The Meaning of What We See

I am in the firm belief that our small group composed of just the right people to venture the task of attempting to use real time neuromapping. None of us had experience with the device and nonetheless plunged ourselves into experimenting with it. All of us came from differing backgrounds, myself with Political Science, Candice with Communication, Maher with Micro Bimolecular Cell Development, Nanae with Psychology, and of course our leader, Professor Dario, Human Complex Systems instructor extraordinaire. 


Due to the large amounts of data that was accumulated (see Prof Dario’s 7 page Lab journal along with 5 pages of my own notes), I will focus on the two things I found the most interesting: 1) Maher and his T5 region and 2) Myself. 


Through Maher’s 3.5 hour long session, his T5 region would light up significantly during social interaction. For Maher this was usually do to embarrassment. My interactions with Maher have shown me that he is a very considerate person. He seems to hold great value in making those around him feel comfortable and at the same time is highly aware of his role within social situations. When it was my turn to be a subject, he was always very concerned as to whether he hurt me when putting on the “uber-dorky” neuromapping sensory cap or placing the gel in the receptors. As we realized that T5 was lighting we provided more real social feedback, but prior to this, our feedback was rather limited, meaning that he was experiencing virtual social feedback; he was imagining what he thought we were thinking about him. This virtual feedback was just as real for his brain as the real feedback. However when his embarrassment T5 region became one of the primary things that we became interested in, Maher produced even higher activity in the region (because he was embarrassed at the fact that he was embarrassed), having longer lasting effects than the previous random moments of embarrassment. 


 Interestingly enough when Prof Dario provided Maher with multiplication problems, multiplying two three digit numbers together, he did not show embarrassment that he did not know it. I know for a fact that if I did not know something I thought was elementary it would cause me embarrassment. There are several reasons why this may have occurred. Perhaps Maher does not feel shame in not knowing something. In fact he may have been taught that it is better to admit when you don’t know something. Another reason may have been that he was surrounded by a positive peer system. Or perhaps he does not associate learning with social conditions, but rather separates it in a different category. Many hypotheses could be made, none of which I can prove to be conclusively valid. 


Ahhhh! Time to talk about myself. For starters I think I understood my brain’s reaction more so than the other people. Though Professor Dario wrote in his notes that I was the subject that was most difficult to see clear patterns. My frenzied activity may have been a result of my hangover, which cause asynchronous firings of neurons. Neurons then hit each other and cause other chain reaction. Let just say that the brain is really complex, and when it is hung over, even the brain forgets where everything is and how it should process. And yet as they gave suggestions such as why I thought I could not lower the activity of my mind through drawing circles or focusing on an internal object, I was well aware that my mind responds calmer to moments of stress or high degrees of activity, sound, or light changing. Professor Dario sites this in his notes as fitting with “parasympathetic-dominant response to stress” where the higher the stress, the higher the relaxation. Another thing that allows me to relax is human touch. I am not completely sure as to the internal mechanism for this or if it found in most people (or am I unique). Massages or even simple holding of the hand is capable of relaxing me. Definitely more research is needed on how to calm my mind. =D


My P4 gave the group, in particular, Professor Dario a great deal of interest. P4 is associated with weighing of actions, computation of risk and uncertainties vs. rewards. It was seen to light up just before telling my personal story. Perhaps my mind was weighing how much I should tell these people who are relative strangers, does championing in the name of science win out at the risk of sharing too much. Dario predicts that this region taps into introverted thinking, which I believe to be a preferred process. 


Professor Dario noted the following in his notes, “The map was generally chaotic and all times. This fits with the theoretical explanation for extraverted Intuiting, which would be the subject’s lead process. The theory is that stimuli activate brain activity that may be unrelated to the task presented (because the subject is thinking trans-contextually). However, the activity also fits for the “Get Things Going” social style (a.k.a. “Expressive” style). Research says that women tend to have more distributed functionality.” Although he had doubt of his findings because of the potential cause of the hang over, I believe these notions hit me right on the head (pun intended). I do tend to think trans-contextually and I am definitely an expressive style. It is a little scary how well correct hypotheses could be drawn about from observing my brain activity. However, perhaps providing more context and already having a rather firm grasp on how you “work” as a person could allow a better reading of the person through their brain activity. My hypothesis is that is best when used in conjunction with each other. 


I am currently in a very interesting Political Psychology class. Recently when we discussed the psychology in reference to the Holocaust, we were presented with two different experiments researching human’s capacity for obedience. 


The first was a rather simple test. On the board were written three lines of varying lengths. The first was clearly the shortest and the third was clearly the longest. Everyone in the experiment was paid to act, which was unbeknownst to the one person who was there voluntarily. When asked which line was the shortest, the paid participants all said that the third, the clearly longest, was the shortest line. The volunteer was the last (or one of the last) to participate. Results were that even though the volunteer was aware of what was right there, almost no one stated that #1 was the shortest which it was. Thus they all succumbed to their peer group. It would be interesting to see the brain activity of said experiment. How it changed as they saw more and more people choosing what they believed was the right answer and finally what their brain was doing when they had to make up their mind. 


The other experiment was where someone was placed in the role of a teacher. They had one student who unknown to them was a paid actor. The person was then instructed to submit an electric shock to the student every time they got something wrong, increasing the level of voltage with each successive wrong answer. All of these people were screened to eliminate that they are people who take pleasure in giving pain to others. Rather all of these were seemingly normal people. And most of them were capable of shelling out pain, many of them able to reach the level marked dangerous high voltage. Important to note that all of these people were told that the student would not be harmed, but still, giving pain to others is not considered a good thing. All these people did not feel guilt because they felt they were following their duty. The guilt fell on the administrator who told them to do the action, not upon themselves, the person who did that action. As with the previous experiment, we would examine what areas of the brain were active during different parts. Post experiment discussion could help shed greater light on potential significance of certain regions lighting up at certain times. 


Two other things that I would like to test but I don’t have room to go into detail. The first is the Political Psychological diametrically opposed notion that people have running tallies or that people think “on the top” of their head. The running tally theory says that when it comes to information, as new information comes in it is quickly added to existing systems. Such as if you hate Republicans (and you have many previous experiences and pieces on information that created this affect) and you find out that a certain Republican does something atrocious, then that just gets lumped in with the rest of you hating Republicans. The on-the-top model (help by UCLA’s own Professor Zaller) says that we make decisions using what is accessible, which at most is a short list of considerations. I have no idea how to do it, but I would like see to how does the brain of someone who knows a lot about a topic differ from another who doesn’t. We would explore how people react to new information, and if there is more neurological evidence to suggest that one of the previously mentioned theories is more valid. 

· 
I also want to see how much we base our reactions on third party opinions/feedback. This experiment would evaluate  virtual feedback. Perhaps you would repeat the experiment presented in Human Complex Systems 100 where by women are given pictures that are highly rated by men and see how that affects their group decision and then pictures that are highly rated by women and see how that affects their group decision. Do the same with men. (You can even experiment with people giving low ratings). After each viewing of the picture and the rating, people would get a few questions applying to a group situation such as “you are in a board room and the boss yells at you, what do you do: 1) nothing 2) say something to people after the meeting, 3) say something to your boss after the meeting, and 4) make a big “to do” during the meeting.”

· 
Real time neuromapping has a lot of possibilities in social science research and hope it is taken advantage of. 

