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Chapter 1: Cartesianism
1.1 Dualism and Materialism	 1.2 Three Arguments Against Dualism 	1.3 Voluntarism vs Determinism
	
1.1 Dualism and Materialism:
· Rene Descartes (voluntaristic dualist): the mind is an immaterial entity
· The mind functions as a repository of conscious experiences
· These experiences are best described by enumeration:
-feelings, thoughts, perception, mental images, desires, intentions, etc.

Cartesians:
-dualism as opposed to materialism
-voluntarism as opposed to determinism

· **Dualism of Cartesianism**:
· Immaterial mind (soul) and physical body (material) are amalgams of 2 substances 
· Secular dualists: the mind is produced by the brain, believes soul cannot exist independent from the material object (brain) but not identical to the brain (own realm)
· Materialism: 
· the view that physical objects are the only existing things, everything is created by particles as virtue of the Big Bang
· Dualists:
· believe in both, conclude that human activity cannot be solely defined by the Laws of Physic, rather, people have free-will.
· *Mind-body problem* 
· the problem of deciding between materialism and dualism
**Determinism vs. Voluntarism**: 
· Determinism: Scientific laws can predict everything; Voluntarism; free-will

· Dualism and voluntarism were welded together: 
		- Dualist: immaterial minds inhabiting a material body;
		- Voluntarism: driving the body around like a car 
			(this idea only applies to humans; animals are regarded as material entities)

Skinnerians
- materialism as opposed to dualism
-determinism as opposed to voluntarism

· Skinnerians (deterministic materialist): 
· Extend on Descartes’ theory of Animal Nature to Human Nature: people, like animals, are conceived to be predictable physical mechanisms 
 
· Freud’s Psychoanalytic Theory (deterministic dualist): 
· mental state ≠ physical state
· but mental states are predictable on the basis on non-physical laws within the mind (this is **psychic determinism**, where ‘psychic’ is a synonymous term for “mental” or “psychological”)

· (3) TYPES OF **MONISM**: 

· Materialism is a type of monism by virtue of the fact that it posits ONLY ONE of the dualist’s two substances – (1) the physical or (2) the mental  

· **Idealism** - Bishop G. Berkely: 
-the only information available to us is through sensory experiences
-sensations are not physical objects

· Neutral monism: substances are neither physical nor mental

1.2 Three Arguments Against Dualism: 

#1) Dualism conflicts with the fundamental laws of science (such as the Law of Physics)
· If you understand and accept modern science, dualism is incompatible with modern science
· If you accept both (which is quite possible) it would only mean contradicting yourself
· No such thing as immaterial mind causing behaviour
· Descartes’ dualism is **interactionism**: the view that mental events can cause physical events and vice versa.
· Another form of dualism is **epiphenomenalism**: agrees that physical events can cause mental events but mental events cannot cause physical events
-our conscious is a bystander, witness to events, powerless to affect 

#2)  
· There is no causal connection between material/immaterial events
		For example: 
· If causality (**cause-and-effect**) involves contact between 2 surfaces, casual on a material physical state must be related to another physical state
e.g – striking a drum ~ the drum vibrates ~ molecules move from surface of drum to your eardrum
· immaterial states have no surfaces, so there is no cause-and-effect relationship
· Argument between epiphenomenalists and interactionism: 
· According to dualists, neurological events are converted into immaterial through auditory experience
· According to interactionists (mental-physical and vice versa) and ephiphenonmenalists (mental-physical but not physical-mental)  both say neurological events are the cause of immaterial auditory experiences 
· The flaw is that you can prove anything if you’re allowed to assume it
e.g Newton’s gravitational theory says there’s gravitational force between the moon but they aren’t touching

· How can 2 things be casually unrelated? God maintains parallelism. 
· Parallelism
·  physical events only cause physical events 
· mental events only cause mental events 
· These two entities run alongside each other but never influence one another


	#3) 
· Materialism is a theory more simple than dualism, interactionism, epiphenomenalism, parallelism. 
· According to **Ockham’s razor**: considering all factors being equal, one must choose the one that is simpler e.g explaining a theory with 6 parts versus 3 parts, pick the 3 parts.
· Simple theories attract behaviorists but not psychoanalysts—they focus on complex psychological theories. Psychoanalysts would argue: if the Earth is such a complex place why should it be simple? 

1.3 Voluntarism vs Determinism 

· Voluntarism is another limb of Cartersianism;
· **Determinism is incompatible with morality and rationality**: suppose a puppeteer is controlling you, causing you to pick up a gun, load it, and shoot it. 
· Flaw: no one can say you committed a criminal act. 
· But determinism would say: no one can ever behave otherwise than how she/he behaves
· (however one can argue, “isn’t doing what we intend to do the act of free-will?”)- so even if you assume every action is deterministically caused, the scenario nevertheless qualifies as voluntary

Compatibilism: 
· Determinism is compatible with voluntarism
· B.F Skinner says: freedom and responsibility as modes of thinking should be abandoned; behaviour relies on reinforcement history: reward and punishment system
· We can choose rightly or wrongly and responsibility to get it right or wrong if we don’t
· Rationality (beliefs we should hold) is undone by determinism: if everything we know is determined, so are our beliefs 
· Determinists could argue: you can believe in both causality/rationality at the same time

CHAPTER 2: THE RISE AND FALL OF INTROSPECTIVE PSYCHOLOGY
2.1 Introspectionism, 2.2 Behaviourist Critique 2.3 Psychoanalytic Critique 2.4 Phenomenological Critique 2.5 Third Generation

2.1– Introspectivity: 
· Introspectionism: looking within and reporting mental states, looking for reoccurring patterns
· Wilheim Wundt: 1) psychology is mental side of things 2) physical = physics/natural science (such as chem, physiology) 
· Wundt’s introspective methodology: experimenter (runs tests on himself) records experiences in the mental realm – phenomena include sensations, thoughts, and feelings
· Introspectionism is difficult to master, prone to systematic errors: 
· **stimulus error** - pg24 - e.g : there is a coin held out in front of you at a 45 degree angle and you are asked to explain your visual experience, you are apt to say “I see a silvery circle” and while this is true, and the coin is the cause of your visual experience; you were asked to describe your visual experience, not what you see. Additionally you do not see a circular coin, you see an eclipse. 
· Structuralism: find structure of complex experiences by working how out they’re built up out of experiential atoms 
· Imageless-thought controversy: Wundt’s Introspective Principle
· Experiential elementary elements are images sensations and feelings 
· Suppose you suppress images and continue to think = difficult! 
· According to Titchener, there are no imageless thoughts: the images that constitute thoughts were so subtle therefore they are simply overlooked
2.2 The Behaviourist Critique: 
· As time went on, psychology became more “scientific”
· John B. Watson: if psychology was to develop an agreed-upon body of facts, it should make its subject matter the same as that of all the successful sciences (which also includes some aspect of the physical world) 
· His belief was that the only aspect of the physical world that can appropriately be assigned to psychology is behaviour 
· “behaviouristic psychology has as its goal to be able, given the stimulus, to predict the response- or, seeing the 	reaction take place, to state what the stimulus is that has called out the reaction”
· All psychologists had to do was to find lawful relations between stimuli and responses

Methodological Behaviourism and  Metaphysical Behaviourism: 
· Methodological: Not arguing dualism, but even if mental states did exist, there can’t be science to them
· Metaphysical: There is no science of the mind because mental states (immaterial entities) do not exist; the mind was akin to demons, witches, etc. 

2.3 The (Freud’s) Psychoanalytic Critique: 
- problem with introspectionism is that it assumed all mental states are conscious, ‘mental’ and ‘conscious’ were considered synonymous
-Freud made the distinction between the two and maintained that much of our mental life proceeds without the benefit of consciousness
-most of what happens to us is determined by unconscious forces
-in iceberg context: the above-water conscious portion can’t be understood in isolation from submerged unconscious base
-the unconscious is not available to introspectionism no matter how carefully you search within
-dreams and free association (psychoanalytic therapies), hypnosis; supplements of indirect techniques to dig out unconscious mental states
-free-association: saying whatever comes to one’s head without consciously controlling content

2.4 The Phenomenological Critique: 
· Mosaic hypothesis: “conscious experience by introspect and structuralism”
· the blue sky is layered by mass of identically coloured dots with no space, experience isn’t usually analyzable in to elementary parts-> the complete experience is usually lost when you observe and describe your experience one little part at a time
· “the whole is greater than the sum of its parts” 
	
	Gestalt’s points:  
-contemplate reversible figures such as the vase and the two faces, the young woman and the old hag; the idea of two different descriptions from 1 experience- rather, they are 2 different experiences
- no matter how you break up experiences in to parts, there are always properties of the whole experiences that get lost in analysis 

2.5 The Third Generation (Subsequent Techniques) 
- Humanistic psychology –critical and practical - emphasis on psychotherapeutic techniques for normal people to help them achieve supernormal levels of functioning
- Cognitive science – critique behaviourism – humans (like computers) nothing more than deterministic machines and no mental state
	- the main point of cognitive science is that it rejects behaviouristic tenet (which is the belief that mental 	states don’t exist or can’t be studied scientifically) but continues to use behaviouristic methodology 
	-cognitive science ascribes the importance of unconscious mental processes

Chapter 3: The Background of Psychoanalysis
3.1 Irrational Behaviour 3.2 The Concept of the Unconscious 3.3 The Existence of the Unconscious 3.4 Other Minds 3.5 Resistance 
· The primary feature in the mind is more than consciousness; many decisions are not rational but products of the unconscious. 
· Stroop Effect:  different colour word colours 
· Implicit meanings and associations: 
	-Rearranging word activity – petal vs plate anagram 
	-the topic of the group of words primed us with the word plate or petal
		-has a subsequent affect to their behaviour 
	-perceptual priming – description on girl, flash picture so fast that it doesn’t register in 	consciousness but still effect on sub-conscious behaviour
	-False consciousness: Marx: between working class and capital owners there’s a false 	consciousness of the world. Eg- working class go along with many things capital owners 	suggest, and think it’s their best interest but it’s not
		Ex. Some people are able to see things others don’t
	-awareness you’re not aware of, consciousness that lurks about to become available 
· Automaticity- the ability to do things without occupying the mind e.g- walking, speaking, assembly-line work, bicycle riding, driving a car 
· Reconstructive memory: notion: a whole bunch of things that build your memory
-when you’re remembering something you’re building bits and pieces of what you recall
· Just noticeable difference: Our experience and physical reality don’t necessarily match up – how much “change in lighting before someone becomes psychologically aware?”
· Gestalt Principle: principle of closure: a circle that is not fully closed, but you assume it is a circle. We organize a space actively but not conscious about the way it’s taking place
· Decision making – is it possible to do good decision making outside of consciousness?
3.1 Irrational Behaviour
-is the conscious act of will and conscious calculations that produce human activity
-Freud got rid of the idea that all behaviour is consciously/rationally willed 
-Rational behaviour: if you’re doing what you believe will get you what you want.
-So if you think flying is dangerous it’s rational for you to fly but if you asking someone why they don’t want to fly and they say they don’t know, their behaviour is irrational
-Compulsive behaviour: you don’t want to engage in something but you are driven to by some other force other than the conscious
	 e.g tell a hypnotized subject to do something and when they awaken not to remember 	what she was told to do – when the subject awakens and is asked why she did what she 	did, she doesn’t know
-To come up with a rational explanation for everything we do is sometimes so strong that we’re impelled to invent rational reasons for our irrational behaviour 

3.2 The Concept of Our Unconscious
-e.g something that keeps a smoker smoking (irrational: they want to quit but don’t) isn’t due to belief or desire they’re aware of = unconscious 
-psychoanalysts take the unconscious cause to be unconscious desires
-consciously smokers want to quit but unconscious smoking desires are stronger than the conscious desire
-sometimes we harbour something of the mental (psychic as Freud would say) -> beliefs, desires, intentions, feelings, perceptions, etc. that compel us to do certain things we’re not aware of

3.3 The Existence of The Unconscious 
-> Observational terms: entities that can be directly perceived 
-> Theoretical terms: unobservable entities, even in principle
-T1: pressure sensations were there all along but we were unconscious of them, only became conscious when we compelled to them
-T2: pressure sensations weren’t there when we weren’t looking for them and the act of looking for them brought them in to being 
	-Theories 1&2 have identical observational consequences (aka empirically equivalent)
-> Continuous existence theory- something that exists may not exist at all unless you observe it
James Lackner and Merrill Garrett experiment: 
-Subjects are equipped with earphones with different stream directed in each ear, instructed to listen to a stream and ignore the other
-all subjects hear ambiguous sentences in the attended channel e.g “the officer put out the lantern” 
-At the same time half the subjects (Group A) hear disambiguating sentences through the unattended channel – “extinguished the lantern” or “brought out the lantern” 
-the other half (Group B) received unrelated messages
Conclusion: subjects in both groups were unable to repeat the content of the unattended channel. -----The unattended channel group chose their interpretations at random: 
	**Group A selected interpretations that matched disambiguous terms** 
- the sentence “extinguish” interpreted “put out” while those who received “brought out” interpreted the ambiguous sentence in accord to their unattended sentence 
-even though they (group A) were unable to report anything about the content of the unattended sentence; the unattended must have had an effect on behaviour even though not consciously understood
Was the unconscious cause of behaviour an unconscious mental state? Something in the unconscious must have figured out what the sentences in the unattended channel meant. Something understood the sound therefore there can be unconscious understanding. 
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3.4 Other Minds
-you can introspectively observe your own mental state but can only judge others by looking at their behaviour
-solipsism is the view that the self is the only thing that can be known and verified
-you can only believe, for example, that others have pain and beliefs just as we do
-what about inferring that someone who cats just like you do when you’re angry, that he’s angry?
-personal testimony can be overridden by behavioural evidence, you can think he’s wrong about his mental state
-Freud’s clinical practice – patients who act exactly as though they had a particular mental state but deny 
	-Freudian slips: slips are parapraxes, sometimes parapraxes are due to failure in attempt to hide 	conscious feelings. 
	- E.g patient who talks and behaves as though he hates his mother does hate his 	mother – if not 	conscious about hating her than it must be unconscious
3.5 Resistance
-the example of hating mother but denying it is resistance
-Freud’s view = common sense view: sometimes people don’t want to admit they have certain ignoble thoughts and feelings so they fool themselves into thinking they don’t have them
-Freud’s Psychoanalytic modules: 
-conscious mind (Cs), pre-conscious mind (Pcs), unconscious mind (Ucs)
(a) repository of conscious mental states- was conceived to have free-excess to contents of preconscious 
(b) unconscious mental elements that become conscious by attending to them
© items inaccessible to consciousness 

Freud’s Mature Theory :ID, EGO, SUPER-EGO
- because ego could be considered cs or usc they could no longer be treated as separate entities, therefore ditched the modules
-postal system isn’t about the location (or specific physical part) but the function: think of how mail gets distributed 

4. The Theory of Psychoanalysis: 
4.1 The Pleasure Principle 4.2 The Reality Principle 4.3 Moral Behaviour 4.4 Anxiety and Defense 

4.1 The Pleasure Principle: 
-we are born with certain instincts (Freud), built-in by nature are instinctual desires, a variety of objects that can satisfy these desires
-behaviourists follow this pattern: 
	Wish > pain > activity > wish fulfillment > pleasure
- not having what you want is painful, galvanizes you to take action 
-> Idealistic behaviour: withstand pain of ungratified desire to do what they perceive is morally right
-all behaviour begins with the pain of ungratified wish- you won’t do anything unless you’re suffering
Hedonistic theory: 
-people do strive to maximize pleasure/minimize pain
-Freud claims the only pleasure is of instincts: 
	-> Hunter/thirst, sex, avoidance of tissue damage, etc. 
-pleasure is a way of reducing the intensity of pain
-Freud sees pleasure as nothing more than moving from more painful to less painful
-behaviour is elicited by motives other than preservation of self and species 
-when the instinct object (the thing that produces instinctive gratification) isn’t forth-coming, as time without gratification goes by, pain increases until it makes us weak therefore decreases our chances to acquire the initial objective
-2 Subsidiaries: 
#1) wish->pain->affective discharge (temper tantrum) -> partial & temp pain reduction 
#2) wish->pain->hallucinatory wish fulfilment (mental image of the absent object, or images relating to or associated with the object)-> partial/temp pain reduction
 *nature extends the period of time in which we can function without instinctive gratification –only temp*
	***The primary process acts as the id's mechanism for discharging the tension created by the 	pleasure principle. Rather than act on dangerous or unacceptable urges, the id forms a mental 	image of a desired object to substitute for an urge in order to diffuse tension and anxiety. This 	image can take the form of a dream, hallucination, fantasy, or delusion***Study: David McClelland and John Atkinson
Group 1: Eat 1hr before		Group 2: Eat 4hr before 		Group 3: Fast 16 hrs
Subjects were sat in front of a blank screen to describe what they saw.
The hungrier the group, the more instrumental objects they see (fork/knives and instinct objects like food), that is hallucinatory activity. 








4.2 The Reality Principle 
-Freud says one can engage in thinking without being conscious however with many limitations
-these limitations are: no logical reasoning, cause/effect analysis, distinguishes real objects vs. subjective objects (these are primary process forms of thinking – halluicinatory with fulfillment effects and temporary pain reduction) 
	A psychoanalytic concept proposed by Sigmund Freud, that compels people to defer 	gratification when necessary due to the obstacles of reality. The reality principle is governed by 	the ego, which controls the instant-gratification mentality of the id.
	The reality principle is the exact opposite of the pleasure principle (which seeks immediate 	gratification). One is looked upon as more mature when they are acting in accordance with 	reality. As children we seek pleasure and try to avoid things that cause us suffering or pain, 	however as we get older we realize that there are certain situations where it is better to endure 	the suffering/pain than to be out of control or inappropriate.
	**Example: A person with a high sex drive must learn to control his or her impulses; it would be 	impractical and/or socially unacceptable to have sex every time he or she felt like it.**
-often conflict between instinctive needs and constraints of reality arise; the only way to survive these conflicts is through conscious, rational calculating (aka taking constraints and reality in to account)
-The ID is an innate apparatus, unconscious, capable of primary process thinking. 
-The EGO can engage in logical, causal reasoning, distinguish objective perceptions of reality from subjective -- the ID can’t. This is **secondary process thinking**. Once ego takes place, the pleasure principle is replaced by the reality principle. Therefore: 
	Wish -> Pain -> Delay of Wish Fulfilment -> Activity -> Wish Fulfillment -> Pleasure
-The delay of wish fulfillment allows us with the chance to rationally judge what is to be unsafe. Behaviour still starts with the unconscious desire from the ID. The ego’s job is to find a safer method to fulfil the ID’s demand, however cannot choose the goal of behaviour (the gratification), but can only delay gratification.
*IN SUMMARY, ID IS DRIVE FOR GRATIFICATION, EGO DELAYS GRATIFICATION* by manipulating through temporary pain reduction via hallucinatory wish fulfilments (delay). 
-Importance: if all our instinctive needs were met at birth, you would never produce culture (sublimation -science, art, religion, sport, etiquette), moreover no consciousness would be developed because the conscious ego develops from conflict between desire and reality. 
	Sublimation allows us to act out unacceptable impulses by converting these behaviors into a more 	acceptable form- such as science, art, religion, sport, etc. 
-(this point is not necessarily important) the popular opinion of Freud saying behaviour is sexually motivated— is often misapprehended…it is actually pleasure. Idea due to previous ungratified sexual constraints of culture

THE FREUDIAN ACCOUNT OF ORIGIN & FUNCTION OF THE CONSCIOUS: TWO CRITISMS: 
1) Function		 2) Origin
1) -function enables us to figure out how to obtain instinct objects when require problem solving –functionalists say that’s what conscious states are for
2) Freud: ID can’t adapt to constraints of reality, so develops rational EGO that can. Heinz Hartmann: the response of growing ego is already adaptive- we’re capable of adaptive responses before the first conflict even occurs. If we started life according to the pleasure principle, then when conflict occurs we wouldn’t develop an ego therefore we die. EGO is basically acquiring knowledge of the world to gratify our instinctive needs. *We are born with the capacity and desire to acquire knowledge* -EGO doesn’t develop as a result of conflict; rather, it is already in place. 

4.3 Moral Behaviour
-Super Ego’s behaviour is to erect barriers to instinctive gratification beyond those imposed by reality
	The superego is the aspect of personality that holds all of our internalized moral standards and 	ideals that we acquire from both parents and society--our sense of right and wrong. The superego 	provides guidelines for making judgments.
-Freud’s explanation of moral behaviour is that punishment is internalized, in forms of guilt
-It may look as though you refrain from doing the thing you were punished for even though you know you most likely won’t be caught
-in reality, because the punishing agent is ALWAYS there you ARE caught

· the EGO’s task is to ordain all three masters: 1) give ID what it wants while avoiding 2) harm from reality and 3) guilt from the superego

 -Freud says no one can survive adulthood without ego but possible without super ego
	-e.g psychopaths (show no remorse), EGO is unrestrained by guilt
	-EGO makes decisions and acts on them; SUPER EGO is partially conscious, passes 	judgement on the correctness of action
-Oedipus conflict…boy murders father and marries mother: 
	-Conflict between instinct and reality is resolved by the EGO
	-ID wants to eliminate father, realistic EGO knows father is much stronger, in order to 	resolve the conflict the boy identifies with his father (superego is formed) SUPEREGO	becomes inner moral authority, internalization (process of consolidating and embedding one's 	own beliefs, attitudes, and values) of the father figure that strives to suppress the urges of 	the ID and makes EGO act upon idealistic standards
-Electra conflict…girl seeks for attention from father, identifies self with mother
	Difference is mother is less fearsome than father therefore conflict is less severe. This 	explains why women are morally inferior (?) to men – weaker super-ego.
-we don’t abstain from doing bad-doings because of moral insight or feelings that are bad, we ultimately do them to gain affection
-Freudian identification: experiencing successes and failures of the other as one’s own (e.g when your home team wins you feel happy, and v.v if they lose…) 
-Freudian theory of super-ego-> postulate guilt and avoidance as non-instinctive need; we engage in scientific or artistic pursuits on order to avoid the guilt of living unproductive lives

4.4 Anxiety and Defence
-some desires remain unconscious – desires resist becoming conscious even if pointed out by another person
-suppose: ID wants sexual gratification but SUPEREGO condemns~ bad, guilt, etc. Then it is the EGO’s job to satisfy both the id/superego
-EGO falls apart, lose contact with reality (psychosis)
-when EGO knows it cannot satisfy ID’s demands, it protects itself from breaking down 
 ~defence mechanisms~
· Displacement: you’re aware of what you want to do but distort your awareness of who you want to do it to. You cannot admit it to yourself because super-ego would condemn. 
· e.g- you are super angry at your boss but you know it you can’t take your anger out on 	him so when you go home you project your anger out on your boyfriend – displacing boss with boyfriend
· Projection: conscious of thoughts of unacceptable wish but attribute the feelings to others 
· Reaction formation: drown out unacceptable wish by flooding your mind with thoughts of the opposite kind
· Repression:  EGO loses awareness of ungratifiable wish 
	*A “neurotic” is someone burdened with a lot of defence mechanisms while “psychosis” is someone who’s defenses have failed*

Freud’s Theory of Repression – Anxiety
-signal of potential damage
-painful danger signal motivates you to get out of the certain situation
-calls for immediate relief (escape-avoidance dynamic) 
-> 3 types: realistic, moral, neurotic
	-realistic signals danger coming from “reality” e.g trucks, tigers
	-moral contemplates something superego forbids, impels you not to do something just to 	terminate anxiety therefore avoid pain and guilt
	-neurotic: signal of danger coming from ID; irresolvable conflict causes ego to 	breakdown. Impends psychosis. Begins by thinking of an associate of the irresolvable 	conflict. 
Example: Your ungratifiable wish is the desire to kill a rival who owns a lot of cats, so if you think of cats in general you think about your cat-owning rival and your desire to kill him. But cats cause you to produced anxiety; the thought of the associate makes you run away mentally. In order to escape anxiety you change the direction of your thought, if you keep doing this, the forbidden thought never enters consciousness- this is how repression works. 

-Resistance: another way of talking about repression: turning away from any line of thought that leads to consciousness of the forbidden impulse is to resist the imputation that harbours this impulse. Anxieties may inflict mental and physical harm. *PHOBIAS* 

-De-repression Theory: 
#1) uncovering a repressed wish decreases anxiety e.g you become conscious of what you hate (the cat-owning rival) and you no longer fear cats
#2) the fewer your defence mechanisms, the less distortion there is in your perception

-Realistic/Moral Anxiety:
-In feeling anxiety (neurotic) you’re not conscious about what you’re feeling anxious of. Anxiety is a signal of danger. Because you don’t know what you’re anxious about you can’t eliminate the anxiety but you can change your location

Conclusion: Freud and many other psychoanalytic theorists rely on naturalistic observation 

Chapter 5- Psychology Loses Its Mind: The Behavioural Revolution 
5.1 Behaviourism and Behavioural Psychology 5.2 Classical Conditioning 5.3 The Law of Effect 5.4 Drive Theory 5.5 Critique of Drive Theory and Psychoanalysis 5.6 The Refutation of the Strong Law of Effect 5.7 The Refutation of Behavioural Psychology

5.1 Behaviourism and Behavioural Psychology
-Behavioural psychology: stimulus, response, reinforcement, conditioning, extinction, theories in behavioural psych are S-R theories
-Behaviourism: focus on behaviour of organisms and nothing else; no regard to mental (states or processes) 
-S-R are purely materialistic concepts, where “R” is obviously physical movement, but stimulus can be what an organism perceives (mental!) BUT behaviourists say S is the physical setting in which behaviours take place
-Behavioural psych explains behaviour without mental concepts: no beliefs or desires
-Q: common-sense psychology? 

5.2 Classical Conditioning
Figures in behavioural psychology in chronological order:
- Descartes, Pavlov, Watson, Thorndike, Hull, Skinner.

1) Rene Descartes: theory of animal behaviour- reflex theory: 
-S-R connection of a reflex is fixed
-Because humans, by virtue of free-will, could choose different ways to respond to stimulus
-Behavioural psychologists agree that reflex theory can’t explain learning (acquiring knowledge is mental) instead, learning refers to the process of behavioural change- where new responses are substistute by old responses by the same stimulus situation: S1 causes R1 and R2 whereby R1 is replaced by R2. 

2) Ivan Pavlov: classical conditioning – law of behavioural change: 
· There are reflexes, fixed S-R connection- in dogs and human
· What’s wrong with the reflex theory is to say all behaviour is reflexive
· S-R connection scenario: food and salivation: 
The S of a reflex is the UCS, unconditioned stimulus
The R of a reflex is the UCR, unconditioned response
Salivation is the UCR of the UCS (food)
Neutral Stimulus, a stimulus that doesn’t elicit UCR – for example, an independent – ringing of a bell 
*Pairing a neutral stimulus with unconditioned stimulus*
In this case study it is the ringing of a bell (NS) and food (UCS) 
Overtime, the NS will eventually elicit the same response even without the UCS. E.g the ringing of the bell (NS) will cause the dog to salivate even without the presence of food (UCS).
When conditioning is complete (successful) the neutral stimulus is now a conditioned stimulus (CS) and the response that follows is now the conditioned response (CR). 
Subsidiary Principles: 
Extinction: As CS continues to be presented with the UCS, the CR gradually fades – ie the dog salivates less and less with the continuation of ringing of the bell and eventually all together stops salivating. 
Stimulus Generalization: A neutral stimulus similar to the CS is able to elicit CR even without being paired. E.g dogs who have been conditioned to salivate to a pitch salivates less as the pitch turns more dissimilar. 
Higher-order Conditioning: What if you pair a light (second neutral) with the ringing of a bell? The light will also elicit salivation even though not having paired with the food. Therefore CS can play some role in condition as the UCS does.




3) John B. Watson: Formulating/arguing behaviourism: 
· The principle of classical conditioning is a principle of behavioural change, behaviouristic law of learning. 
· Classical condition is an example of predicting behaviour without making reference to mental states
· Made point that classical conditioning and its subsidiary principles are basic laws of human behaviour such like Newton’s is a basic law of Physics. 
· Watson demonstrates classical conditioning of Phobias: 
· Little Albert pg 86
UCS- loud sound   UCR- fear (not emotion but behavioural manifestations of) CS-rat
 The CS didn’t initially produce fear but after pairing loud noises with the rat, the subject feared rats. 
The continued showing of CS is supposed to lessen the intensity of CR but some people suffer irrational fear (or fear) rat after rat. 
Response novelty- as a person grows from infancy to adulthood, new responses are added.






 



5.3 The Law of Effect
4) E.L Thorndike: Cat in “puzzle boxes”, escape ~ reward or…instrumental/operant conditioning
-> Punishment decreases recurrence
-> Satisfaction (following response) increases recurrence 
	e.g turn right= nothing, turn left= satisfaction so in the turn the cat will likely turn left 	again (until emitted) 
-> The Law of Effect is necessarily true e.g bachelors are unmarried, therefore it isn’t a scientific principle at all.

5.4 Hull’s Drive Theory
- Drive (D), organism’s level of activity (movement), direction of activity. An organism’s drive state is determined by organism’s biological deficit state.
-Activity wheel experiment: if you divide two groups of rats, one starved and the other one fed, the hungry are more active
-The Law of Effect is the most important principle of the Drive Theory: 
-reinforcement is drive reduction (event that diminishes drive) 
-in order to confirm drive theory you must set things so production of response results in drive-reducing state of affairs

5.5 Critique of Drive Theory and Psychoanalysis: 
-Review of Drive Theory: response frequency increases when the response is followed by a reduction of biological need, or by secondary reinforcer (S- that’s been associated with drive reduction) 
-> novelty elicits activity, not drive reduction: it is possible to reward an animal w/o satisfying some physiological need
	->exploratory behaviour: put a rat with low-drive (so, been feed/lazy), then place the rat 	in a novel environment (a complex maze, etc) and naturally the change of scenery will 	“perk the rat up”
-later was discovered novelty is aversive (unwilling, opposed to), rats chose to go into novelty maze therefore came up with boredom drive- instead of saying novelty is aversive, lack of novelty is aversive.
-mastery instinct: lack of cognitive or motor skills was an aversive state to be eliminated 

-Maslow’s Humanistic Critique: 
	-deficit needs were also motivated by growth needs
	-acquisition of new skills, expanding knowledge, doing things for pleasure
	
5.6 Refutation of the Strong Law Effect
Two forms of Law and Effect: 
Weak -> reinforcement increases frequency of response
Strong-> its only REINFORCEMENT that increases the frequency of response
When exploratory behaviour claimed Law of Effect to be false, Strong Law was the issue: Latent Learning Phenomenon: E.C Tolman
Setting: complex multi-unit maze
Group A: found food in end of box on every daily trial
Group B: found nothing at all
-By the end of 10 days Group A was found to have much less mistakes navigating to the end of the box. But on day 11, Group B would find food at the end of the box.
-According to the Law of Effect, Group B would repeat history of the rate at which group A found their food (that is slowly decreasing mistakes after each passing day) 
Finding: Group B would immediately find the food by the next trial. This is not what should have happened if response frequency depends on the number of times rewarded… 
Explanation: During unrewarded exploration, Group B cognitively learned something about the layout of the maze. This depicts the “learning” not of facts such that rats learned there are rewards at the end of tunnel, but changing probabilities of certain movements.  












5) Bandura and Walters: Law of Observational Learning: 
-human beings have tendency to imitate behaviour exhibited by others; “monkey see, monkey do”
-independent of reward/punishment
-two groups of children observe adults playing with dolls, one group is view more aggressive play than the other group
-as a result of imitation, the children who observed the more aggressive adults played more aggressively themselves
-those who were more heavily punished (physically) for aggressive behaviour show even more aggression than their comparatives
-if the Law of effect says reward increases frequency of an event and that punishment decreases frequency… why does this happen?
-being punished by aggression is a model of the very behaviour he’s being punished for; this is the Law of Observational Learning! 

5.7 The Refutation of Behavioural Psychology
-as long as stimuli are finite in number, they’re always going to be amenable to alternative descriptions that yield divergent predictions: the behavioural law of effect cannot predict. 
-in addition, Law of Observational learning-Bandura’s experiment, there is no way of telling which is correct description of physical dimension of S or R, thus leads to one other place to look: mental. And that is not behavioural at all.
 
CHAPTER 6- THE TRANSITION FROM BEHAVIOURISM TO COGNITIVE SCIENCE
6.1 Methodological Behaviorism 6.2 Metaphysical Behaviourism 6.3 Central State Identity Token 6.4 Type and Token Identity 6.5 Functionalism 

6.1 Methodological Behaviorism
-Methodological behaviorists admit there are or may be mental states but they are not suitable for investigation.

Argument: The premise of methodological states:
1) Scientific data must refer to publicly observable events – a phenomenon is publically observed only if its observed is properly situated: right place at the right time, possess normal cognitive and perceptual skills
2) If by using divine revelations, one must know it is a type of private event. Physical events are public, mental events are private. 
Say you and another claimant stand side by side and observe an event – the same event. This is publically observing something. However, if the claimant feels a certain mental image or feeling, you cannot claim it yourself. You can only observe your own mental state. 
*conclusion: reports of physical events (behaviour) can be scientific data but mental events cannot. 
6.2 Metaphysical Behaviourism
-Approaching problems of psychology from materialistic perspective
-Dualism raises philosophical disputes
-materialism does not rule out, but is compatible with mentalistic psychology
 Two subsidiaries: 
1) Radical behaviourism
2) Logical behaviourism 
1) Radical behaviorists say that the mentalistic term “thirst” is the same as “Santa Claus”, logical behaviourists say that “thirst” is akin to the “average person” – the average person has 2.3 children – despite being a true sentence, the “average person” does not exist
-we can also presume that “Bob is thirsty” says something about his behaviour, that maybe he’s drinking a lot. 
-mentalistic talk: you can still be sitting still, and be thirsty. This makes no reference to the mental, rather, translates out or reduced to talk about behavioural dispositions e.g Skinner… the gist of his quote explains to one that the phrase “I’m angry” could show increased probability of striking, insulting, or inflicting injury (behaviour), or lowered possibility of favouring, comforting, making love.

2) Logical Behaviourism:
-Bob is thirsty. To translate mentalistic to behaviour, you have to use another mentalistic term, so therefore it is not behaviouristic at all. 

· Behavioural Definition of Love: -someone can act being in love; love refers to immaterial mental state that imputations of being in love are always false (no immaterial mental states exist!), can’t be behavioural criterion

· -can’t apply to first-person claims about one’s mental state; to say “I have a headache” associates you with mannerisms of headaches such that you find yourself groaning, holding your head, so it’s plausible to make the same assumption of others. “You’re fine, how am I?” 

6.3 Central State Identity Theory:
-another approach to mind-body problem, satisfies materialism and avoids the difficulties of behaviourism
-according to logical behaviourists, to have a belief or desire is to be disposed to behave a certain way, but according to central state identity theory it is for one’s nervous system to be in a particular neurophysiological state 
-Varieties: 
1) Semantic Identity Theory: 
-“S believes that P” means “S” is in a particular brain state and so your brain is in the neurophysiological state X. 
-to justify “I believe Lima is the capital of Peru” you need to somehow establish your brain is in the state of X
-but you don’t really have to examine your brain in order to know what you believe in…this just follows that you don’t really know what “I believe Lima is the capital of Peru” means—for that reason CSI theorists endorse…
2) Contingent Identity Theory: 
-identity is asserted to be contingent rather than logically necessary 
· Example of “logically necessary”: “bachelor” and “unmarried men”
· Example of “contingent identity”: it was discovered through science research that water is identical to water, but “water” doesn’t mean the same thing has “H2O”. If it did, it would be known that before people knew water was H2O that people would know what “water” meant. In connection, the relationship between the brain and the mind is like water and H2O.
6.4 Type and Token Identity:
-expansion on contingent theory: 1) type and 2) token
1) type= category of entities
2) token= individual entity
--Fido is a token of the type “dog”
-every token mental state is (contingently) identical to a token brain state, so if this is the case, type identity theory’s claim could be that every type of mental state = type of brain state
-token identity theory must also be true: every specific mental state = type of brain state

Type: every b-thing, a physical object starting with b; nonetheless, tokens of the b-thing – bison, bicycle, banana ARE NOT the same

Token: The feeling (neurophysiological event) that occurs when you believe Lima is the capital of Peru, does not (may not) exert the same feeling your neighbours believe

AI Thesis: Say properly programmed computers can have mental states like beliefs. So, if AI can be programmed in to a CPU made of tin cans, and AI can be programmed in to an IBM mainframe. The beliefs (mental) do not equate to the physical states (physical).

6.5 Functionalism: 
Functionalists claim that all the different tokens of the type “belief” all have in common the way they function. 
-beliefs, desires and other mental states are defined by their causal role in the system: 
-a mental definition of “wanting” = whatever state that causes one to obtain icecream
-a logical functionalist: wanting icecream= obtaining icecream
-that is, reduction of the mental with a behavioural state
-however, mental state is not identified with behaviour but is the cause of it

 Coke Machine Explanation:
If experimentation entails that a coke is dispensed at every second nickel, which means the coke machine must some way represent that it already has one nickel. This is an internal state of the machine. So have to postulate that the system may be in any of several states. The machine’s reaction depends on what mental state it’s in. It doesn’t matter if the machine works mechanically, electronically, etc. The state elicits a specific response (causal!) The only thing that matters is their functional relationship. According to functionalists, laws of human behaviour are like laws of the machine, and its internal states are beliefs, desires, etc. Functionalism fails to account for qualitative content (qualia) of mental states. Some mental states don’t have qualia, you don’t have to feel anything or have experience associated with to believe that Lima is the capital of Peru. “There is something it is like to be having emotion or perception, but there’s nothing it is like to believe or willing.”

-There is more to mental states than causal: 
1) Inverted Spectrum: 
	- 2 observers X and Y are exactly alike except in perceptual experience that what X calls red is what Y calls green. Assuming their behavioural responses to various stimuli are identical, if the top light of the traffic light flashes, X would see what Y sees, except X calls out red, and Y calls out green. Thus these are two different mental states, no qualia. 
2) Zombie Argument: 
	-A zombie behaves like humans but with no qualia. He is able to look at the light and say red but have no connected experience. They can be in any mental state, but not a qualitative state therefore functionalism is not true. 

Chapter 7 – Mind Regained – The Cognitive Revolution:
7.1 Folk Psychology 7.2 Rational Behaviour 7.3 Representational Theory of Mind 7.4 The Language of Thought 7.5 Universal Grammar 7.6 The Modularity of the Mind 7.7 Artificial Intelligence 7.8 Weak AI 7.9 Strong AI

7.1 Folk Psychology
-are principles that non-psychologists and psychologists use to explain their own and other people’s behaviour in everyday life
-Examples: she wants to go to the grocery store before it closes and she thinks she won’t get there unless she runs all the way
-most fundamental concept of folk psychology: the agent believes and desires 
-also wish things a certain way, fear that they might not be a certain way, wonder whether they might not be a certain way, hope they’re a certain way
-practical syllogism:
-beliefs and desire generates action
-If P wants X but doesn’t believe he can get it, he won’t get X (desire does not convert to behaviour) 
-all that can be predicted is that given beliefs and desires, you can try to get X
-attribution theory: 
-empirically establish, ask people to make various judgements about other behaviours and see if it conforms to the principle 
-people generally tell the truth and do what they say they will do (at least when it’s not to their disadvantage)
-e.g when asked to take the numbers 5 and add 3 and add 1 you would generally give the answer 9, but people weren’t ever asked to add 5+3+1, they simply believe 5+3+1=9 and will tell the truth

7.2 Rational Behaviour
-if P believes X is true, and P believes Y is true, then P believes the conjunction X/Y are true
-closure: a system of beliefs that mirrors all the rules of logic; e.g if Y follows logically from X1, X2, X3, then Y is also believed (assuming X1, X2, X3 are all believed) – see page 135
-consistency: if X is believed, the not-X is not believed

-Irrational Beliefs:
-cognitive machinery are sometimes malfunctions
-inherent limitations of the mind
-Daniel Kahreman/Amos Tversky- Heuristics: 
	-representative heuristics: we have typical representations/conceptual categories e.g 							tabby, Siamese -> cats // sparrow, penguin -> birds
-we use representative subcategories to make judgment 
-defense mechanisms distort beliefs because don’t want to know what they are

7.3 The Representational Theory of Mind (RTM)
-the mind contains representations (various objects of processes in the world)
-you can re-collect all together facts of which you believe what is true (this is long-term memory)
-propositional attitudes: representations being sent from one bin to another, if proposition is long-term memory, your attitude towards it is belief
-if proposition is desire store, your attitude towards it is desiring it to be true
-executive store: our current intentions

7.4 The Language of Thought 
-non-linguistic organisms such as human infants before they’ve learned to speak
-shows capability to learn, non-verbal representations and symbols

7.5 Universal Grammar
-innate grammar rules
-Noah Chomsky: we’re born with built-in knowledge of grammar rules
-child hypothesizes what the rules of grammar are and generates sentences accordingly
-common origin hypothesis: - language is sometimes taken as evidence that they’re historically 	related;
-nativism: human beings are born with a lot of concepts/knowledge already built-in
-Locke says grammar is tabula rasa

7.6 The Modularity of the Mind
-example: component-based stereo system (Ellis&Young)
-system contains CD players, turntable, amp, speakers – these are modules 
-each independent component makes a difference
-if brain is damaged in one area, another area can take over
-new cognitive components can be acquired/integrated in to already existing modules 
-double dissociation:  patient A performs X normally but impaired in part Y; patient A performs Y normally but impaired in part X
-single dissociation: both impaired X and intact Y are normally carried out by same cognitive machinery; brain injury diminished the efficacy of this machinery so cannot perform most difficult of tasks it used to be able to perform
-double dissociation can argue X is difficult while Y is easy
-double dissociation: patients with brain injury recognize their possessions but not faces of close family members or vice versa; explain modules of facial recognition is different than recognition of objects
-the basic idea is that different modules handle different recognitions/interpretations
-facial-speech analysis: the ability to lip-read is independent from facial processing (see pg 148)

7.7 Artificial Intelligence
-write programs, enables computers to perform cognitive tasks
-primitive operation: instructions should be able to perform tasks without being told how
-Turing Machine- follows instructions through codes using 1,0
-doing jobs without people having to do them = applied AI

7.8 Weak AI
-difference between applied AI and weak AI is hi-lighted by the treatment of their errors
-The Frame Problem: new information is added to our knowledge based, challenges our beliefs – consistency – relevance – only items found to be relevant are sent for evaluation of consistency (see page 155)

7.9 Strong AI
-something one believes or disbelieves -> doesn’t just simulate a mind, it is a mind
-depends on functionalism: follows a system of input-output relations
-Turing Test: for it to be impossible to differentiate between a computer and a person (you as the tester can freely exchange messages with both human beings and computers) 
-If Strong AI is true, must be able to program all aspects of human cognition
-Chinese Room Argument- even if you pass the Turing Test, you can’t prove there is a mental state
-If computers don’t understand anything, they have no mind -> the idea that involves grasping symbols 
-In brief, the Chinese Room  experiment goes as follows: 
-someone who only knows English sitting alone in a room
- by following English instructions, he is able to manipulate strings of Chinese characters (in which he doesn't understand) such that if someone outside the room passes him a message in Chinese, he is able to use the English instructions to generate a response and send it back outside the room. That way, it appears to the outsider as if someone in the room actually understands Chinese. 

How it relates to the Turing Test:
-Turing is a program where computers follow a program written in computing language. 
-the test is meant to test whether a machine is capable of intelligent behaviour that is equivalent to humans. The person inside the room may pass the Turing Test for understanding Chinese, yet it is clear he does not understand Chinese. That is to say, if the man does not understand Chinese, then neither does a computer or anything of sorts! 
-Computers may seem to look like it is able converse in natural language but the question challenges: are they REALLY capable of understanding language? Searle's argument challenges the Strong AI: 
Strong AI hypothesis: is the view that a well-built program can understand language and have other mental capabilities similar to humans. And since Searle proves in his thought experiment that he could run a program for Chinese without understanding Chinese, argues that Strong AI is false.
-Systems reply: the rulebook and box of characters are just as essential as a person: without these components there is no translation; translating is a system, the person in the room is only a part. That is not to say even though the person doesn’t understand Chinese; it doesn’t mean the system doesn’t understand Chinese. If you go against that thought, it is committing fallacy of composition. 
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