruent Incongruent
0 685.5 689.3 99.5 99.0
1 7571 779.5 99.0 977
750.4 7911 99.5 96.4
3 697.7 746.5 99.2 979

First, although the stimuli used were largely similar in the two
experiments, they differed in a few respects. For instance, the
prime was one central arrow in Experiment 1 and two eccentric

(albeit foveal) arrows in Experiment 2. Although stimulus-related
differences should not matter as long as the primes are liminal
to the same extent, one could claim that there might be qualita-
tive differences in unconscious processing of central and eccentric
stimuli.

Second, when the prime was clearly visible (visibility 3),
response priming was larger in the meta-contrast than in the
CFES experiment (93 vs. 49 ms, respectively). Thus, it may be
the case that the meta-contrast masking paradigm yielded larger
response priming overall in our experiment and was therefore
more sensitive for detecting unconscious processing than was the
CFS paradigm. In order to test this possibility, we analyzed the data
from participants who showed the largest response priming effects
for maximum visibility in the CFS experiment (i.e., with response
priming exceeding the median effect of the group, 57 ms). The
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FIGURE 8 | Mean response-priming effect in milliseconds in
Experiment 2, as a function of visibility rating. Priming was significant
for visibility 1, 2, and 3, but not when visibility was null. Error bars
represent standard errors.

mean congruency effect for visibility-3 trials in large-response-
priming participants was 78 ms, and was therefore similar to the
mean congruency effect in Experiment 1 (93 ms). Yet, response
priming when the prime was invisible remained null (4 ms, F < 1).
Conversely, we analyzed the data from participants who showed
the smallest response priming effects for maximum visibility in
the meta-contrast masking experiment (i.e., response priming
effect lower than the median effect of the group, 75 ms). The
mean congruency effect for visibility-3 trials in small-response-
priming participants was 54 ms, and was therefore similar to
the mean congruency effect in Experiment 2 (49 ms). Yet, in
line with our prediction, response priming was still highly sig-
nificant when the prime was invisible [75 ms, F(1,23) = 21.86,
p < 0.0001]. We can thus conclude that differences in the magni-
tudes of response priming on high-visibility trials does not account
for the observed differences in unconscious processing between the
two methods.

Third, as the distribution of trials across visibility levels varied
as a function of SOA (Figure 6) and prime contrast (Figure 7),
our finding of a large congruency effect when the prime was vis-
ible (ratings 1, 2, and 3) but not when it was invisible (rating
0) may reflect SOA- or prime-contrast- rather than visibility-
related differences. In other words, the null response priming
effect on 0-visibility trials may mainly emanate from short-
SOA or low-prime-contrast trials, whereas the large response
priming effect on visibility-3 trials may mainly emanate from
long-SOA or high-prime-contrast trials (note that this problem
does not apply to Experiment 1 because priming was found
for visibility 0). The fact that the congruency effect inter-
acted with neither SOA nor contrast level is inconsistent with
such a claim, yet we nevertheless conducted additional analy-
ses to examine this possibility. We focused only on the SOA
(250 ms) and prime-contrast level (20%) for which visibility
three ratings were least frequent. The congruency effect was
still present for visibility-3 trials, F(1,32) = 3.58, p < 0.07 and
F(1,32) = 4.93, p < 0.04, for the 250-ms SOA and 20%- prime
contrast, respectively, and still absent for visibility-0 trials, both
Fs < 1.

The fourth alternative account rests on the observation that
the proportion of 0-visibility trials was overall larger in the CFS
than in the meta-contrast experiment. The lowest proportion of
such trials was 44% (with the 650-ms SOA) in the former, whereas
the highest proportion in the latter experiment was 37% (with
the 47-ms SOA). As explained in the introduction, such a state
of affairs indicates that the prime stimuli were further from the
limen of consciousness in the CFS than in the meta-contrast exper-
iment, which could explain why we failed to observe unconscious
processing with CFS.

Although the additional analyses reported above provide a
partial answer to the second and third issues, the objective of
Experiment 3 was to address all four issues more directly.

EXPERIMENT 3

In this experiment, we again used CFS to manipulate conscious
perception of the prime but introduced three changes in order
to test our conclusions from Experiment 2 against alternative
accounts. First, the prime and target arrows were now identical
to those used in Experiment 1, so as to preclude any account
based on stimulus-based differences between the meta-contrast
and CFS experiments. Second, to ensure that the unconscious
and conscious conditions were physically identical, we used only
one contrast level and one prime-target SOA. Third, we selected a
high prime-contrast level and ramped it up faster than in Exper-
iment 2 in order to bring the prime stimulus to a closer distance
to the limen. Specifically, we aimed at obtaining a percentage of
0-visibility trials similar or smaller than for the SOA associated
with the highest such percentage in the meta-contrast experiment
(47 ms), in which a significant priming effect was observed.

Note that while we physically equated the prime and target
stimuli in Experiments 3 and 1, we used different SOAs (from
0 to 118 ms in Experiment vs. 200 ms in Experiment 3). Obvi-
ously, stimulus conditions to prevent consciousness are going to
be different in any two methods, in order for these methods to
be distinguished: had we used exactly the same stimuli and SOAs
in the CFS as in the meta-contrast experiments, prime stimuli
would have suffered from both meta-contrast masking and CFS.
Consistent with this observation, it is noteworthy than none of
the previous studies which compared CFS and backward mask-
ing used identical stimuli or temporal parameters. For instance,
Faivre etal. (2012) presented the critical primes for 2,500 ms with
CEFS and for 50 ms with backward masking. Likewise, Almeida
etal. (2010) presented their primes twice for 100 ms in the CFS
condition and once for 35 ms in the backward masking condition.
However, in Experiment 3, in order to minimize the potential con-
sequences of using long prime durations with CFS, we selected a
relatively short SOA, namely, 200 ms, which ensured that no meta-
contrast masking could occur (e.g., Enns, 2004). If the findings of
Experiment 2 resulted from genuine differences between CFS and
meta-contrast masking rather than from any of the four alterna-
tive accounts we suggested then we should expect to replicate these
findings in the present experiment.

PARTICIPANTS
Thirteen undergraduate students from Tel Aviv University (12
right-handed, eight women), age 20-28 years (M = 24.0,SD =2.4)
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Suppressed eye

Fixation (1,000ms)

Prime (200ms)

Target (until response)

Forced-choice response

Non-suppressed eye

Subjective response — 0 to 3 scale

FIGURE 9 | Sequence of events in Experiment 3. Prime-to-target SOA was fixed at 200 ms and prime contrast level also fixed.

Visibility
0/1/2/3

Visibility
0/1/2/3

were tested in one session for course credit or for a 30-NIS pay
(~8USD). All subjects reported normal or corrected-to-normal
vision.

APPARATUS, STIMULI, PROCEDURE, AND DESIGN

The apparatus, stimuli, procedure and design were the same as
in Experiment 2 except for the following changes. First, the prime
and mask arrows were exactly the same as in Experiment 1. Sample
displays are presented in Figure 9. Second, prime contrast was not
manipulated: on each trial, the prime display was faded in by
ramping up its contrast to 100% of maximum contrast level in
50 ms. Finally, the target display followed the prime after a fixed
SOA of 200 ms.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The data from one participant was excluded from analysis because
upon debriefing, he reported using the strategy of foveating the
periphery of the display, which helped him perceive the prime
more easily. Prime-absent (or catch) trials as well as no-go tri-
als were excluded from all analyses. In all RT analyses, trials in
which responses to the target arrow direction were inaccurate were
excluded (1.9%) and so were trials in which the RT exceeded the
mean of its cell by more than 2.5 SDs (fewer than 2.4% of the
trials). The mean proportions of trials per visibility are shown in
Figure 10.

REACTION TIMES

A linear mixed-effects model with visibility (0, 1, 2, or 3)
and prime-target congruency (congruent vs. incongruent) as
within-subject factors was performed on the mean RTs of
correct trials. Mean RTs are presented in Table 3 and the
mean congruency effect at each visibility level is shown in
Figure 11. The main effect of congruency was significant,
F(1,11) = 159.26, p < 0.0001, with faster RTs when the direc-
tions of the prime and target arrows were congruent than

when they were incongruent. The main effect of visibility
was also significant, F(3,33) = 12.83, p < 0.0001, indicat-
ing that RTs became slower as mean visibility ratings increased.
There was a significant interaction between the two factors,
F(3,32) = 24.74, p < 0.0001. Closely replicating the findings
of Experiment 2, the congruency effect increased as visibility

100
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Proportion of trials (%)

20

0
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FIGURE 10 | Proportion of trials for each level of prime visibility (0-3) in
Experiment 3.
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Table 3 | Mean reaction times and accuracy on congruent and on

incongruent trials in Experiment 3.
Reaction times (ms) Accuracy (%)
Visibility Congruent Incongruent Congruent Incongruent
0 669.3 675.2 99.1 98.8
1 653.2 689.8 99.3 98.9
672.8 712.0 99.2 99.0
3 654.2 736.6 98.8 98.2
120
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Visibility rating
FIGURE 11 | Mean response-priming effect in milliseconds in
Experiment 3, as a function of visibility rating. Priming was significant
for visibility 1, 2, and 3, but not when visibility was null. Error bars
represent standard errors.

increased and was significant for visibility levels 1, 2, and 3,
F(1,32) = 33.0, p < 0.001, F(1,32) = 31.19, p < 0.001, and
F(1,32) = 147.74, p < 0.001, respectively. Crucially, however,
it was again non significant when visibility was null, F = 1.03,
p=0.32.

ACCURACY

Similar analyses were conducted on the accuracy data. The con-
gruency effect was not significant, F(1,11) = 2.25, p = 0.16 and
neither were all other effects, all Fs < 1.

The results replicated the findings of Experiment 2, yet they
can be accounted for by none of alternative interpretations
raised with respect to Experiment 2. In particular, the mag-
nitude of response priming on maximum-visibility trials was
similar to the one observed with meta-contrast masking (Exper-
iment 1). In addition, the proportion of null-visibility trials was
smaller in this experiment than in Experiment 2 and was now
similar to the proportion observed in the meta-contrast exper-
iment. In fact, this proportion was smaller here (31.2%) than
with the 24 and 47-ms SOAs (32.6 and 36.7%, respectively),
for which significant response priming was observed in Experi-
ment 1. Thus, the stimuli were unlikely to be further from the
limen of consciousness in the CFS relative to the meta-contrast
experiment.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

In this study, we compared unconscious processing under meta-
contrast masking and CFS. Conscious perception was assessed
using a sensitive visibility scale ranging from 0 to 3 and uncon-
scious processing was measured as a significant effect of the
congruency between the directions of a prime and target arrows
when participants reported not seeing the prime at all (i.e., when
its visibility was rated to be 0). The central finding is that uncon-
scious processing was substantial with meta-contrast masking but
absent with CFS.

Although previous studies have also compared different sup-
pression methods and shown that CFS allows only little uncon-
scious processing, it is important to report conceptual replications
of these findings on the backdrop of the increasing popularity
of CFS as a tool to study unconscious processing. We extend
previous findings by comparing CFS to meta-contrast mask-
ing rather than pattern backward masking or gaze-contingent
crowding, and by probing unconscious response priming that
relies on simple shape perception, rather than semantic cate-
gory discrimination or emotional processing (Almeida etal., 2010
and Faivre etal., 2012, respectively). In addition, our compar-
ison involved exactly the same prime and target stimuli unlike
Almeida etal. (2010) who added 70% of noise to the prime
stimuli in the masking but not in the CFS experiment and
Faivre etal. (2012) study who cropped peripheral facial attributes
(e.g., hair, ears) in the masking but not in the CFS experiment.
Finally and most importantly, we used a novel methodology to
ensure that the critical stimuli were at a comparable distance
from the limen of consciousness during CFS and meta-contrast
masking.

COMPARISON WITH PREVIOUS CFS STUDIES

The finding that CFS disrupts relatively low-level perceptual pro-
cesses calls for a reappraisal of previous demonstrations that highly
complex processing can be performed when conscious perception
of the critical stimuli is prevented using CFS. Therefore, our study
accredits the notion that unconscious processing demonstrated by
measuring the time of breaking of CFS suppression (e.g., Jiang
etal., 2006; Costello etal., 2009; Mudrik etal., 2011; Sklar etal.,
2012; Lupyan and Ward, 2013) resulted from partial awareness of
the suppressed stimuli (e.g., Klein etal., 2011; Gayet etal., 2014).
However, our results appear to be at odds with previous reports of
unconscious priming during CFS.

Bahrami etal. (2010) examined whether invisible numerical
stimuli could prime a visible numerical target. They measured
subjective awareness on a scale ranging from 0 to 2 on each
trial and reported a significant effect of the numerical distance
between the prime and target on 0-prime-visibility trials. How-
ever, unconscious numerical processing was very tenuous. The
priming effect, measured as the RT-difference between prime-
present and prime-absent trials, was found to depend on the
identity of the prime only for one specific prime-target distance:
RTs were faster for same than for different prime-target trials only
for the prime-target distance of -2 (and not for distances of -1, 1,
and 2).

Almeida etal. (2010) reported a small (<15 ms), yet sig-
nificant category-specific priming effect for tool vs. animal
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stimuli with invisible primes. CFS-suppressed stimuli were held
to be invisible based on an awareness pre-test which deter-
mined the individual stimulus contrast for which participants
were at chance at discriminating the prime category. This stim-
ulus contrast was used in the main experiment. Two aspects
of this procedure, however, suggest that partial awareness may
have occurred. First, the awareness-check block was run before
the experimental trials, so that participants were more prac-
ticed for trials in which priming was measured than for trials
in which conscious perception was assessed. As perception of
the prime is likely to increase with practice (e.g., Schwiedrzik
etal., 2009), partial awareness of the prime cannot be excluded.
In addition, the authors adopted a rather lenient criterion for
consciousness: forced-choice discrimination performance rang-
ing between 35 and 65% was held to reflect chance perfor-
mance.

Faivre etal. (2012) reported unconscious priming elicited by
CFS-suppressed faces. A significant improvement over previous
study is that priming and conscious perception were measured
under exactly the same conditions. The finding of Faivre etal.’s
study is not necessarily incompatible with our results, however.
While we found no priming for prime and target arrows that
were physically different from each other, Faivre etal. reported
priming in the form of a performance cost when the prime
and target were identical, suggesting that sensory adaptation
may have occurred. By contrast, they found that the same faces
did not bias affective judgments of a subsequent neutral target.
Taken together, these findings suggest that CFS suppression may
allow very low-level perceptual processing of the prime but not
response priming. Further research is required to further test this
hypothesis.

Finally, Izatt etal. (2014) provided only weak evidence of
unconscious priming by CFS-suppressed faces. First, their stim-
uli were considered to be invisible when subjects reported either
no experience or a brief glimpse of the stimulus, that is, in
conditions that are equivalent to visibility levels 0 and 1 of the
present study. Considering that we found unconscious prim-
ing to be significant for visibility 1 (but not for null visibility),
any unconscious priming demonstrated when these two visibil-
ity levels are collapsed may have resulted from partial awareness.
Second, one could infer that unconscious priming occurred
during CFS only from the fact that unconscious priming was
significant across masking conditions (backward masking and
CFS) and did not interact with masking technique. Thus, there
was no direct test of unconscious priming by CFS-suppressed
stimuli.

METHODOLOGICAL IMPLICATIONS FOR THE STUDY OF UNCONSCIOUS
PROCESSING

Our findings show that in the search for the boundaries of
unconscious processing, the method used to prevent conscious
perception matters: failure to observe that some process can
be performed without conscious perception with one method
does not necessarily entail that conscious perception is nec-
essary for this process. In the present study, for instance,
identification of the prime shape and activation of the motor
response associated with this shape were found to be largely

independent of conscious perception: priming was of the same
magnitude when the prime was subjectively invisible, barely
visible or almost clearly visible (although priming was fur-
ther boosted when visibility was maximal). Yet, had one relied
on the findings resulting from preventing conscious percep-
tion using CFS, the conclusion would have been that shape
processing and/or motor preparation require conscious percep-
tion.

It follows that the best-suited methods to study unconscious
processing are those that can entirely prevent conscious per-
ception while minimally disrupting unconscious processing. In
order to uncover such methods, different means of suppressing
conscious vision must be compared. We suggest that such com-
parison is possible only if one ensures that the critical stimuli
are equally close to the limen of consciousness for each of the
compared methods. (Here, we defined conscious perception at
the most basic level, namely, with regard to perception of the
critical stimulus’ mere presence rather than with regard to per-
ception of one of its features). We further suggest that a fruitful
approach to measure distance from the limen is to use stim-
ulus and temporal parameters that are associated with liminal
perception and to assess conscious perception using a sensitive
subjective scale. In this way, the distance from the limen can be
estimated as the percentage of 0-visibility trials®. Again, it should
be noted that objective measures of conscious perception can-
not provide an estimate of such distance, as explained in the
introduction. Here, we showed that although stimuli rendered
invisible using CFS and meta-contrast masking (Experiment 1
vs. 3) were equally distant from the limen and produced sim-
ilar priming effects for maximum visibility trials, unconscious
response priming was large with one method and absent with
the other.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

Support was provided by the Israel Science Foundation (ISF) Grant
No. 1475/12 and the Binational Science Foundation (BSF) Grant
No. 2009425 to Dominique Lamy. We thank Yael Green, Anya
Kolgov, Adam Krashniak, Nir Shalev, Alon Zivony and Or Yaniv,
for their help in running the experiments.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

The Supplementary Material for this article can be found online
at: http://www.frontiersin.org/journal/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00969/
abstract

REFERENCES

Almeida, J., Mahon, B. Z., Nakayama, K., and Caramazza, A. (2008). Unconscious
processing dissociates along categorical lines. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 105,
15214-15218. doi: 10.1073/pnas.0805867105

®0One could argue that the criterion used when reporting visibility of the prime may
have been more conservative in the meta-contrast masking than in the CFS exper-
iment. In other words, participants may have reported 0 visibility despite partial
awareness of the prime in the former but not in the latter experiment. However, the
findings of Peremen and Lamy (2014) study clearly argue against this claim. Using
exactly the same stimuli and SOAs as in Experiment 1, we showed that participants
were at chance at discriminating the direction of the prime arrow when reporting 0
visibility: had meta-contrast masking induced a conservative criterion, performance
should have been above chance.

www.frontiersin.org

September 2014 | Volume 5 | Article 969 | 11

1198
1199
1200
1201
1202
1203
1204
1205
1206
1207
1208
1209
1210
1211
1212
1213
1214
1215
1216
1217
1218
1219
1220
1221[Q13]
1222
1223
1224
1225
1226
1227
1228
1229
1230
1231
1232
1233
1234
1235
1236
1237
1238
1239
1240
1241
1242
1243
1244
1245
1246
1247
1248
1249
1250
1251
1252
1253
1254


http://www.frontiersin.org/journal/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00969/abstract
http://www.frontiersin.org/journal/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00969/abstract
http://www.frontiersin.org/
http://www.frontiersin.org/Consciousness_Research/archive

1255
1256
1257
1258
1259
1260
1261
1262
1263
1264
1265
1266
1267
1268
1269
1270
1271
1272
1273
1274
1275
1276
1277
1278
1279
1280
1281
1282
1283
1284
1285
1286
1287
1288
1289
1290
1291
1292
1293
1294
1295
1296
1297
1298
1299
1300
1301
1302
1303
1304
1305
1306
1307
1308
1309
1310
1311

Peremen and Lamy

Unconscious processing in CFS and meta-contrast masking

Almeida, J., Mahon, B. Z., and Caramazza, A. (2010). The role of the dorsal
visual processing stream in tool identification. Psychol. Sci. 21, 772-778. doi:
10.1177/0956797610371343

Ansorge, U., Kiss, M., and Eimer, M. (2009). Goal-driven attentional capture by
invisible colors: evidence from event-related potentials. Psychon. Bull. Rev. 16,
648-653. doi: 10.3758/PBR.16.4.648

Bahrami, B., Petra, V., Eva, S., Silvia, P., Brian, B., and Geraint, R. (2010). Uncon-
scious numerical priming despite interocular suppression. Psychol. Sci. 21, 2,
224-233. doi: 10.1177/0956797609360664

Boyer, J. L., Harrison, S., and Ro, T. (2005). Unconscious processing of orientation
and color without primary visual cortex. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 102, 16875—
16879. doi: 10.1073/pnas.0505332102

Breitmeyer, B. (1978). Meta-contrast masking as a function of mask energy. Bull.
Psychon. Soc. 12, 50-52. doi: 10.3758/BF03329621

Breitmeyer, B. G., and Ganz, L. (1976). Implications of sustained and tran-
sient channels for theories of visual pattern masking, saccadic suppression,
and information processing. Psychol. Rev. 83, 1-36. doi: 10.1037/0033-295X.
83.1.1

Costello, P, Jiang, Y., Baartman, B., McGlennen, K., and He, S. (2009). Semantic and
subword priming during binocular suppression. Conscious. Cogn. 18, 375-382.
doi: 10.1016/j.concog.2009.02.003

Dehaene, S., Changeux, J. P., Naccache, L., Sackur, J., and Sergent, C. (2006).
Conscious, preconscious, and subliminal processing: a testable taxonomy. Trends
Cogn. Sci. 10, 204-211. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2006.03.007

Dehaene, S., Naccache, L., Le Clec’H, G., Koechlin, E., Mueller, M., Dehaene-
Lambertz, G., etal. (1998). Imaging unconscious semantic priming. Nature 395,
597-600. doi: 10.1038/26967

Del Cul, A., Baillet, S., and Dehaene, S. (2007). Brain dynamics underlying
the nonlinear threshold for access to consciousness. PLoS Biol. 5:€260. doi:
10.1371/journal.pbio.0050260

Di Lollo, V., Enns, J. T., and Rensink, R. A. (2000). Competition for consciousness
among visual events: the psychophysics of reentrant visual processes. J. Exp.
Psychol. Gen. 129, 481. doi: 10.1037/0096-3445.129.4.481

Enns, J. T. (2004). Object substitution and its relation to other forms of visual
masking. Vision Res. 44, 1321-1331. doi: 10.1016/j.visres.2003.10.024

Erdelyi, M. H. (1986). Experimental indeterminacies in the dissociation
paradigm of subliminal perception. Behav. Brain Sci. 9, 30-31. doi:
10.1017/S0140525X00021348

Erdelyi, M. H. (2004). Subliminal perception and its cognates: theory, indeter-
minacy, and time. Conscious. Cogn. 13, 73-91. doi: 10.1016/S1053-8100(03)
00051-5

Greenwald, A., Draine, S., and Abrams, R. (1996). Three cognitive markers of
unconscious semantic activation. Science 237, 1699-1701. doi: 10.1126/sci-
ence.273.5282.1699

Faivre, N., Berthet, V., and Kouider, S. (2012).
from emotional faces: a comparison of visual crowding, masking, and con-
tinuous flash suppression. Front. Psychol. 3:129. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2012.
00129

Faivre, N., Berthet, V., and Kouider, S. (2014). Sustained invisibility through crowd-
ing and continuous flash suppression: a comparative review. Front. Psychol. 5:475.
doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00475

Fang, F, and He, S. (2005). Cortical responses to invisible objects in the human
dorsal and ventral pathways. Nat. Neurosci. 8, 1380-1385. doi: 10.1038/
nnl537

Fogelson, S. V., Kohler, P. J., Miller, K. J., Granger, R., and Tse, P. U. (2014). Uncon-
scious neural processing differs with method used to render stimuli invisible.
Front. Psychol. 5:601. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00601

Gayet, S., Van der Stigchel, S., and Paffen, C. L. (2014). Breaking continuous flash
suppression: competing for consciousness on the pre-semantic battlefield. Front.
Psychol. 5:460. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00460

Hesselmann, G., and Malach, R. (2011). The link between fMRI-BOLD activation
and perceptual awareness is “stream-invariant” in the human visual system. Cereb.
Cortex 21, 2829-2837. doi: 10.1093/cercor/bhr085

Izatt, G., Dubois, J., Faivre, N., and Koch, C. (2014). A direct comparison of
unconscious face processing under masking and interocular suppression. Front.
Psychol. 5:659. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00659

Jiang, Y., Costello, P., Fang, E, Huang, M., and He, S. (2006). A gender-
and sexual orientation-dependent spatial attentional effect of invisible images.

Nonconscious influences

Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. US.A. 103, 17048-17052. doi: 10.1073/pnas.06056
78103

Kanai, R., Walsh, V., and Tseng, C. H. (2010). Subjective discriminability of
invisibility: a framework for distinguishing perceptual and attentional failures
of awareness. Conscious. Cogn. 19, 1045-1057. doi: 10.1016/j.concog.2010.
06.003

Kang, M. S., Blake, R., and Woodman, G. E (2011). Semantic analysis does not occur
in the absence of awareness induced by interocular suppression. J. Neurosci. 31,
13535-13545. doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1691-11.2011

Kentridge, R. W., Nijboer, T. C., and Heywood, C. (2008). Attended but unseen:
visual attention is not sufficient for visual awareness. Neuropsychologia 46, 864—
869. doi: 10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2007.11.036

Kim, C. Y., and Blake, R. (2005). Psychophysical magic: rendering the
visible ‘invisible’. Trends Cogn. Sci. 9, 381-388. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2005.
06.012

Lamy, D., Salti, M., and Bar-Haim, Y. (2009). Neural correlates of subjective aware-
ness and unconscious processing: an ERP study. J. Cogn. Neurosci. 21, 1435-1446.
doi: 10.1162/jocn.2009.21064

Lau, H. C., and Passingham, R. E. (2006). Relative blindsight in normal observers
and the neural correlate of visual consciousness. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 103,
18763-18768. doi: 10.1073/pnas.0607716103

Lupyan, G., and Ward, E. J. (2013). Language can boost otherwise unseen objects
into visual awareness. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 110, 14196-14201. doi:
10.1073/pnas.1303312110

Mack, A., and Rock, 1. (1998). Inattentional Blindness. The MIT Press.

Marcel, A. J. (1983). Conscious and unconscious perception: experiments on visual
masking and word recognition. Cogn. Psychol. 15, 197-237. doi: 10.1016/0010-
0285(83)90009-9

Mudrik, L., Breska, A., Lamy, D., and Deouell, L. Y. (2011). Integration without
awareness: expanding the limits of unconscious processing. Psychol. Sci. 22, 764—
770. doi: 10.1177/0956797611408736

Peremen, Z., and Lamy, D. (2014). Do conscious perception and unconscious pro-
cessing rely on independent mechanisms? A meta-contrast study. Conscious. Cogn.
24,22-32. doi: 10.1016/j.concog.2013.12.006

Ramsoy, T. Z., and Overgaard, M. (2004). Introspection and subliminal per-
ception. Phenomenol. Cogn. Sci. 3, 1-23. doi: 10.1023/B:PHEN.0000041900.
30172.e8

Raymond, J. E., Shapiro, K. L., and Arnell, K. M. (1992). Temporary sup-
pression of visual processing in an RSVP task: an attentional blink? J. Exp.
Psychol. Hum. Percept. Perform. 18, 849-860. doi: 10.1037/0096-1523.18.
3.849

Rouder, J. N., Morey, R. D., and Pratte, M. S. (in press). “Bayesian hierarchical
models,” in New Handbook of Mathematical Psychology, Vol. 1, Measurement and
Methodology, eds W. H. Batchelder, H. Colonius, E. Dzhafarov, and J. I. Myung
(London: Cambridge University Press).

Sandberg, K., Timmermans, B., Overgaard, M., and Cleeremans, A. (2010). Mea-
suring consciousness: is one measure better than the other? Conscious. Cogn. 19,
1069-1078. doi: 10.1016/j.concog.2009.12.013

Schmidt, T., and Vorberg, D. (2006). Criteria for unconscious cognition: three
types of dissociation. Percept. Psychophys. 68, 489-504. doi: 10.3758/BF031
93692

Schwiedrzik, C. M., Singer, W., and Melloni, L. (2009). Sensitivity and perceptual
awareness increase with practice in metacontrast masking. J. Vis. 9, 1-18. doi:
10.1167/9.10.18

Shimaoka, D., and Kaneko, K. (2011). Dynamical systems modeling of contin-
uous flash suppression. Vision Res. 51, 521-528. doi: 10.1016/j.visres.2011.
01.009

Sklar, A. Y., Levy, N., Goldstein, A., Mandel, R., Maril, A., and Hassin, R. R. (2012).
Reading and doing arithmetic nonconsciously. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 109,
19614-19619. doi: 10.1073/pnas.1211645109

Stein, T., Senju, A., Peelen, M. V., and Sterzer, P. (2011). Eye contact facilitates
awareness of faces during interocular suppression. Cognition 119, 307-311. doi:
10.1016/j.cognition.2011.01.008

Sterzer, P, Stein, T., Ludwig, K., Rothkirch, M., and Hesselmann, G. (2014). Neural
processing of visual information under interocular suppression: a critical review.
Front. Psychol. 5:453. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00453

Tsuchiya, N., and Koch, C. (2005). Continuous flash suppression reduces negative
afterimages. Nat. Neurosci. 8, 1096-1101. doi: 10.1038/nn1500

Frontiers in Psychology | Consciousness Research

September 2014 | Volume 5 | Article 969 | 12

1312
1313
1314
1315
1316
1317
1318
1319
1320
1321
1322
1323
1324
1325
1326
1327
1328
1329
1330
1331
1332[Q13]
1333
1334
1335
1336
1337
1338
1339
1340
1341
1342
1343
1344
1345
1346(Q16]
13472
1348
1349
1350
1351
1352
1353
1354
1355
1356
1357
1358
1359
1360
1361
1362
1363
1364
1365
1366
1367
1368


http://www.frontiersin.org/Consciousness_Research/
http://www.frontiersin.org/Consciousness_Research/archive

1369
1370
1371
1372
1373
1374
1375
1376
1377
1378
1379
1380
1381
1382
1383
1384
1385
1386
1387
1388
1389
1390
1391
1392
1393
1394
1395
1396
1397
1398
1399
1400
1401
1402
1403
1404
1405
1406
1407
1408
1409
1410
1411
1412
1413
1414
1415
1416
1417
1418
1419
1420
1421
1422
1423
1424
1425

Peremen and Lamy

Unconscious processing in CFS and meta-contrast masking

Van Opstal, E, Buc, C., Gevers, W., and Verguts, T. (2011). Setting the stage sub-
liminally: unconscious context effects. Conscious. Cogn. 20, 1860-1864. doi:
10.1016/j.concog.2011.09.004

Vorberg, D., Mattler, U., Heinecke, A., Schmidt, T., and Schwarzbach, J.
(2003). Different time courses for visual perception and action priming.
Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. US.A. 100, 6275-6280. doi: 10.1073/pnas.09314
89100

Watanabe, M., Cheng, K., Murayama, Y., Ueno, K., Asamizuya, T., Tanaka,
K., etal. (2011). Attention but not awareness modulates the BOLD signal
in the human V1 during binocular suppression. Science 334, 829-831. doi:
10.1126/science.1203161

Wyart, V., and Tallon-Baudry, C. (2008). Neural dissociation between
visual awareness and spatial attention. J. Neurosci. 28, 2667-2679. doi:
10.1523/JNEUROSCI.4748-07.2008

Yuval-Greenberg, S., and Heeger, D. J. (2013). Continuous flash suppression mod-
ulates cortical activity in early visual cortex. J. Neurosci. 33, 9635-9643. doi:
10.1523/JNEUROSCI.4612-12.2013

Conflict of Interest Statement: The authors declare that the research was conducted
in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed
as a potential conflict of interest.

Received: 07 April 2014; accepted: 13 August 2014; published online: xx September
2014

Citation: Peremen Z and Lamy D (2014) Comparing unconscious processing dur-
ing continuous flash suppression and meta-contrast masking just under the limen of
consciousness. Front. Psychol. 5:969. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00969

This article was submitted to Consciousness Research, a section of the journal Frontiers
in Psychology.

Copyright © 2014 Peremen and Lamy. This is an open-access article distributed under
the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution
or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) or licensor
are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with
accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which
does not comply with these terms.

www.frontiersin.org

September 2014 | Volume 5 | Article 969 | 13

1426
1427
1428
1429
1430
1431
1432
1433
1434
1435
1436
1437
1438
1439
1440
1441
1442
1443
1444
1445
1446
1447
1448
1449
1450
1451
1452
1453
1454
1455
1456
1457
1458
1459
1460
1461
1462
1463
1464
1465
1466
1467
1468
1469
1470
1471
1472
1473
1474
1475
1476
1477
1478
1479
1480
1481
1482


http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00969
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/
http://www.frontiersin.org/
http://www.frontiersin.org/Consciousness_Research/archive

	Comparing unconscious processing during continuous flash suppression and meta-contrast masking just under the limen of consciousness
	Introduction
	Method
	Participants
	Apparatus and stimuli
	Procedure and design

	Results
	Reaction times
	Accuracy

	Experiment 2
	Participants
	Apparatus, stimuli, procedure, and design

	Results
	Reaction times
	Accuracy

	Discussion
	Experiment 3
	Participants
	Apparatus, stimuli, procedure, and design

	Results and discussion
	Reaction times
	Accuracy

	General discussion
	Comparison with previous cfs studies
	Methodological implications for the study of unconscious processing

	Acknowledgments
	Supplementary material
	References


