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eople move,

®Or mqybe he heart is just irrational ; scared of change...
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* See (Weijers & Schouten, 2013) J ﬂg

® De Brigard (2010) + Weijers (2014): status quo >

® Basil Smith (201 1): specific losses (including relationships and place)
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\\02.1 DE BRIGARD (2010): REVERSED SCENARIOS

/]X)‘ Do you want to unplug?

O

® 1.24 students per condition-!
® Negative: max security prison

® Positive: multimillionaire artist in

Monaco

Megative Positive Neutral

® Neutral: back to reality (no description)

Why might a positive reality be as attractive as a neutral one?
De Brigard: a preference for pleasure and things to remain the same



o :lh- -

think SQ chang

* ond Neutral: + “your life outside is not

at all like the life you have

/D experienced so far.”: similar pleasure,

SQ changes
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QUO BIAS

® Neutralising the status quo = 12%

2.3 WEIJERS (2011/2014);
\O RYING TO REDUCE STATUS

difference (Stranger NSQ vs. Stranger,
p-value = 0.025)

® Making the choice on behalf of a

stranger = 12% difference (Stranger vs.

Self, p-value = 0.035)

® Reducing irrelevant factors = 16%

difference (Self vs. Nozick’s, p-value =

0.004)

® Stranger NSQ vs. Nozick’s = 40%
difference (p-value = 0.000)
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2.4 BASIL STk (2011): EQUAL EXPERIENCE
REVERSED SCENARIOS

“Specific losses™:

® Back to reality, start anew

(need to forge new

" Stay Connected

relationships and get used = Retun

to a new place)

® Without loss:

® Back to rea m.y' pe Op| e etc Experiment 1 (with specific losses)  Experiment 2 (without loss)

are recreated for you, so : : D :
T Smith: It’s not SQ bias, it’s rational preference to

it'’s the exactly the same hold on to things of value (e.g. people & plqce)8
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existing rel

® Neutral: similar pleasure, ¢

existing relationships + place?

® 2"d Neutral: similar pleasure, losing

existing relationships + place
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gs to have
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® But must or in our experience?

L e
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® (Because the experience could continue in an experience machine)

/3' (Whether it’s a bias may depend on this)



°*EM V2: rec:lif" - real new rea """r"iléhips &

simulated continuation of previous

relationships + more pleasure




re qnd
‘ C yster rlde
- o[e |"e, it still felt

like you made auto Cisions al nd occqsmnqlly faced

tough situations, such as s’rrlvmg for your goals and feeling
grief, although you didn’t really do these things.
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into a machine

by a machine.



zing new

If you accept Il stay in an Experience
Machine permqnen’rly If you re|ec’r ’rhe spot, then you will never

be offered a spot again. Your life will be the same length in an

/gExperience Machine as it would otherwise have been.



hine 42%

® You should not a ‘Experience Machine 58%




them in
" DU connect fo an
Experience | having contact with

enhanced versions of these people.

%



®You ¢ oL achine 68%

® You should not accef an xperlence Machine 32%

 EEmMRmESET




V1 42% 58%

B

68% 32% | olo) V2 (solo, F&F plug in

their own)

¥ Plug in ® Stay out
/ Diff  26%

V2


https://www.graphpad.com/quickcalcs/contingency2/




® Both will provide equl pleasure, etc.

® Once programs start, changes occur as normal










lose their

continuing existing realtionships

%




e

people, home attaches more to

place




ctives, 18 (1):

° ~:.v Ot i.ive the Experience
Machine!, Philosophical

experience machine objection to hedonism. The Journal of Value Inquiry, 47(4), 461 -
482.
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