
1

Conditioned Taste Aversion

Conditioned Stimulus

 TASTE CS

(scotch)

Unconditioned Stimulus

US   ILLNESS

CR
Conditioned Response

     Avoid

Why so dramatic with only 1 trial?  (Frequency?)

What about ISI ?  (no contiguity)

Why not car, band, etc. that were much closer to illness? (Selectivity?)

Garcia and Koelling

Bright-Noisy-Tasty Water X-Ray (illness)

Training: Test:

Taste

Audiovisual

Group1

Bright-Noisy-Tasty Water shock
Taste

Audiovisual

Group2

Also paired but no
evidence of learning

Learn taste-illness, but
not AV-illness

Selective associations?
Maybe just don’t notice AV or something?

Contiguity is not sufficient!

Learn taste-illness, but
not AV-illness

Learn AV-shock, but
not taste-shock

Preparedness:  Organisms are “prepared” (through evolutionary history)
to make certain associations.  

Not all combinations of CS and US are equally effective.

Other unusual characteristics of taste aversion:

1 trial learning?
It is strong, but multiple pairings does produce stronger aversions

ISI
It is still sensitive to ISI, but timecourse is much longer (hrs)

Taste (sweet) “Illness”
(LiCl, rotation)
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1.  Taste aversion IS like other forms of Pavlovian conditioning,
differences (rate of acquisition, ISI) are a matter of degree, not kind.

Conclusions: 

2.  A new principle of preparedness (belongingness, selective
associations) must be acknowledged.

This principle is relevant to all forms of Pavlovian
conditioning, not just taste aversion learning.

Summary

Problems for Simply Contiguity

Contingency:  Not just number of pairings,
but rather, how predictive.

Preparedness:  Contiguity not sufficient.  Some
associations are easier to learn than others.


