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ABSTRACT 

In 1994, over 100 countries permitted the operation of 

lotteries, resulting in sales of $95 billion dollars. Thus, 

up to 54% of the world population could participate in legal 

lotteries. In the United States, in 1994, lotteries were 

held in 36 states and the District of Columbia, resulting in 

sales of $28.7 billion dollars. Thus, approximately 86% of 

the U.S. population could participate in a state lottery. 

The game of LOTTO is the most common form of lottery 

participation in the U.S. Participation in LOTTO requires 

the purchase of a six-number lottery ticket. Individuals 

are allowed to select their ticket numbers, or they are 

assigned a randomly selected set of numbers. 

However, regardless of their historical persistence and 

geographic availability, lotteries continue to generate 

significant criticism and concern. Two issues dominate most 

public policy debate. Who plays the lottery, and whv do 

they play? 

Traditionally, these questions are addressed using 

individualist models of social action. Such models assume 

that psychological internal states, such as attitudes, 

beliefs and processes of rationality are the primary 

mechanisms that facilitate participation. In contrast, 

structural models of social action suggest that networks of 



social relations, and the information and resources that 

flow through such relations are the primary mechanisms that 

facilitate participation. 

Using self-report survey data obtained from 245 

randomly selected adults, as well as ethnographic data, I 

operationalize individualist and social network models, and 

examine two central issues: who participates in lotteries, 

and why do they participate. 

Three findings are particularly noteworthy. First, the 

empirically measured psychological internal states lottery 

participation appears inconsistent with several assumptions 

of the individualist model. Second, lottery participation 

appears to build solidarity between many participants and 

the members of their primary network of social relations 

through discussions about winning. Third, for most people 

the attraction of participation appears to be affective in 

natxire rather than economic. Thus, lottery participation 

induces a state of positive anticipation. Further, the 

socially organized process that individual's initiate in 

order to induce this affective state is similar to, but 

quite different than, the process of "emotion work." Thus, 

I label this process "emotion play." 
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CHAPTER 1 

DRAWING THE COGNITIVE MAP 

1.1 Introduction 

The opportunity to participate in various types of 

legal lotteries has been available throughout much of the 

world for most of recorded history. However, regardless of 

its widespread availability, lottery participation continues 

to stimulate persistent criticism and concern. In general, 

two questions dominate most of the public policy debate. 

Who participates in lotteries? And why do they participate? 

In this Chapter, first, I review lotteries and similar 

forms of lottery-like behavior both geographically and 

historically. Second, I discuss and evaluate criticism and 

concerns that have been directed towards state lotteries 

currently operating in the United States, with special 

attention directed to the questions of who participates in 

lotteries, and why they participate. Third, I review two 

theoretic debates currently taking place in the sociological 

literature that are related to the development of theoretic 

models of individual choice behavior. Finally, I link 

specific aspects of these two theoretic debates to the two 

questions that dominate research and public policy regarding 

lottery participation, that is, the questions of who 

participates in lotteries, and why they participate. 
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1.2 Lottery Participation - Geographically 

Geographically, a person can buy a lottery ticket just 

about anywhere in the world. In 1994, over 100 countries 

permitted the operation of lotteries, resulting in reported 

sales of $95 billion dollars.^ Overall, approximately 54% 

of the world population has access to state-sponsored 

lotteries. In addition, if countries are ranked by the size 

of their national population, from largest to smallest, four 

of the top ten countries throughout the world offer state-

sponsored lotteries.^ 

In the United States of America, in 1994, state-

sponsored lotteries were held in 36 states and the District 

of Columbia, resulting in reported sales of $28.7 billion.^ 

Four of these states, Texas, Massachusetts, New York and 

^International Gaming and Wagering Business, vl9, no.5 (May 
1995), page l', 34. 

^In order of their national population size, the top ten 
countries are China, India, the United States of America, 
Indonesia, Brazil, Russia, Pakistan, Bangladesh, Japan, and 
Nigeria. This list was created by cross-referencing The World 
Almanac and Book of Facts 1995 with International Gaming and 
Wagering Business, V19, no.5 (May 1995), page 34-44. 

^States that currently allow lotteries include Arizona, 
California, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 
Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, 
Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, 
Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, 
Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Texas, Vermont, 
Virginia, Washington, West Virginia, Wisconsin, and the District 
of Columbia. International Gaming and Wagering Business, North 
American Gaming Report 1995. 
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Florida, ranked by 1994 sales, were among the world's top 

ten lottery organizations, being surpassed only by the 

countries of Japan, Spain, France and Italy.^ In addition, 

of the fourteen states that do not officially sanction 

lottery participation, only two, Alaska and Hawaii, do not 

share a border with a state that does allow participation. 

In the State of Arizona lottery participation has been 

available since 1980. In 1994, almost 2500 retail business 

organizations facilitated the purchase of lottery tickets. 

Such organizations include, but are not limited to, grocery 

stores, convenience stores and gas stations. Tickets can 

also be pvurchased at many public special events, including 

the games of several professional athletic organizations, 

such as the Phoenix Cardinals professional football team and 

the Tucson Toros minor-league baseball team. 

The State of Arizona offers several types of lottery 

games from which participants can choose. The most well 

known and most popular is Arizona LOTTO, which was initiated 

in 1984, and is held twice weekly. Arizona also offers a 

twice-weekly lottery called the Fantasy Five, which was 

initiated in 1991, and which offers a smaller jackpot, but 

"^International Gaming and Wagering Business, via,  no.5 (May 
1995), page 34. 
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also provides more favorable odds of winning.^ In 

addition, Arizona participates in the multi-state lottery 

game called POWERBALL which typically offers very large, 

multi-million dollar jackpots, and like Arizona LOTTO, is 

drawn twice weekly.® 

In Arizona, LOTTO tickets can be purchased every day of 

the week, during at least 23 hours of each day. In 

addition, "passive" lottery games, which do not require the 

use of a computer teminal to generate the purchaser's 

ticket are available 24 hours a day, seven days of the week. 

In the near future, many of the geographic barriers 

that suppress lottery ticket sales, overall, by inhibiting 

access to opportunities for participation will be greatly 

reduced. This is because of a number of factors. First, 

even more states may choose to offer some form of lottery 

game to their citizens."' Second, many of the states that 

'Players choose five numbers from a choice set that ranges 
between I and 35. The top prize is $50,000. The objective odds 
of matching all five numbers are 1:324,632. Arizona Lottery 
Commission Annual Report 1994. 

"Other states that participate in the POWERBALL lottery 
include Delaware, Idaho, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, 
Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, Oregon, Rhode Island, 
South Dakota, West Virginia, Wisconsin and the District of 
Columbia. 

"'States that currently do not offer a state-sponsored 
lottery at this time include Alabama, Alaska, Arkansas, Hawaii, 
Mississippi, Nevada, New Mexico, North Carolina, North Dakota, 
Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, Utah and Wyoming. New 
Mexico will begin offering a state lottery in April of 1996. 
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currently offer lotteries will continue to seek new sales 

opportianities for participation. For example, some states 

are considering payroll deduction as a way of facilitating 

the purchase of lottery tickets, especially for government 

employees (Karcher 1989). Third, a number of states have 

considered the use of video lottery terminals (VLTs) and 

automated teller machines (ATMs) to facilitate lottery 

ticket sales. In addition, the development of several ATM 

services, which are national as well as international in 

their distribution range, have already stimulated proposals 

for both a national lottery in the United States and a 

world-wide lottery (Clotfelter and Cook 1989). Fourth, 

various tele-communication mediums, including interactive 

cable television channels, the common telephone and 

especially the Internet, are already being evaluated as 

mechanisms for the delivery of various forms of gaming and 

wagering services.* 

anv form of commercial gaming within their state borders. 

^Currently, the Coeur d'Alene tribe of Idaho is in the 
process of implementing the National Indian Lottery. Players 
would call an 800 telephone number 24 hours of the day, enter a 
credit card number, and purchase a minimum of $5.00 worth of 
tickets. The jackpot minim\im would be $50 million. Projected 
gross revenues are estimated at $1.5 billion annually. 
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1.3 Lottery Participation - Historically 

Historically, dating back to biblical times, people 

have participated in various forms of lottery-like 

behaviors, especially games of cheince. Such games were 

centered around determining the outcome of a future event or 

decision through the casting of lots. There are 21 

references to the casting of lots in the King Jeimes Version 

of the Bible, 16 in the Old Testament and 5 in the New 

Testament.' 

Biblically, the casting of lots was a commonly used method 

of resolving conflicts or decisions because the outcome was 

considered to be the result of God's direct intervention. 

For example, Proverbs 18:18 states, "the lot puts an end to 

disputes and decides between powerful contenders." Or more 

interestingly, recall that during the time of Jesus there 

were twelve apostles. After his betrayal of Jesus, Judas 

hanged himself, leaving the group one person short. To 

resolve the situation, two names were offered up, and after 

much prayer the final choice was determined through the 

drawing of lots. The text, in part, reads as follows 

"...and they drew lots between them, and the lot fell upon 

The 21 references in the Bible, BCing James Version, that refer to the casting of lots 
include; Leviticus 16:8; Joshua 18:6, 18:8, 18:10; First Chronicles 24:31, 25:8, 26:13, 26:14; 
Nehemiah 10:34, 11:01; Job 6:27; Psalms 22:18; Joel 3:3; Obadiah .11; Jonah 1:7; Nahum 
3:10; Matthew 27:35; Mark 15:24; Luke 23:34; John 19:24; Acts 1:26. 
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eleven apostles.In addition, determining choices 

through lots also appears in traditions and literature 

emergent from China, Greece, India, Japan and Rome 

(Clotfelter and Cook 1989). 

The first lottery that required some form of payment, 

or "consideration" to participate, and that provided a 

monetary prize to the winner, was held around 153 0 in Italy 

by merchants. Similar to modern-day "sweepstakes," the 

purpose of the Italian merchant lotteries was to stimulate 

retail sales (Ezell 1960). The first government-sponsored 

lottery was held in England in 1566. The purpose was to 

accumulate capital for purposes of global exploration. The 

English soon carried this practice to the new world of 

America in the form of an authorized drawing to sponsor the 

Jamestown settlement of 1612 (Clotfelter and Cook 1989). 

In the United States of America, lotteries that 

provided monetary prizes were widely practiced and legally 

available from colonial times until 18 94 (Brenner and 

Brenner 1990). The purpose of these early lotteries was to 

facilitate the accumulation of capital for various 

government-sponsored activities. For example, lotteries 

were used to finance early colonial settlements, supply and 

support soldiers during the Revolutionary War and were 

^°Acts 1:26. The Bible, King James Version. 
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frequently used to finance the development of public 

infrastructure (Coltfelter and Cook 1989). In addition, 

lotteries were used to capitalize endowment funds and 

finance construction at a number of ivy-league schools 

including Columbia, Harvard, Princeton and Yale (Clotfelter 

and Cook 1989; Rosecrance 1951). 

However, In the 1800's, as the number of private-sector 

firms that facilitated the operation of lotteries through 

logistical and promotional support increased, accusations of 

corruption and documented cases of outright fraud increased 

as well (Asbury 1938; Clotfelter and Cook 1989; Peterson 

1951; Piliavin and Polakowski 1990). Public approval for 

lotteries faded and political opposition to lotteries 

increased. By 1894, legislative action initiated at both 

the state and federal level restricted, and ultimately 

prohibited the operation of lotteries in the United States 

(Karcher 1989) . 

Nevertheless, from a historical perspective, the 

prohibition of state-sponsored lotteries was short-lived. 

Within 70 years, states once again considered lotteries as a 

way of generating significant amounts of revenue. But 

rather that being used for large-scale capital investment, 

most modern state-sponsored lottery revenue is now directed 

towards the annual operating expenses of the state. New 

Hampshire was the first state to re-establish a state 
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lottery in 1964. By 1989, 25 years later, 28 states and the 

District of Columbia had re-introduced state-sponsored 

lotteries. In 1996, 32 years later, over 36 states and the 

District of Columbia operate state-sponsored lotteries. 

Thus, the opportunity to participate in legal lotteries of 

various types is now directly available to at least 86 

percent of the population of the United States of America." 

1.4 Defining Lottery Participation 

There are various forms of social activity that can 

legitimately be considered lottery participation.In this 

dissertation, I focus only on participation in the most 

common form of legal state-sponsored lottery game in the 

United States which is usually referred to as LOTTO. The 

essence of participation in LOTTO requires the voluntary 

"These population estimates are derived from the Statistical 
Abstract of the United States, 1994, Bureau of the Census, U.S. 
Department of Commerce. The estimate does not take into account 
the significant number of individuals that travel from states 
without lotteries to states with lotteries in order to play, for 
example from Arkansas to Oklahoma. Thus, the actual percentage of 
the population is, most likely, slightly higher. 

'^There are two basic forms of lottery participation and five 
basic types of lottery play. The two basic forms of 
participation are passive and active games. Passive games, where 
players are not able to pick their own nvimbers include raffle 
tickets and instant scratch-off games. Active games, where 
players are allowed to pick their numbers include state-sponsored 
Lotto-type games, a casino-based game usually referred to as 
Keno, and illegal "numbers" games. 



purchase of a six-number lottery ticket." The production 

of the lottery ticket is facilitated through the use of an 

on-line computer terminal. The computer terminal allows 

participants to select their own "personal" numbers or 

randomly generates a set of numbers, often referred to as a 

"quick pick." If the numbers on the ticket match those 

selected by an independent agency sanctioned by the state, 

the holder of the ticket is entitled to a cash prize of a 

varied amount, depending on the size of the prize for that 

particular drawing and the payout option that was selected 

by the ticket buyer at the time of his/her purchase." 

Although the basic social activity that defines lottery-

participation has changed very little throughout history and 

across the globe (Brenner and Brenner 1990; Burnham 1993; 

Clotfeldter and Cook 1989; Karcher 1989), there are several 

important aspects of modern day lotteries that have 

fundamentally changed the nature of the game itself, as well 

as the overall experience of lottery participants. 

"The range of numbers and the amount of numbers picked are 
what determines the "objective" odds of winning the lottery. For 
example, in the State of Arizona LOTTO participants select six 
numbers from a choice set ranging between 1 and 42. The odds of 
selecting six of six numbers are 1:5,245,786. 

"For example, in the State of Arizona participants choose 
between a one-time cash distribution, or a 20 year annuity. 
However, the participant must select either the cash or annuity 
distribution option at the time of the ticket purchase. 



First, the infrastructure of convenience stores and 

supermarkets has made the purchase of a lottery ticket 

extremely convenient. Usually lotteiry tickets can be 

purchased a short distance from almost any location (Abt et 

al. 1985) . In Arizona, lottery tickets can be purchased at 

approximately 2500 locations throughout the state, for 

example at most supermarkets, gas stations and convenience 

stores. Since most of these retail businesses are open 24 

hours of the day, seven days of the week, they facilitate 

the purchase of lottery tickets during almost any time of 

the night or day, and every day of the week as well. 

Second, advances in computing power allow the State to 

conduct multiple drawings each week, and offer a number of 

choices for games as well. For example, many states offer 

participation in their own state lottery, as well as the 

multi-state POWERBALL lottery two times per week. Further, 

a number of states now conduct daily lotteries, and other 

states offer games which are drawn several times per day." 

In addition, the use of on-line computer terminals allows 

participants to actively choose the specific numbers for 

their lottery ticket. Prior to this innovation, as little 

"International Gaming and Wagering Business, North American 
Gaming Report 1995. 



as 3 0 years ago, lottery tickets possessed fixed numbers, 

similar to raffle tickets.^® 

Third, and perhaps most important, vast improvements in 

tele-communications allow information about the size of 

lottery jackpots, and the outcome of lottery drawings to be 

communicated almost instantly to the participants. Usually 

the selection of the winning numbers is broadcast live on 

local television stations prior to evening news. In 

comparison, historically, the logistics of conducting a 

successful lottery were impaired because of lengthy time 

lags that existed between the authorization of the game, the 

sales of the tickets, the determination of the winner, and 

the notification of the results to the winning participant. 

Fourth, both technically and morally, lotteries are 

operated as well as legitimated by the State. Legitimation 

of lotteries by the State is not new. However, what is new 

and uniquely American is the fact that lotteries in all 36 

states, and the District of Columbia, are operated 

exclusively by state-sponsored lottery commissions. These 

organizations act as general contractors, or overall 

^®The first contemporary state-sponsored lottery, held in 
New Hampshire in 1964, utilized assigned-number lottery tickets. 
It should be noted, however, that the personal selection of 
numbers has been a traditional component of illegal lottery-like 
"numbers" games that have been available in many large 
metropolitan areas for decades, for example in Chicago and New 
York City. 
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coordinators, for the purchase of materials and services 

that are necessary in order to conduct a successful and 

profitable lottery, such as ticket distribution, 

advertising, the selection and communication of the winning 

numbers and the accounting of funds (Clotfelter and Cook 

1989; Piliavin and Polakowski 1990) . At the same time, by 

legalizing lottery play, and by communicating various 

promotional "messages" through mass media advertising, 

critics of lotteries believe that the State creates 

differential "frames" (Snow et al. 1986) that not only 

promote lottery participation but also may be destructive to 

the overall moral values of society because they suggest 

that "luck" rather than "hard work" is a socially 

appropriate path to success. 

1.5 Criticism and Concerns about Participation 

Regardless of the overall acceptance and/or tolerance 

of lotteries that one might infer from their availability 

across the globe and their historical persistence, state-

sponsored lotteries in the United States generate a 

significant amount of criticism and concern. Overall, the 

two central questions that are passionately debated and 

perpetually re-examined are: who plays the lottery, and why 

do they play? 



1.5.1 Lottery Players 

A central criticism related to lottery participation 

emphasizes the question of who plays. Concern is especially 

centered on the player's presumed status as being a victim 

of economic exploitation. Specifically, critics believe 

that lottery participants are disproportionately drawn from 

less-educated and lower-income populations (Asbury 1938). 

Thus, critics believe that participation is primarily 

motivated by the marginal economic status of the players, 

and that players either are unaware of the objective odds of 

winning, or that they are unable, because of faulty 

rationality, to appreciate the actual likelihood of winning 

(Asbury 1938; Peterson 1951). In other words, lottery 

critics believe that the lottery is a "sucker's bet" and 

that poor people are the most likely to be suckered because 

they are either too poor to care about, or too un-educated 

to appreciate the objective odds of winning. In addition, 

because a large number of participants select "personal" 

numbers when they purchase their lottery tickets, players 

are also perceived as being unusually superstitious 

(Clotfelter and Cook 1989) . Thus, on the basis of this 

portrait of the "typical" lottery participant, critics of 

the lottery, as well as advocates of the poor, believe that 

the state unfairly exploits the economically disadvantaged 
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through the regressive, yet "voluntary" implicit tax that is 

extracted from lottery participants (Brinner and Cook 1975) . 

Interestingly, the empirical data that have been 

collected to evaluate this issue are either inconclusive, or 

do not appear to support such claims (Brinner and Cook 1975; 

Clotfelter and Cook 1989; Kallick et al 1979; Piliavin and 

Polakowski 1990). First, lottery participation is not a 

particularly unusual or infrecjuent act. In states that 

offer lotteries, a majority of the general population has 

played the lottery at least once, and a significant minority 

participate on a regular basis. For example, Piliavin and 

Polakowski (1990), using data gathered from a nation-wide 

random sample of individuals residing within states that 

offered legal state-sponsored lotteries, report that 62.5 % 

of their respondents had played the lottery at some point. 

In addition, 39.9% reported that they played the lottery at 

least once a month, and 23.1% reported that they played the 

lottery at least once a week. Browne and Brown (1994), in a 

study of college student participation in the Oregon State 

Lottery, reported that: "Almost 80% of the sample had 

purchased lottery tickets at one time or another. Only 2% 

of the sample reported that they were frequent players; 

however, 63% were occasional lottery gamblers." 

Turning to the specific relationship between income and 

participation, Piliavin and Polakowski (1990) found, based 
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on their national Scunple, that 45.9% of individuals who 

reported a pretax annual income of less than $9,999, 62.4% 

of the individuals who reported annual income of between 

$10,000 and $19,000, and 57.8% with reported income of 

between $20,000 and $29,000 participated in lotteries. In 

contrast, over 72% of individuals who reported annual 

incomes of $30,000 to $39,000, 70.7% of individuals with 

reported income of $40,000 to $49,000, and 71.5% of 

individuals with reported income of $50,00 or more reported 

participation in lotteries. Thus, the proportion of the 

population that participates in state lotteries decreases as 

income decreases and, rather than expected, increases, 

proportionally as the individual's income increases 

(Piliavin and Polakowski 1990). 

Second, critics of lotteries claim that poor people 

spend more on lotteries than do the non-poor. But is this 

an empirical fact, or another enduring urban myth? The 

answer varies, based on the emphasis that one places upon 

absolute as opposed to relative expenditures. In an 

exhaustive review of studies examining the relationship 

between economic status and participation, Clotfelter 

and Cook (1989) assert that: 

... there has been more research on this question 

than on almost any other related to lotteries. 

The preponderance of the evidence suggests that 
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there is little systematic relationship between 

income and the amount spent on lottery play. 

Absolute expenditures appear to be remarkably 

uniform over a broad range of incomes. 

Piliavin and Polakowski (1990) also examined this issue 

quite carefully and concluded that there is no meaningful 

difference in absolute lottery expenditures by income, nor 

for any of the other demographic attributes typically 

measured in relation to lottery participation. Further, the 

authors suggest that, "The average amount of money spent per 

month on the lottery was not significantly related to 

differences in age, family income, gender, race, education 

or marital status." And, it is especially important to note 

that the average amount of money that participants reported 

actually spending on lottery tickets was about $10-14 

dollars a month. The median monthly expenditure, that is, 

the half-way mark in the distribution of expenditures was 

$4.60, or about one dollar a week. Thus, most people who 

participate in state lotteries, regardless of age, sex, race 

or social class, spend between approximately $1-4 dollars a 

week on lottery tickets. 

Shifting the emphasis from absolute expenditure to the 

issue of relative expenditures, it is a well documented fact 

that lottery purchases are regressive when the percentage of 

total household income is used to analyze the relationship 
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between income and participation instead of absolute 

expenditures (Brinner and Cook 1975; Borg et al. 1991) . 

Thus, lower-income people ̂  spend a greater percentage of 

their total household income on lottery purchases. But an 

important point to keep in mind when considering this issue 

is the fact that all personal expenditures - including food, 

clothing, shelter and recreational expenses - are regressive 

as well. Therefore, poor people spend a greater percentage 

of their total household income in order to satisfy all of 

the basic needs of everyday life including food, clothing, 

shelter, as well as leisure activities such as lottery 

participation. 

Thus, it is true that overall spending related to 

lottery participation is regressive in that lower-income 

players do spend a greater percentage of their total 

household income on lottery tickets. However, for almost 

all players, at all income levels, including lower-income 

players, all personal expenditures are regressive. In 

addition, a lower proportion of individuals with lower-

income, and a higher proportion of individuals with higher 

levels of income participate in lotteries. And finally, the 

actual amount of money that a typical lottery participant 

spends on lottery tickets, including lower-income 

participants, appears to be about $1-4 dollars a week. 
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1.5.2 Lottery Plav 

Criticism related to the act of participation 

emphasizes the question of why people play the lottery and 

appears to be based on the assumption that there actually is 

no "good" reason to participate.. The dominant assumption is 

that individuals participate in lotteries in order to win a 

large sum of money without the contribution of any skill or 

effort of their own. Viewed this way, lottery participation 

is an effortless economic investment, albeit a risky one, 

and reflects different types of faulty rationality 

(Clotfelter and Cook 1989). For example, critics believe 

that most players are unaware of the true odds of winning, 

or that even if they are aware of such information, they are 

unable to appreciate the "true" meaning of the odds (Karcher 

198 9). Faulty rationality is also inferred because of the 

"superstitious beliefs" that many lottery players appear to 

possess in relation to their participation (Clotfelter and 

Cook 1989). However, this inference is based upon the 

frequent practice of players to select "personal" numbers 

when purchasing their lottery tickets. 

Shifting emphasis, a number of critics believe that 

lottery participation reflects some sort of "evil" or 

"sickness." In religious terms, lottery participation is 

considered a form of "sin." Sin in this case is the 

obsessive pursuit of any worldly object or activity that 



31 

distracts the individual from seeking a stronger 

relationship with God. This perspective is illustrated in 

the Bible, for example, in First Timothy 6:10 which states, 

"For the love of money is a root of all kinds of evil, and 

in their eagerness to be rich, some have wandered away from 

the faith and pierced themselves with many pains." In 

addition, a number of religious denominations believe that 

material wealth is best gained through hard work or skill 

rather than through the pursuit of gambling, that is, the 

pursuit of gain through luck. 

In secular terms, lottery participation is, at the very 

least, feared to lead to the development of self-destructive 

obsessive or compulsive gambling behavior. This orientation 

is reflected in the ideology of self-help groups, such as 

Gamblers Anonymous as well as various Mental Health 

Treatment Centers that adhere to "12 step" philosophies. 

In either case, be it evil or obsession, the number of 

individuals who "excessively" participate in various forms 

of gambling, including lottery participation, is estimated 

to be relatively low when measured as percentage of the 

nation's population. For example, in a national study of 

gaming by Kallick el al. (1979), the percentage of the 

sample that reported excessive gambling behavior represented 

around 1-3% of the population. Piliavin and Polakowski 

(1990), in their study of participation, reported that 



"...3.3% of the national sample conceded that they might 

have a problem with gambling, and half of these...had never 

played a lottery." In addition, Brovme and Brown (1993; 

1994) report that only 2% of their convenience sample of 

college students, which they claim to be representative of 

the general population, indicated that they were "frequent" 

lottery players. 

1.5.3 The Role of the State 

Although it is not the specific focus of this 

dissertation, no review of the concerns and criticism that 

are related to lottery participation would be complete 

without a brief discussion about the involvement of the 

State in facilitating lottery participation. Specific 

criticism related to the State's support of lotteries 

emphasizes concern about the proper role of the State. Two 

issues dominate the debate about the State's role. First, 

most critics believe that the State's sponsorship of 

lotteries, and especially the promotional advertisements 

initiated by the State to sell lottery tickets, potentially 

corrodes the moral fiber of society by de-emphasizing the 

ethic of work as a way of achieving financial success 

(Clotfelter and Cook 1989; Devereux 1980; Peterson 1951; 

Piliavin and Polakowski 1990). This concern is so strong 

that many states tightly regulate the content of lottery 



advertisements (Karcher 1989). In addition, many critics 

believe that the State inappropriately deceives its own 

citizens by not aggressively communicating the objective 

odds of winning, or by exaggerating the value of lottery 

jackpots since they are usually paid over a twenty year 

period rather than in one lump sum.^"' 

Second, some critics take exception to the payout-rate 

related to the revenues generated by state lotteries 

(Karcher 1989). Specifically, almost every state-sponsored 

lottery in the United States retains about one-half of each 

dollar spent on a lottery ticket as revenue and returns the 

remaining one-half to lottery players in the form of 

monetary prizes of various amounts. Therefore, each ticket 

is implicitly "taxed" at a rate of about 50%. Critics 

maintain that this pay-out rate is too high, and should be 

adjusted to conform to the pay-out rate related to other 

legal forms of gambling, such as pari-mutual betting on 

horses or greyhound dogs. The pay-out rate for these other 

forms of legalized gambling is about 85%, thus the implicit 

"tax" is approximately 15%. 

^^For example, if you were to win the lottery in Arizona and 
the advertised jackpot was 10 million dollars you would be given 
two payment options. You could be paid a set amount per year, 
over 20 years, for a total of 10 million dollars. Or, you could 
claim a one-time cash distribution that is equal to about one-
half of the advertised jackpot, in this example about 5 million 
dollars. However, you must specify your payment choice at the 
time the ticket is purchased, not when you win. 
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1.6 Models of Social Action and Participation 

Based on nvimbers consistently reported by researchers 

for decades, it can be reasonably assiamed that most people 

eventually participate in a state-sponsored lottery at some 

time (Browne and Brown 1994; Cook and Clotfelter 1989; 

Piliavin and Polakowski 1990). But it should also be noted 

that some people never play, and many other people play only 

on occasion. 

Therefore, on one hand, playing the lottery is a 

volvmtary form of social action that is geographically and 

historically common, usually politically legitimated, has 

few barriers that suppress participation, and is a piarposive 

(goal-oriented) form of individual behavior. And yet, on 

the other hand, participation is differential both within 

and between groups, and at times is a morally contested form 

of behavior as well. For these reasons, lottery 

participation is a form of social behavior that is well 

suited for evaluating different models and theories of 

social action.'^ 

'^Although it is not the specific focus of my research at this time, lottery participation is 
also well suited for the examination of general models of deviant and/or criminal behavior for 
the following reasons. First, lottery play is a form of gambling, and thus can be theoretically 
considered a form of "deviant" behavior regardless of its legal status. Second, lottery 
participation is differentially legal, depending on time (different times of day, different 
historical periods), geography (lottery is not legal in many states), and age (a person 
must be at least 18 years old to legally purchase lottery tickets 
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1.6.1 The Structure-Agency Debate 

Shifting the discussion to the theoretic level, within 

the discipline of Sociology, there is increased interest in 

the development of models of social action that address the 

issue of individual choice, with special attention given to 

the issues of how and why people make the choices they do 

within the context of their daily lives (Archer 1988; 

Touraine 1988) . Research and theory development related to 

models of individual choice is often referred to within the 

sociology literature as the structure-agency debate. The 

core issues that are central to this theoretical debate are 

related to the range of actions that are possible (agency), 

as well as the systematic resources and constraints (culture 

and social structure) that influence individuals and groups 

by potentially limiting their "choice set," that is, the 

actual set of choices available to them. 

Two key points of contention are central to the 

structure-agency debate. The first point of contention 

questions the influence of psychological internal states. 

throughout the United States). Third, lottery participation 
correlates with other forms of gambling, and other "deviant" 
activities that correlate with gambling, such as tobacco 
consumption, alcohol consumption and substance abuse (Piliavin 
and Polokowski, 19 90). In fact, therapeutic programs that focus 
on "problem gambling" include "excessive" lottery participation 
and, for the most part, are similar in both their philosophy and 
methodology to rehabilitation programs developed for the 
cessation of "problem" drinking and substance abuse. 
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such as attitudes, beliefs and processes of rationality on 

the actual choices that people meike as they go about their 

everyday life. The second point of contention addresses 

theoretic concerns that are related to how social actors 

should be conceptualized, especially when comparing 

different models of social action. Returning to the topic 

of lottery participation, it follows that sociological 

research that examines the influence of psychological 

internal states on choice should increase our understanding 

of the "why" question related to lottery participation. In 

addition, sociological research that examines appropriate 

social actor definitions should increase our understanding 

of the "who" question related to lottery participation. 

1.6.2 Attitudes. Beliefs and Rationality 

Txirning to the first key point that is central to the 

structure-agency debate, psychological internal states, 

which include attitudes, beliefs and processes of 

rationality are regarded as, the most widely used mechanisms 

to "drive" or motivate behavior in various individual-level 

models of social action. Interestingly, the concept of 

internal dirves is also implicitly utilized when addressing 

public policy concerns related to the legalization of 

gambling, and especially the State's promotion of lotteries. 



However, there are two important problems related to 

the use of psychological internal states when modeling 

processes of social action. The first problem is related to 

the assumption that psychological internal states that 

reside within social actors, particularly attitudes and 

beliefs, are stable and consistent "drive" mechanisms that 

motivate social action. The second problem is related to 

the under-specification of what is assumed when scholars 

consider behavioral choices to be "rational" choices. 

Turning to the first problem, most theories of social 

action are based on the conceptual assumption that 

psychological internal states that reside within the actor 

are relatively stable and "drive" social action in a 

consistent direction. Thus, for most individual-level 

models of social action, attitudes, beliefs and processes of 

rationality are presumed to directly influence behavior, 

that is, they are seen as independent variables (Herr and 

Fazio 1993). Further, this model logically assumes that 

action unfolds in a causally forward direction from 

attitudes, beliefs and processes of rationality to 

behavioral outcomes. This model of action is typically 

referred to as the "A-B model," and suggests that A 

(attitudes) leads to B (behavior). 

Unfortunately, most of the empirical research to date 

has not generated strong or consistent support for the 



assumptions that are related to the A-B model. In fact, 

most of the research suggests that attitudes should not be 

considered particularly stable. Herr and Fazio (1993) state 

that, "Empirical investigations of attitude-behavior 

consistency indicate that such consistency is sometimes 

present and sometimes not." 

In addition, it is well documented that individuals 

often act contrairy to what their reported attitudes might 

predict because of social influence processes that are 

stimulated by the social situations that they are embedded 

within. Again, Herr and Fazio (1993) state that, 

within the context of consumer behavior, normative 

knowledge may sometimes exert a greater impact on 

individual's definitions than their own attitudes. 

This may be particularly true of products that are 

conspicuous in nature... 

In addition, Herr and Fazio (1993) state that. 

However...even in normatively free situations, 

considerable variability in attitude-behavior 

consistency has been observed. 

Thus, internal states such as attitudes, beliefs and 

processes of rationality might lead to predicted behavioral 

outcomes, but not necessarily and not consistently. In 

addition, individuals often act contrary to their measured 

internal states depending on the social situation. 



Turning to the second problem, a number of models of 

individual choice assume that attitudes and beliefs 

influence the processes of rationality that individuals 

utilize in order to choose what behavior to enact during 

choice situations. However, the theoretic components that 

define the concept of rationality are often under-specified 

or mis-specified when it is utilized for the analysis, 

examination or modeling of social action. Thus, scholars 

that debate the "rational" nature of social action, at 

times, may not share the same assumptions about the 

definition of "rational" action. 

For example, most individual-level models of social 

action are based on the idea that such action is "rational." 

However, depending on the theorist, such "rationality" may 

include up to four separate and different assumptions 

(Marini 1992; Simon 1992). Rationality might be perceived 

as goal-seeking, that is, purposive. The social actor wants 

food, for example. For other scholars, rationality also 

implies conscious intent. Thus, the social actor wants 

food, and is aware of his or her needs and desired outcomes. 

For others still, rationality includes the assumption of a 

logical and deductive economic calculus, usually defined as 

a cost versus benefit calculation. Thus, the social actor 

intentionally weights the costs as well as the benefits of 
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engaging in behavior that will satisfy his or her desire for 

food, as in "will work for food." 

Adding to the confusion, a number of scholars believe 

that utility maximization should be also be one of the 

components that defines rationality (Coleman 1990; Friedman 

and Hechter 1988), especially the maximizing of wealth or 

power. However, Weber (1978) argues that processes of 

rationality are multiplex and thus may involve instrumental 

goals (instrumental rationality), ethical, aesthetic, or 

religious beliefs (value rationality), emotional outcomes 

(affectual rationality) and/or tradition or habit, rather 

than simply the intentional maximization of resources such 

as wealth or power (economic rationality). 

Thus, in reference to lottery participation several key 

questions, related to models of individual choice emerge. 

First, is lottery participation the result of attitudes and 

beliefs that reflect a consistent and positive orientation 

towards participation? Second, is lottery participation the 

result of faulty rational calculative processes, where the 

overwhelming odds against success are either misunderstood 

or perhaps unknown to the participant? And third, is the 

primary motive for lottery participation the result of 

economic rationality, that is, to win a large sum of money 

with little effort on the part of the player? 
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1.6.3 Embeddedness and the Social Actor 

Turning to the second key point of contention related 

to the stinicture-agency debate, all models of social action 

require the inclusion of social actors in some form. Some 

models, particularly those that operationalize social action 

at the individual-level are quite specific in their 

definition of the social actor, including certain forms of 

rational choice theory (Coleman 1990; Friedman and Hechter 

1988). Other models, however, particularly those that 

operationalize social action at the meso-level or macro-

level, vary in their specificity (Boxurdieu 1984; Mann 1986). 

However, regardless of the level of specificity, when 

defining the social actor, two fundamental issues must be 

addressed. The first issue is related to the basic 

assumptions that are used to define the social actor because 

such conceptual assumptions influence the development of the 

model of social action to be operationalized. The second 

issue, premised upon the first addresses the "objective" as 

well as "perceived" individual and social factors that are 

assumed to influence the various social action choices that 

are situated within the context of everyday life. In 

general, two basic and fundamentally different conceptual 

models are utilized, at the very least as points of 

reference, when debating how to define the social actor or 

how best to model the dynamic nature of social action the 
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individualist model, and the structural, or social network 

model (Mollis 1994; Mayhew 1980). 

The basic individualist model begins with the 

assumption of a "free willed" individual human actor as its 

fundamental unit of analysis. This model's social actor has 

differential psychological internal states, including 

attitudes, beliefs and preferences (all of which are thought 

to reside within the actor and are assumed to be relatively 

stable) and makes decisions shaped, at least partially, by 

rational calculative processes. Further, the decision 

processes and outcomes experienced by the social actor are 

often influenced by certain intervening social factors (that 

are a supplement to, rather than part of the basic 

definition of the social actor). These factors include the 

availability of information, opportunities and opportunity 

costs, and the institutionalized beliefs of society as a 

whole (Coleman 1990; Friedman and Hechter 1988). 

The basic social network model begins with the 

conception of a "bounded" or "embedded" social actor. The 

social actor is defined as a combination of both individual 

and relational attributes. Social networks of relations 

between the social actor and other social actors are the 
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basic unit of analysis.^' The links of the social network 

represent interactive, and often interdependent relations 

between the social actors that compose the network, and can 

vary in their empirical nature, thus resulting in different 

"forms" of social networks. In addition, attributes such as 

attitudes are considered to be a result of the social 

network (Erickson 1988), and more specifically its flow of 

inforrnation and material resources. Thus, the social actor 

is constrained by the social relations that define him or 

her, rather than being a "free willed" entity. 

There is no single social network theory that 

represents the "pure" form of the social network model, 

although Moreno (1953) is generally credited as the creator 

of the commonly utilized ego-centric model. In addition, 

methods for capturing ego-centric data were developed for, 

included in and evaluated in the 1985-87 General Social 

Survey (Burt 1984). 

Returning to the issue of influences on action, first, 

within the individualist model the "ideal type" of the 

social actor is perceived as a "free willed" independent and 

autonomous social actor (individual). Social factors such 

^®In this dissertation, the social actors that define the 
social network model are individuals. However, it should be 
noted that, theoretically, the basic social network model's 
social actors can be any type of social object including, for 
example primary or secondary groups, or organizations. 
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as social "institutions" might have a secondary and 

constraining influence on the actor, but they may not as 

well. In contrast, for the social network model the social 

actor is perceived as an interactive and interdependent 

"bounded" or "constrained" entity (individual). The social 

actor is constrained by definition, because s/he is both 

created, as well as limited by finite, enduring and ongoing 

social relations. In addition, these social relations are 

composed of interactive exchanges, or "flows" of material 

resources and information that define the nature of the 

actor's embeddedness. 

Social science research that investigates issues of 

choice usually captures data on social actors that reflect 

the individualist model. Thus, categoric data such as sex, 

race, age, and social class are traditionally recorded and 

utilized to define the social actor. However, recently a 

number of social network theorists have called into question 

the legitimacy of this practice for both conceptual as well 

as methodological reasons (Wellman 1988). Emirbayer and 

Goodwin (1994) refer to these concerns as the "anti-

categorical imperative". 

Scholars that favor the social network model believe 

that social action is strongly influenced by the concrete 

set of social relations within which the actor is situated. 

Granovetter (1985) refers to this as "the problem of 
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embeddedness." Thus, social network theorists believe that 

capturing only categoric data and operationalizing the 

social actor and social action on the basis of categoric 

attributes minimizes or completely ignores the most 

important influence on social action and social actors, 

which is the concrete set of social relations that define 

the social actor, as well as the information and resources, 

that are available to the social actor when considering 

different social action choices. 

Turning to the issue of lottery participation, the 

definition of the social actor as an interactive and ongoing 

set of social relations, and the operationalization of the 

concept of embeddedness suggest different mechanisms that 

might influence the facilitation of lottery participation. 

The dominant individualist model suggests that lottery 

players should be defined on the basis of categoric 

attributes, such as race, age, sex, and social class 

because, at times, they appear to be associated with 

specific psychological internal states that might predispose 

the social actor to choose to participate (or not 

participate). In contrast, the social network model 

suggests that it is the specific social relations that 

social actors are embedded within, and the differential 

flows of information and resources that partially define the 

social actor and his or her embeddedness, that influence the 
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choices that the social actor perceives to be available for 

consideration, such as lottery participation. 

1.7 Summarv and Foreshadowing... 

In summary, participation in state-sponsored lotteries 

is a common form of voluntary social behavior. Minimal 

physical, cognitive and financial resources are necessary 

for participation. In addition, material and/or socially 

organized barriers that might suppress participation because 

of the inconvenience that they cause are minimal. At the 

same time, both across and within all segments of the 

population, participation is differential, and is often 

contested on either a normative or moral basis. Thus, 

examination of the "who" and "why" questions related to 

lottery participation may provide insight as how to address 

the "who" and "why" issues that muddle the sociological 

debates that are related to the development of models of 

individual social choice. 

Having suggested that lottery participation is an ideal 

form of everyday behavior for comparing two different models 

of social action, in the chapters that follow, I will apply 

self-report and ethnographic data related to lottery-

participation to these two different models of social 

action; the individualist and the social network models. 
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Therefore, the two research questions that define the 

essence of this dissertation are first, who participates in 

state-sponsored lotteries? And second, why do individuals 

participate in state-sponsored lotteries? 

In Chapter 2, I review the methodology that I used to 

collect my data. Unlike previous research, especially 

related to lottery participation, I argue that my data are 

innovative in that they include "nested" measures of both 

individual and social network attributes, including self-

reports of attitudes, beliefs, processes of rationality and 

actual behavior. In addition, my data set includes both 

quantitative measures of actual behavior, as well as 

qualitative accounts of motive that the subjects provided in 

order to explain and/or rationalize their lottery 

participation. 

In Chapter 3, I examine the basic individualist model 

in order to assess the influence of psychological internal 

states on lottery participation and non-participation. I 

also examine high and low levels of lottery participation as 

well. In addition, I examine several specific individualist 

model variables that are assumed to have a significant 

affect on participation. 

In Chapter 4, I examine the basic social network model 

in order to assess the influence of social relations on 

lottery participation and non-participation. I also examine 
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the influence of social relations on high and low levels of 

participation. In addition, I examine several social 

network model variables that appear to have a significant 

affect on participation. 

In Chapter 5, I examine the "accounts of motive" 

provided by individuals in order to assess the essence of 

lottery participation. Or in other words, I explore why and 

how people play the lottery using the subject's own words 

Finally, in Chapter 6, I put lottery participation in 

perspective. First, I review the influence of psychological 

internal states on lottery participation. Second, I review 

the influence of social relations on lottery participation. 

Third, I review the affective factors that appear to 

influence lottery participation. 
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CHAPTER 2 

METHODOLOGY, DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYTIC STRATEGY 

2 .1 Introduction 

Quite a bit of good empirical data has been collected 

in relation to lottery participation (Browne and Brown 1994; 

Clotfelter and Cook 1989; Herring and Bledsoe 1993; Kallick 

et al 1979; King 1985; Piliavin and Polakowski 1990). 

However, a review of the literature quickly reveals two 

important issues worthy of consideration. The first issue 

is related to theoretical disagreements about how social 

actors, in this case, lottery participants should be defined 

when collecting data. The second issue is related to the 

methodologies, as well as types of data, that have been 

typically gathered to assess factors that are believed to 

influence lottery participation. 

Turning to the first issue, all of the lottery 

participation data that have been collected thus far define 

lottery players based upon individual attributes. In doing 

so, it follows that the only model that has been utilized to 

investigate lottery participation has been the individualist 

model. Thus, social actors are identified as possessing a 

mixture of ascribed and achieved social attributes (Davis 

1949). Ascribed social attributes include age, sex, race or 

ethnicity. Achieved social attributes include income. 
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education, occupation, and religious affiliation (if any). 

Next, individuals are sorted into various social actor 

attribute-combination groups, such as middle-aged, white 

males, or young hispanic females. At times, internal states 

are measured or otherwise inferred. Finally, an association 

is demonstrated between the members of certain groups and 

specific social acts, for example, men participate in state 

lotteries more than women. 

By defining the social actor, and collecting data based 

upon these combinations of individual-based attributes, 

prior research has suggested that, in fact, lottery players 

tend to be male more than female, and middle-aged rather 

than young or elderly (Clotfelter and Cook 1989). In 

addition, and contrary to public opinion, most of the prior 

research suggests a positive relationship between lottery 

participation and education, that is, the more educated 

people are, the more likely that they play the lottery. 

And, contrary to what might be expected, prior research also 

suggests a positive relationship between income and 

participation, that is, the poor tend to participate in 

lotteries less often than middle-class or affluent 

individuals (Clotfelter and Cook 1989; Piliavin and 

Polakowski 1990). 

However, little is known about the specific mechanisms 

that induce or suppress the behaviors of the members of 



specific attribute-combination groups, other than inferred 

psychological internal states (Piliavin and Polakowski 

1990). In addition, because the mechanism is under-

specified, researchers that utilize attribute-combination 

data have difficulty explaining the behavior of individuals 

who are predicted to play but do not, or those individual's 

who are not predicted to play but do so. Thus, prior 

research on lottery participation suggests that middle-aged 

males, with higher than average levels of education and 

income are more likely to play the lottery. But little is 

known as to why this might be the case. In addition, the 

data is unable to specify a mechanism that might also 

account for all of the middle-aged, educated and affluent 

males that do not participate in lotteries, or the older, 

un-educated females that do participate in state-sponsored 

lotteries. 

In contrast, theorists that adhere to the social 

network paradigm advocate a different approach to this 

dilemma. Most social network theorists agree that 

information should be gathered that is related to the 

individual attributes of the social actor. However, they 

also believe that information related to the individual's 

ongoing social relations, as well as the nature of the 

individual's social relations, should be recorded as well. 

Thus, in relation to lottery participation, social network 
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theorists would advocate gathering information not only 

about individual lottery participants, but also information 

about the attributes and behavior of the participant's 

primary network of social relations. 

The social network model requires both types of 

information in order to fully define the social actor 

because advocates of social network theory believe that the 

social actor, when defined comprehensively cannot be reduced 

beyond the level of his or her ongoing network of social 

relations. Further, rather than assuming that psychological 

internal states are the causal mechanism that drives action, 

social network theorists assume that an individual's choices 

are influenced by the stream of ongoing, interactive and 

interdependent differential information and resources that 

flow through the social relations between the focal actor 

and his/her network of primary and secondary social 

relations. 

When operationalizing the social network model, it 

follows that everyday choices are shaped by social influence 

processes. The investigation of social influence as a 

process involves examining how the comments or behavior 

carried out by one or more individuals results in changes in 

the way another individual behaves (Cialdini 1984; Zimbardo 

and Leippe 1991). Under this model, internal states, such 

as attitudes, beliefs or rationality do not necessarily 
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preclude, or follow a change in behavior, and thus cannot be 

considered a reliable and primary causal mechanism of social 

action. In fact, the radical behaviorist, B.F. Skinner 

(1953) believed that internal events are little more than 

by-products of our actual social behavior, or its 

observation. Thus, following Erickson (1988) attitudes 

related to legal lotteries would be an outcome of 

participation rather than the cause of such participation. 

In relation to lottery participation specifically, 

previous research has defined the social actor only with 

attribute-categories, adopted the individualist model and 

assumed that favorable attitudes and beliefs and faulty 

processes of rationality result in the desire to participate 

in lotteries in order to win money (Clotfelter and Cook 

1989; King 1985). For example, Piliavin and Polakowski 

(1990) measure internal attributes but define the actor on 

the basis of only traditional socio-demographic attributes. 

In addition, few studies of lottery participation have 

examined the influence of both the internal states of the 

social actor (such as attitudes, beliefs, preferences and 

processes of rationality) as well as the social or 

situational attributes of participants. And, in those 

studies where social factors are considered, the specific 

data measured tends to be an indirect "proxy" of social 

relational factors rather than the direct empirical 
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measurement of the relations themselves. In such studies 

social influence processes are inferred and the social 

network attributes are indirectly measured through the use 

of measures that are categoric and attitudinal in nature, 

rather that being explicit social network measures. For 

example, Herring and Bledsoe (1993) measured attitudes as 

well as rationality. They also attempted to operationalize 

the influence of social networks, but their measures glossed 

over the actual mechanism via which they potentially 

influence action.^® Kallick-Kaufmann's (1979) study also 

investigated gambling behavior and attempted to examine the 

influence of both situational and attitudinal variables. 

However, similar to Herring and Bledsoe (1993), the 

demographic variables used do not operationalize the actual 

social mechanism through which action is influenced. 

Turning to the second issue, all of the data collected 

on lottery participation has been quantitative in nature. 

By quantitative, I mean the kind of data collection in which 

the variables of interest are ordered, numbered or 

categorized and assigned a value, itself often arbitrary, 

that facilitates statistical analysis. In general, there is 

Herring and Bledsoe (1993) do attempt to incorporate 
social influence processes, but operationalize their social 
network variable through a composite index that is a combination 
of two questions "Does the respondent have close friends who play 
regularly, and does the respondent know anyone who has won over 
$100 playing the lottery." 



nothing wrong with this method of data collection and 

analysis. And in fact, one of the advantages of this method 

is that it often reveals relationships between social 

phenomena that might not otherwise be perceived. Within the 

lottery research, one example of this is the persistent and 

positive relationship between income and participation 

{Clotfelter and Cook 1989; Piliavin and Polakowski 1990). 

However, qualitative-oriented researchers often claim 

that quantitative data analysis, at times, "glosses over" 

information, resulting in the misinterpretation of the data. 

Such concerns are especially important when the process of 

theory generation is deductive in nature, rather than 

inductive. Further, Lieberson (1992) argues that the 

distinction between qualitative data and quantitative data 

is philosophically overstated anyway, and that greater 

effort should be made to utilize both types of data and 

analysis in order to support or enhance the results of 

social science research. Lieberson's directive is 

especially noteworthy when conducting research that utilizes 

an interactive inductive-deductive process. 

^^This dissertation is the result of an inductive-deductive 
research process. An initial lottery "culture" pilot dataset was 
gathered in the Fall of 1992. The purpose of this initial study 
was to record and examine the qualitative accounts (Scott and 
Lyman, 1968) and vocabularies of motive (Mills, 1940) that 
individual's provide in relation to their lottery participation 
(Adams et al, 1992) . 
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In reference to qualitative data in general, I consider 

an individual's qualitative response to an inquiry about his 

or her behavior, specifically an inquiry about his or her 

lottery participation, to be a combination of an "account" 

(Scott and Lyman 1968) and a "vocabulary of motive" (Mills 

1940), which I label an "account of motive." When such 

accounts are "recorded" they are transformed into tangible 

"cultural objects." Following Swidler (1986) I consider 

this "cultural material" to be the "tools" in a cultural 

"tool box" that individual's utilize to explain or make 

sense of their behavior. From this perspective, the 

accounts that individuals provide may, or may not be, "true" 

representations of their internal psychological states, that 

is, the accounts individual's provide might not be 

consistent with their measured attitudes. But it doesn't 

matter, because it is assumed that the social actor's 

account of motive is selected from a "bounded" choice set of 

socially appropriate "accounts" that attempt to explain 

A second pilot dataset was collected in the Summer of 1993. 
The purpose of this study was to begin to assess the influence of 
social relations and social networks of primary group 
relationships on lottery participation (Adams and Costello, 
1993) . 

The third data set, which is the sole focus of this 
dissertation, was collected in the Fall of 1993. Having combined 
and modified both individual and social network measures, using 
both quantitative as well as qualitative types of questions, the 
purpose of this study was to capture data from a randomly 
selected sample of adult lottery participants. 
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motivation and might be situationally stable, even if they 

are not necessarily individually stable. Thus, the 

aggregated accounts of motive provided by individuals may 

represent an aggregate choice set of the cultural accounts 

that are available to them in order to explain and make 

sense of their actions. 

In relation to lottery play, the qualitative responses 

of the subjects to questions related to lottery 

participation represent culturally-based accounts of motive 

selected by the subject from a "bounded" set of choices. 

And through the examination of such accounts, it may be 

possible to learn more fully why people believe they play 

the lottery, or in other words, the "meaning" of lottery 

participation. 

In order to address the first issue, related to the who 

of lottery participation, I examine lottery participation 

operationalizing both the individualist model and social 

network model, and utilize data obtained from the same 

subject for both theoretic models. This allows me to assess 

the advantages of conceptualizing the social actor in two 

different ways. First, I examine the individualist model, 

with special attention given to the influence of 

psychological internal states on participation. Then, I 

examine the social network model, with special attention 

given to the influence of social relations on participation. 
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For both models, initially I compare lottery participants 

with non-participants. In addition, I also examine the 

sample a second time and "soften" the dichotomy by grouping 

the subjects by high and low levels of participation. 

In order to address the second issue, related to the 

question of why people play the lottery, I examine 

qualitative statements that were provided by the subjects in 

response to open-ended "why" and "how" questions related to 

either their participation or non-participation. 

2.2 The Research Design 

The overall goal of this study is to measure and 

compare the influence of psychological internal states as 

well as social relations on lottery participation. The 

independent variables include measures of ascribed and 

achieved individual attributes, as well as social network 

attributes. Both types of data have been obtained from the 

same subjects. Measures were included that recorded the 

subject's psychological internal states related to lottery 

participation, specifically attitudes, beliefs, preferences 

and processes of rationality. The dependent variables 

include self-reports of lottery-related behavior carried out 

by the subject, as well as the members of his or her primary 

group of social relations. Qualitative accounts of motive 

related to the subject's participation were recorded as 
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well. All of the survey instruments were distributed and 

collected in a jury pool waiting room in Tucson, Arizona. 

2.3 The Research Site 

The data analyzed for this dissertation were collected 

in the State of Arizona, the County of Pima and the City of 

Tucson. Ethnographic research was conducted from 1992-1995. 

The survey-based data were collected over two days during 

the month of November 1993. 

In 1993, the population of the United States was 

257,908,000. The population of the State of Arizona was 

3,936,000, or about 1.5% of the total population of the 

United States. In 1992, the county of Pima had a population 

of approximately 690,202, or approximately 17% of the total 

population of the State of Arizona. 

The State of Arizona has facilitated various forms of 

legal, state-sponsored lottery games for almost 13 years. 

The Arizona Lottery was first approved by the State's voters 

as a part of the General Election of November 4, 1980. The 

Arizona State Lottery first initiated a passive lottery game 

on July 1, 1981. The active game of LOTTO, called "The 

Pick" was introduced in October 1, 1984. The Arizona 

Lottery Commission also began offering a daily game, called 

FANTASY FIVE, on October, 4, 1991. Eventually, changes were 

made to "The Pick" in order to increase sales, and the game 
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was re-introduced as Arizona LOTTO on March 22, 1992. In 

addition, the game of POWERBALL, which is a multi-state form 

of LOTTO was introduced in April 4, 1994^^. 

2.4 Sampling and Data Collection 

The sampling goal of this study was to record data 

about lottery participation from a randomly selected set of 

adults that reside within the county of Pima, and which 

represent the general population of the county. Through the 

use of a large random sample of the population (200 + ) , data 

bias is minimized and the ability to generalize to other 

populations is maximized. In order to accomplish this goal 

individuals were approached who had been selected for jury 

duty in the Fall of 1993, in Pima County, Tucson, Arizona. 

2.4.1 Sampling 

In Pima County, individuals are randomly selected for 

jury duty from two sources: recent State of Arizona Driver's 

License Registration Lists (which are frequently updated); 

and the most recent Voter Registration Lists for Pima 

County, Arizona. In the State of Arizona, individuals are, 

by law, required to report for jury duty and cannot be 

excused for duty prior to appearing. Further, in almost all 

^^Arizona Lottery Commission. 



cases, the individual is not excused," but can re-schedule 

for a more convenient appearance date. In addition, state 

residents are not allowed to volunteer for jury assignment. 

2.4.2 Data Collection 

Siibjects were approached when they returned an 

enrollment form that was required for jury duty registration 

and were asked to participate in this study. They were 

asked "to fill out a survey about the Arizona Lottery." No 

compensation was offered, other than the author's sincere 

appreciation. All of the research instruments were 

completed prior to the assignment of the subject to actual 

jury duty. Verbal reports from the subjects indicated that 

between 10-20 minutes were required to completely fill out 

the research instrument. (See Table 1. for a Summary of the 

Interview Schedule) 

2.5 The Research Instrument 

The research instrument consists of a 10 page, paper 

and pen survey. The front sheet explained the general focus 

of the project and requested participation. An implied 

consent statement was also included on the front of the 

^^Note: Individuals who are not citizens of the United 
States, but reside and hold State of Arizona drivers licenses, 
are ineligible for jury duty are excused. 



62 

survey instrument. (SEE APPENDIX A for a copy of the survey 

instrument) 

The quantitative-based independent variables measure 

individual attributes of the subject. In addition, social 

network attributes that were related to the subject were 

included as well. Quantitative dependent variables 

consisted of self-reports of the subject's behavior, as well 

as other forms of behavior that have previously been 

demonstrated, both theoretically and empirically, to be 

associated with lottery play. The qualitative-based 

dependent data includes "accounts of motive" that were 

provided by the subject in response to open-ended "why" and 

"how" questions related to their lottery participation or 

non-participation. 

In terms of the reliability and stability of the 

individual attribute data, self-reports of ascribed data 

such as sex race/ethnicity and age, are considered to be 

reliable, as well as stable (Davis 1949) . Achieved data, 

such as social class, is thought to generally stable as well 

(Gilbert and Kahl 1993). Overall, self-reports of criminal 

and delinquent behavior are considered to be reliable 

(Hindelang et al. 1981), as well as stable over the life 

course (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990). 

In terms of the reliability and stability of the social 

network attributes, self-reports of social relations, tested 
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during the 1985-87 General Social Survey, are considered 

reliable (Burt 1984). In addition, the set of friends and 

family that traditionally compose an individual's primary 

group of social relations has been empirically demonstrated, 

through longitudinal studies, to be reasonably stable 

(Cochran et al. 1990). 

2.5.1 Quantitative Data 

Two different types of independent variables are 

utilized to define and measure the social actor; measures of 

individual attributes and social relational attributes. 

There are also two different types of dependent variables 

that are utilized to examine the motives of the social actor 

in relation to lottery participation: quantitative self-

reports of behavior and qualitative "accounts of motive." 

The quantitative measures include ascribed attributes, 

achieved attributes, internal states such as attitudes, 

beliefs and processes of rationality and social relational 

data related to the actor's primary group of relations. 

Ascribed attributes are considered innate to the individual. 

Achieved attributes are measures of the socio-economic 

status (SES) of the social actor. Internal state data 

captures information on four different attitudes about 

lottery play, knowledge of the objective odds of winning the 

lottery, and an indirect measure of "preferences" via the 
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strength of associations with other theoretically linked 

behaviors. The social relational data captures the 

attribute demography of the social network, the strength of 

the social relations, and the type of the relationship. 

Turning to the individual-level attributes, the first 

three independent variables include the ascribed attributes 

of age, sex and race/ethnicity. The next four independent 

variables include the achieved socio-economic attributes of 

education, income, occupation and religious affiliation. 

The next four independent variables measure internalized 

attitudes and rationality related specifically to lotteiry 

participation. The final three independent variables 

consist of self-reports of behavior, including lottery 

participation, the drinking of alcohol and tobacco 

consumption. 

Turning to the social relational attributes, variables 

include information about the individual attributes of the 

subject, their network of social relations and both the 

content and intensity of the relationship. Thus, the first 

set of independent variables are the reported number of 

individuals that compose the subject's primary network of 

social relations. The second set of independent variables 

are the ascribed attributes of age, race/ethnicity and sex, 

as well as the achieved attribute of religious affiliation, 

for up to five members of the subject's primary network of 
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social relations. The next three independent variables 

consist of the subject's reports of the drinking, smoking 

and lottery participation behavior of up to five members of 

the subject's primary group of social relations. 

2.5.2 Qualitative Data 

In addition to the self-reports of behavior I have 

recorded qualitative "accounts of motive" related to lottery-

participation, which are a combination of the "accounts" 

(Scott and Lyman 1968) and "vocabularies of motive" (Mills 

1940) provided by the s\ibjects. Such accounts are cultural 

forms of linguistic material selected from a "bounded" 

choice set of cultural accounts of motive. In order to 

examine the accounts of motive provided by the subjects 

about their lottery participation, the following procedure 

was utilized. First, the qualitative accounts were recorded 

when the subjects provided written responses to "why" and 

"how" questions included in the survey instrument. Second, 

the subject's accounts were transcribed and their content 

was reviewed. Third, the accounts were coded and sorted 

into nominal categories. Fourth, frequency tables were 

generated to examine at the aggregate-level the differential 

accounts that compose specific categories. 

In order to examine the nature of these differential 

accounts, I use frequency tables to examine the prevalence 
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of the accounts of motive related to participation. Second, 

I examine the specific accounts of selected subjects in 

order to discover subtle factors that either stimulate or 

sustain their lottery participation, and when necessary 

supplement the analysis using ethnographic field notes. 

2.6 Analytic Strategy - "Blended" Data Analysis 

The data for this study were coded and prepared for 

statistical analysis using a computer program called QPL 

(for Questionnaire Programming Language) obtained through 

the United States General Accounting Office. Data analysis 

was carried out utilizing SAS statistical software. Data 

analysis for this dissertation involves using "nested" data 

for the basic quantitative data. When I refer to data as 

nested, I mean that the data used to evaluate both the 

individual and social models is obtained from the same 

source. Thus, individual attribute data is represented by 

the center node within a ego-centric social network. It is 

the "egg" in a nest. The social network data that are 

related to the subject, which define the social actor but 

cannot be reduced beyond the group level to the individual 

level, are the "nest" that surrounds the egg. By gathering 

the data in this way, I can directly compare the two models, 

because both kinds of data, the social actor (the egg) and 

his or her surrounding network (the nest) are different 
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parts of each other. Breiger (1974) refers to this as the 

dual nature of persons and groups. 

In the second stage of the analysis, I use qualitative 

data, again coming from the same subject, to explore the 

accoiints that stibjects provide in relation to their lottery 

participation. Then, I blend the qualitative data with 

specific quantitative data obtained from the same subject in 

order to statistically test ideas developed through 

interpretative and non-statistical methods. 

2.6.1 Quantitative Analysis 

Recall from Chapter 1 the two basic research questions 

that this dissertation addresses: Who plays the lottery? 

And whv do they play? In order to address the first 

question, and begin exploration of the second question, I 

first examine the individualist and social network models, 

so as to assess the influence of psychological internal 

states on social action, as well as the social influence 

processes that are the result of the social actor's 

"embeddedness, •• that is, his or her placement in a set of 

social relations. In order to pursue this question, a 

"nested" model is required that defines the same social 

actor as both an individual and as the center of a primary 

group of social relations. 
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For both the individualist and the social network 

models, I use logistic regression statistical procedures on 

the dependent variable of lottery participation and non-

participation. I also use logistic regression on the 

dependent variable of high and low levels of participation. 

Then, I generate cross-tabulated frequency tables in order 

to examine in greater detail the distribution of the data 

for specific independent variables. 

2.6.2 Qualitative Analvsis 

In order to examine the question of why individuals 

participate in the lottery, I first utilize frequency tables 

of the written qualitative accounts of motive and self-

reports of behavior provided by the subjects in order to 

assess those factors that stimulate, as well as sustain, 

participation. Second, I exeimine in greater detail the 

subject's actual qualitative accounts in order to explore 

the subtle "meanings" that players and non-players attribute 

to participation. Finally, I blend the qualitative data 

with quantitative data obtained from the same subject in 

order to provide further support. 

2.7 Summarv 

Overall, I argue that a combined individual-social 

network model (both the egg and the nest) is necessary in 
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order to completely and accurately define social actors and 

model social action. In this study I operationalize the 

social actor as both an individual and as the center of a 

primary group of social relations. This particular ego

centric, or "embedded" model of social action, is unique in 

that it has "nested" data. Following Breiger (1974), the 

social actor is conceptualized as the intersection between 

the individual and group. Following Burt (1984), I gather 

information about the individual and his/her primary group 

of social relations using the survey instrument developed 

during the 1985 and 1987 General Social Survey. 

I capture information related to lottery participation 

as well as theoretically-derived associated behaviors. I 

record qualitative accounts of motive provided by the 

subjects about their participation. I capture the data 

using an instrument that records both forced-choice 

responses and accounts stimulated by open-ended questions. 

Thus, I can operationalize the social actor using 

individual level attributes, such as age, race or sex. Yet, 

I can also operationalize the same actor using social 

network data related to their primary network of social 

relations in order to examine two key questions related to 

state-sponsored lotteries. Who participates in state 

lotteries? And why do they choose to participate? 
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CHAPTER 3 

ATTITUDES, RATIONALITY AND LOTTERY PARTICIPATION 

3 .1 Introduction 

Who plays the lottery? And why do they play? The 

traditional way of addressing the "who" question is to 

define the social actor as a member of multiple individual-

attribute socio-demographic groups; for example, a middle-

class, middle aged white male. The traditional way of 

addressing the "why" question is to assume that social 

action is primarily the result of differential psychological 

internal states that exist within the social actor; for 

example, attitudes and rational calculations that would 

favor lottery participation and, for some reason, might be 

more prevalent in middle-aged middle-class white males. 

Unfortunately, there are two issues that sometimes 

render such traditional methods and explanations 

problematic. The first issue is the assumed relationship 

between psychological internal states and social action. 

The individualist model of social action assumes that there 

is a stable and consistent relationship between 

psychological internal states and social behavior {Coleman 

1990; Friedman and Hechter 1988). However, prior research 

has consistently demonstrated a significant, and somewhat 

unpredictable gap that exists between attitudes and 



behavior, or, between what people say and what people do 

(Argyle 1992; Deutscher 1973; LaPiere 1928). Thus, if we 

claim that lottery participants are social actors who 

possess consistent and favorable attitudes and beliefs about 

lottery participation, suffer from impaired rational-

calculative decision processes, or posses inaccurate or 

incomplete information about their "objective" chances of 

winning, how do we explain the actions of the individuals 

who possess inconsistent or unfavorable attitudes and 

beliefs about their lottery participation, and appear to 

possess adequate knowledge of the statistical odds of 

winning but continue to play the lottery? 

Turning to the second issue, if we define social actors 

as aggregates of socio-demographic attributes, group them 

into categories based on such attributes, and use the 

categories as inferred mechanisms for predicting or 

assessing differential social action, such as "poor people 

are more likely to participate in lotteries than affluent 

people," how do we explain the inconsistent or "negative 

cases," that is, the poor people who do not play, or the 

affluent individuals that do play? The point being that as 

descriptions of the actor, the use of these socio-

demographic attributes may, in a very general sense, be 

accurate. However, prior research on lottery participation 

has indicated that when using these attribute-combinations 
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to infer an action-producing mechanism that leads to 

differential social action, the predictive results that are 

generated by such attitude variables are inconclusive at 

best (Clotfelter and Cook 1989; King 1985). 

Both issues are problematic because they are central to 

the individualist model, which assumes that differential 

psychological internal states such as attitudes, beliefs 

preferences and processes of rationality are stable, and 

that their casual influence on behavior is consistent. In 

addition, the individualist model assumes that some type of 

action-producing social mechanism can be reasonably and 

meaningfully inferred from statuses based on multiple 

individual attributes, such as age, sex and race or 

ethnicity. 

Deferring to tradition, in this chapter, I examine the 

"who" and "why" questions related to lottery participation 

using variables that operationalize the basic individualist 

model. First, addressing the question of who plays, I 

define the social actor using standard socio-demographic 

measures and then examine the participation of both lottery 

participants and non-participants, as well as high and low 

levels of participation. Second, addressing the question of 

why individuals play, I examine self-report data that 

represent the differential psychological internal states of 

both lottery participants and non-participants. Using these 
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data, I assess the relative influence of these internal 

states on lottery participation and non-participation, as 

well as high and low levels of participation. 

3.2 Setting up the Models for Analvsis 

In this chapter I use self-report data related to 

lottery participation in order to assess the basic 

individualist model. In order to do so, I operationalize 

individual attribute data (Scott 1991). Individual 

attribute data includes the ascribed and achieved attributes 

of the subject (Davis 1949), as well as measures of the 

unique psychological internal states of each subject, 

including his or her attitudes, beliefs and processes of 

rationality related to lottery participation (See Table 2 

for a summary of the variables utilized to operationalize 

the individualist model). 

Ascribed attributes include self-reported information 

about the sex, race/ethnicity, and age of each subject. The 

sex status of the subject was identified by the subject's 

response to the question "what is your sex?" Race/Ethnicity 

attributes were identified through the subject's response to 

the open-ended question "what is your race/ethnicity?" and 

recoded into six nominal categories. Age attributes were 

identified through the subject's response to the open-ended 

question "what is your age?" 
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The sex of the subject is represented by the variable 

SEXEGO. Data that represents the sex/gender status of the 

subject is represented by the number 0 for male. Female 

status of the subject is represented by the number 1. The 

racial/ethnic status of the subject is represented by the 

variable RACEEGO. Data that represents subjects' race and 

ethnicity was coded into one of six categories and then 

combined together to create the variable "non-white." This 

was necessary in order to compensate for the small number of 

subjects that were included in each of the non-white 

race/ethnicity categories. Data that represents the white 

race/ethnic status of the subject is represented by the 

number 0, and any subject's non-white race/ethnic status is 

represented by the number 1. The age status of the subject 

is represented by the continuous variable AGEEGO and 

represents the actual numeric age reported by the subject. 

Achieved attributes include the annual household 

income, the highest level of education completed, and the 

religious status of the subject. The annual household 

income of the subject was identified by his or her response 

to the question "what is your annual household income?" The 

subject's level of educational attainment was identified 

through the subject's response to the forced-choice question 

"what is the highest level of education you have completed?" 

The subject's religious affiliation (if any) was identified 
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through his or her response to the open-ended question "what 

is your religion?" 

The annual household income of the subject is 

represented by the variable INCOME. Data related to the 

subject's income status was identified from a set of nine 

interval-level choices, which reported income in $9,999 

increments, for example, from "$20,000 to $29,999." The 

coding for the responses is as follows; 1 = less than 

$7,999; 2 = $8,000 - $9,9999; 3 = $10,000 - $11,999; 4 = 

$12,000 - $19,999; 5 = $20,000 - $29,000; 6 = $30,000 -

$39,999; 7 = $40,000 - $49,999; 8 = $50,000 - $59,000; 9 = 

$60,000 or more. 

The highest education level completed by the subject is 

represented by the variable EDUCATE, and was identified from 

a set of six choices, ranging from "less than high school" 

to "post-graduate." The coding for the subject's response 

is as follows: 1 = less than high school; 2 = high school 

graduate /GED; 3 = Trade school/some college; 4 = college 

graduate; 5 = post-graduate. 

The religious status of the subject is represented by 

the variable FAITH and which represent the nominal 

categories of Catholic and Non-Catholic. Data that 

represented the subject's religious status was coded in this 

manner for two reasons. First, because several of the 

categories contained very small numbers of individuals, and 
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second, because the Catholic church is the single largest 

religious denomination that has demonstrated consistent and 

reasonably favorable ideological teachings and practices 

towards recreational gambling, including lottery 

participation. Thus on a macro-level through general 

affiliations, and on the micro-level through affiliations 

with primary group members, religious beliefs may act as 

"framing" mechanisms that facilitate participation. Coding 

for the subject's religious status is as follows: Catholic 

denomination affiliation is represented by the number 0, 

Non-catholic affiliation is represented by the number 1. 

In order to examine the influence of attitudes and 

beliefs on lottery participation, four questions were 

utilized that recorded the subjects attitudes and beliefs 

about lotteries using interval-level 5-point Likert scales 

which ranged from 1 as No, indicating a strong negative 

response to 5 as Yes, representing a strong positive 

response to the question. The first likert scale recorded 

attitudes of the morality of participation. The second 

likert scale measured the belief that lottery participation 

exploits the poor. The third likert scale recorded 

attitudes related to the foolishness or irrationality of 

lottery participation. The fourth likert scale recorded the 

subjects attitudes related to the wastefulness of lottery 

participation. The four questions that utilized Likert 
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scales were as follows: Do you think that playing the 

lottery is immoral/a vice/a sin? Do you think that playing 

the lottery exploits poor people? Do you think that playing 

the lottery is foolish/irrational? Do you think that 

playing the lottery is a waste of money? For each of the 

four questions, the coded value is represented by the 

continuous variables IMMORAL, EXPLOITS, FOOLISH, WASTE, 

which represents the actual numeric value reported by the 

subject. The values range from 1 as No, indicating a 

strong negative response to 5 as Yes, representing a strong 

positive response to the question. 

In order to measure, indirectly, the rationality of the 

subject relative to lottery participation, each individual 

was asked the following question: "What do you think your 

chances are of winning the big jackpot if you play the 

Arizona Lottery (LOTTO)?" In order to answer the question, 

the subject selected one of four choices, ranging from 1 in 

250,000 (an under-estimate) to 1 in 10 million (a high over

estimate) . Data that represents the rationality of the 

subject is represented by the variable labeled ODDS, and is 

measured using ordinal-level data that represents the 

subject's awareness of the "objective" odds of winning the 

lottery jackpot. The coding for this was 1 = 1 in 250,000; 

2 = 1 in a million; 3 = 1 in 5 million; 4 = 1 in 10 million. 
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Prior research related to lotteries has demonstrated a 

strong correlation between participation and other forms of 

gambling behavior, as well as the smoking of tobacco and the 

consumption of alcohol (Clotfelter and Cook 1989; Piliavin 

and Polakowski 1990). One explanation of this correlation 

is that it represents an affectively-motivated, that is, a 

non-cognitive, "propensity" impulsively acted upon, rather 

than an intentional, rationally-calculated choice. 

Reflecting upon the nature of the correlated behaviors, that 

is, the smoking of tobacco and the consumption of alcohol, 

it appears reasonable to assume that such a propensity might 

be pleasure seeking, since both activities provide both 

cognitive, and for most people actual physical pleasure. In 

order to examine this possible non-cognitive propensity, I 

evaluate the degree to which the subject engages in either 

of these two behaviors. Two questions were utilized in 

order to record the data necessary for analysis; "Do you 

smoke tobacco?" and "Do you drink alcohol?" In order to 

respond to these questions the subjects selected one answer 

from a set of choices. The data that represents the 

subject's response to these two questions, SMOKE and DRINK, 

was coded as follows: 1 = often; 2 = sometimes; 3 = seldom; 

and 4 = never. 

Two analytic procedures are utilized to analyze the 

self-report data; logistic regression and the generation of 
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cross-tabulated frequency tables. Logistic regression is 

utilized to evaluate the overall individualist model. I use 

logistical regression because it allows me to evaluate the 

effects of a number of independent variables, controlling 

for the influence of each other, on the dichotomous 

dependent variables of lottery participation and non-

participation, and on the dichotomous dependent variables of 

high and low levels of lottery participation. I also 

generate and examine cross-tabulated frequency tables 

because they allow me to review the distribution of the data 

across the entire sample and thus examine in greater detail 

any meaningful differences between the groups, or in other 

words, any differences between the frequency distribution of 

aggregated responses provided by lottery participants and 

non-participants. 

My first analysis of the data utilizes a dichotomous 

dependent variable that represents lottery participation and 

non-participation. My second analysis of the data utilizes 

a dichotomous dependent variable that represent high or low 

levels of lottery participation. My third analysis of the 

data examines the frequency distribution of the data for 

independent variables that represent the differential 

psychological internal states of both lottery participants 

and non-participants. 
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3.3 Lottery Participation and Non-Participation 

In the first logistic regression analysis, I examine 

the overall individualist model, as well as the influence of 

its components on lottery participation and non-

participation. The dichotomous dependent variable 

represents the subject's lottery participation. The 

subjects' responses, which range from "often, sometimes, 

seldom and never, " have been recoded as PLAY or NON-PLAY. 

The first three responses, often, sometimes, and seldom all 

indicating some level of lottery participation, or PLAY are 

represented by the number 0. The response of "never," 

indicating non-participation, or NON-PLAY by the subject is 

represented by the number 1. 

The first set of independent variables that 

operationalize the individualist model represent ascribed 

attributes of the subject, and includes the nominal 

variables of sex and race/ethnicity, and the interval-level 

variable of age. They are represented by the variables 

labeled SEXEGO, RACEEGO and AGEEGO. Since there are not any 

theoretically derived reasons, nor a history of consistent 

empirical data, to expect a positive relationship between 

these variables and lottery participation I expect non

significant correlation coefficients. 

The second set of variables are "achieved" variables. 

These variables, which represent standard socio-demographic 
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measures of social class and which are ordinal variables, 

include the subject's annual household income, and his or 

her highest level of educational achievement. They are 

represented by the variables labeled INCOME, EDUCATE and 

FAITH. To the degree that such a relationship exists, and 

based on prior research, I expect participation to increase 

as income status and/or educational attainment levels 

increase. 

The third set of independent variables represent the 

psychological internal states of the subject, especially 

measures of attitudes and processes of rationality, and is 

based on self-report data provided by the subjects. They 

are represented by the variables labeled IMMORAL, WASTE, 

EXPLOITS, FOOLISH and ODDS. Assuming that a relationship 

exists between attitudes and participation, which the 

individualist model does, I expect strong, positive and 

consistent relationships between these attitudinal variables 

and lottery participation. 

The fourth set of ordinal-level variables 

operationalize a possible affective-based and/or non-

cognitive propensity for pleasure-seeking social behavior. 

These behaviors are represented by the variables labeled 

SMOKEEGO and DRINKEGO. Given the historical data, I expect 

strong and positive associations between these variables and 

lottery participation. 
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Turning to Table 5, and examining lottery participation 

and non-participation, only one of the achieved variables 

appears to be statistically significant; it is the variable 

FAITH. The variable FAITH represents the subject's self-

reported religious affiliation. Categories include Catholic 

and Non-Catholic. The results suggest that the subject's 

self-identification as catholic strongly increases his or 

her probability of lottery participation. This result is 

not surprising because, unlike many other mainstream 

religious denominations, the Catholic church has 

traditionally been tolerant of gambling. Thus, the Catholic 

Church, as a religious institution may facilitate lottery 

participation in two ways. First, through the provision of 

ideological dogma that "frames" or "bounds" the set of 

socially-defined appropriate behaviors. Second, through 

directly, or indirectly providing the opportunity for 

lottery-like behavior, such as sponsoring the sale of raffle 

tickets. 

However, the "finding" derived from the data analysis 

that is the most remarkable is the absence of statistical 

significance for most of the individual model variables, 

especially the attitudinal variables, and particularly the 

rationality variable. These negative results suggest an 

interesting interpretation. It may be the case that certain 

internal states that have attracted considerable attention. 
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such as attitudes and processes of rationality, may have 

little actual influence on lottery participation and non-

participation. Or, it might be the case that the lopsided 

distribution of the dependent variables (many more players 

than non-players) might be suppressing the effects of the 

other independent variables. In order to address this 

issue, in the next section, I "soften" the dichotomy of the 

dependent variable by re-coding the subjects into two groups 

that categorize participation in a different manner. 

3.4 High and Low Levels of Participation 

In this analysis of the data I apply logistic 

regression to the dichotomous dependent variable of high and 

low levels of lottery participation. The subject's 

responses, which range from "often, sometimes, seldom and 

never," are re-coded to represent differential magnitudes of 

lottery participation. The first two responses, often and 

sometimes, both indicating medium to high levels of 

participation are represented by the number 0. The second 

two responses, seldom and never, both representing low 

levels of participation are represented by the number 1. 

Thus, I am examining the influence of the individual 

attributes on high or low frequency levels of lottery 

participation and non-participation. 
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The first set of independent variables that 

operationalize the individualist model represents ascribed 

attributes of the subject, and includes the nominal 

variables of sex and race/ethnicity, and the interval-level 

variable of age. They are represented by the variables 

labeled SEXEGO, RACEEGO and AGEEGO. Again, since there are 

not any theoretically derived reasons, nor a history of 

consistent empirical data, to predict a positive 

relationship between these variables and lottery 

participation I anticipate non-significant correlation 

coefficients. 

The second set of variables are "achieved" variables. 

These variables, which represent standard socio-demographic 

measures of social class and which are ordinal variables, 

include the subj ect's annual household income, and his or 

her highest level of educational achievement and his or her 

religious affiliation. They are represented by the 

variables labeled INCOME, EDUCATE and FAITH. Again, to the 

degree that such a relationship exists, and based on prior 

research, I expect participation to increase as income 

status and/or educational attainment levels increase. Based 

on prior historical data, as well as my prior data analysis, 

there is some evidence to predict a strong and positive 

relationship between religious affiliation and lottery 

participation. 
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The third set of independent variables represent the 

psychological internal states of the siibject, especially 

measures of attitudes and processes of rationality, and is 

based on self-report data provided by the subjects. They 

are represented by the variables labeled IMMORAL, WASTE, 

EXPLOITS, FOOLISH and ODDS. Again, assuming that a 

relationship exists between attitudes and participation, an 

assumption central to the individualist model, I expect 

strong, positive and consistent relationships between these 

attitudinal variables and lottery participation and non-

participation . 

The fourth set of ordinal-level variables 

operationalize a possible affective-based and/or non-

cognitive propensity for pleasure-seeking social behavior. 

These behaviors are represented by the variables labeled 

SMOKEEGO and DRINKEEGO. Again, given the historical data, I 

anticipate strong and positive relationships between these 

variables and participation. 

Referring to TABLE 6, three variables demonstrate 

statistical significance; ODDS, FOOLISH and WASTE. The 

variable ODDS represents the rationality of the subject in 

relation to lottery participation. Interestingly, the 

results suggest that lottery participants who are aware of 

the "true" odds tend to play more frequently, rather than 

less so. However, of even greater interest is the fact that 
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the results suggest that those players who grossly over

estimate the odds, who think the odds are worse than they 

objectively are, tend to participate at even higher levels. 

This suggests that the lack of accurate information and/or 

faulty rationality on the part of the social actor seems to 

have an effect on participation that is the opposite of what 

the individualist model would predict. Or, in other words, 

participants appear insensitive to the objective odds of 

winning the lottery. 

The variable FOOLISH represents the attitude that 

lottery participation is a "foolish" or "irrational" form of 

social behavior. Again, what is interesting here is the 

fact that many people who consider their lottery 

participation to be a foolish or irrational form of social 

behavior continue to participate. In general, the 

individualist model would predict a strong and negative 

relationship between participation and attitudes about the 

wasteful nature of participation. 

The variable WASTE represents the attitude that lottery 

participation is a "wasteful" form of social behavior. What 

is surprising is the fact that a very large number of people 

who consider their lottery participation to be a wasteful 

form of social behavior continue to participate. In 

general, the individualist model would predict a strong and 
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negative relationship between participation and attitudes 

about the wasteful nature of participation. 

Thus, the data suggests that knowing the odds, even 

over-estimating the odds, increases the prevalence of 

lottery participation. In addition, subjects that hold 

attitudes that emphasize the foolish, irrational or wasteful 

nature of participation appear to play at higher levels. 

Both sets of results are contrary to the individualist 

model, which assumes an internally consistent, economically 

"rational," social actor. 

Comparing the analysis, overall, several variables 

appear to significantly influence lottery participation, the 

subject's religious faith (FAITH), his or her attitude about 

the foolish (FOOLISH) or wasteful (WASTE) nature of lottery 

participation and his or her knowledge of the odds of 

winning (ODDS). However, contrary to what the individualist 

model would generally predict, the data suggests that the 

strong belief that lottery participation is wasteful, or the 

belief that the odds of winning are excessively poor 

actually increase the individual's odds of participation, 

rather than decreasing them. 

3.5 The Individualist Model - A Closer Look 

As the figures in Tables 5 and Table 6 indicated, 

overall four of the individualist model variables seem to 
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demonstrate some influence on lottery participation as well 

as the magnitude of such participation: FAITH, FOOLISH, 

WASTE and ODDS. However, most of the variables failed to be 

statistically significant.- In addition, the direction of the 

three variables that demonstrated significance appear to run 

counter to the predictions of the individualist model. In 

order to investigate this question more closely, I examine 

each of the individualist model independent variables 

related to psychological internal states using cross-

tabulated frequency tables. These tables allow me to 

examine the aggregated distribution of subject's response 

for both participants and non-participants, and specifically 

to examine differences between the groups. 

Referring to TABLE 7, and reviewing the self-reported 

measures of psychological internal states, and specifically 

the immorality attitudinal measure, which is represented by 

the variable labeled IMMORAL, what is most interesting is 

that a reasonably large number of the non-participants did 

not consider lottery participation to be particularly 

immoral. One implication of this finding is the possibility 

is that the general public's moral opposition to lotteries 

has decreased. If so, to the degree that one wishes to 

portray lotteries in public discourse in a negative manner, 

ideological "frames" that emphasize issues of morality would 

prove to be un-productive, and perhaps ever counter
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productive, especially if public opinion, in general, was in 

support of legalization. 

In relation to the exploitation attitudinal measure, 

which is represented by the variable EXPLOITS, both 

frequency distributions are as expected, participants appear 

to believe that lotteiry participation does not exploit the 

poor. Non-participants are more likely to agree strongly 

with the statement that lottery participation is 

exploitative of the poor. Overall, the results are as 

expected, although perhaps not as strongly divided as 

advocates of the individualist model would infer. 

In relation to the attitudinal measures that record the 

belief that lottery participation is a foolish or irrational 

form of behavior, and which is represented by the variable 

FOOLISH, what is interesting is that moderately high numbers 

of lottery participants appear to agree with the statement 

that lottery participation is a foolish and/or irrational 

form of behavior. This result runs contrary to the 

individualist model, especially if you consider lottery 

participation to be an "economically-rational" form of 

social action. 

In relation to the attitudinal measures that record the 

belief that lottery participation is a wasteful form of 

behavior, which is represented the variable labeled WASTE, 

what is interesting is that relatively high levels of 



lottery participants appear to strongly agree with the 

statement that lottery participation is a wasteful form of 

social behavior. This result runs strongly counter to the 

individualist model of social action would predict, 

especially if you consider lottery participation to be an 

"economically-rational" form of social action. 

Finally, in relation to the indirect measurement of 

rationality that records the subject's knowledge of the 

objective odds of winning, and which is represented by the 

variable labeled ODDS, knowledge of the objective odds 

appears to have an influence on participation, but in the 

opposite direction predicted by the individualist model. 

What is even more interesting is how strongly "over

estimating" the odds seems to influence lottery 

participation levels. These results run counter to what 

should be logically inferred from the individualist model. 

3.6 Summary 

In this chapter, I used lottery participation in order 

to examine the individualist model, which assumes that the 

actor's differential internal states influence social 

action. As the data demonstrated, some of the individualist 

model variables appear influential. However, most of the 

individual model's key variables did not appear to 

significantly influence lottery participation. In addition. 



a number of the variables seemed to have an affect on 

participation, but not the affect that the individualist 

model would have predicted. 
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CHAPTER 4 

SOCIAL NETWORKS AND LOTTERY PARTICIPATION 

4.1 Introduction 

Who plays the Lottery? And why do they play? In the 

last chapter, I utilized the individualist model of social 

action in order to examine these questions. The basic 

individualist model assumes that the actor's differential 

psychological internal states influence social action. And 

as the results that were reviewed in Chapter 3 indicated, 

some of them do. However, a number of the individualist 

model's key variables did not appear to significantly 

influence lottery participation. Additionally, some of the 

individualist model's key variables seemed to have an effect 

on lottery participation, but not in the way that the model 

would have normally predicted. 

Now, I examine the social network model and assess the 

influence of social relations on lottery participation. The 

social network model minimizes the influence of differential 

psychological internal states as the primary mechanism that 

stimulates and guides social action. Instead, the social 

network model emphasizes social influence processes that are 

the result of the networks of social relations that the 

social actor is embedded within, and which partially define 

the social actor as well. 
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The social network model defines the social actor as 

influenced by an ongoing and interactive set of social 

relations. The specific affect that an individual's network 

of social relations will have on social action is based upon 

two factors. The first factor is the presence (or absence) 

of specific social relations that define the social actor's 

social network; for example being the child in a single-

parent family instead of a dual-parent family. The second 

factor is the nature of the social interaction that the 

social actor's relations are based upon; for example, the 

quality of the affective bond between the social actor and 

the members of his or her social network. 

Thus, in the social network model the social actor is 

defined as a set of individual attributes, and as a set of 

social relational attributes. Information and material 

resources flow though these relations (or links), which are 

defined by their presence (or absence). And the nature of 

the individual's social relations can be examined to 

determine, for example, the nature of the relationship (like 

the "role" of parent or child), the nature of the 

interaction that sustains the relationship (face to face or 

tele-communication), and the overall magnitude of the social 

relationship (the frequency of the communication). 

The social network model includes basic information 

about the ascribed and achieved attributes of the subject 
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(Davis 1949) just like the individualist model. However, 

the social network model is different from the individualist 

model because it also includes information about the 

ascribed and achieved attributes of the members of the 

subject's primary group of social relations (Cooley 1967). 

In addition, information is gathered about the nature, 

structure and magnitude of the interactive social relations 

between the subject and his or her primary group. 

The most basic social network model is the ego-centric 

model first developed by Moreno (1953). Overall, current 

research has standardized the basic instrument, methodology 

and data collection techniques necessary to gather social 

network data (Scott 19 91) . 

The ego-centric social network model consists of the 

members of the subject's primary group of social relations. 

The subject, usually referred to as "ego," is at the center 

of a web of social relations. Individuals who are members 

of the subject's primary group of social relations are 

usually referred to as "alters" Finally, the presence, or 

absence of social relations between ego and the alters, or 

between the different alters, are referred to as links. 

This basic ego-centric model is typically called a socio-

gram, although there are a number of socio-gram variations 

that are utilized by researchers, depending upon the 

specific research questions under evaluation. 
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The individualist model conceptualizes behavior as the 

result of psychological influence processes. The social 

network model conceptualizes behavior as the result of 

social influence processes. Social influence processes 

involve behavior by one or more persons, or alters, that has 

the effect, or even just the intention, of changing the way 

another person behaves, feels, or thinks (Zimbardo and 

Leippe 1991) . 

Thus, for the social network model, it is the 

differential information and resources that flow through the 

actor's social relations, and which are shaped by the 

nature, form and magnitude of such relations, that primarily 

influence lottery participation. Therefore, and specific to 

lottery participation, the key questions to be addressed 

utilizing the social network model are first, do social 

relations have any influence on the social actor's lottery 

participation? And second, if social relations do matter, 

then what types of relations matter the most? 

4.2 Setting UP the Model for Analysis 

In this chapter, I use self-report data in order to 

assess the social network model. For the social network 

model, I utilize variables that represent the relational 

attributes of the social network of the subject. In order 
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to generate this data, I asked each subject the following 

question: 

People often discuss important personal matters 

with others. Thinking about the last few months, 

list up to five people with whom you usually 

discuss important personal matters. 

The subject then listed up to five individuals, and assigned 

a number ranging from #1 to #5 to each person. The numbers 

represent an arbitrary "position" in the subject's primary 

network of social relations, that is, positions #1, #2, #3, 

#4 and #5. Interestingly, it appears that, overall, most 

individuals consistently fill the #1 through #3 positions 

with individuals with whom they possessed a stronger 

affective bond than positions #4 and #5. For example, 

referring to Table 11, the data suggests that the #1 

position includes a significant number of spouses. In 

addition, the #2 and #3 positions appear to be strongly kin-

based. (See Table 3 for a summary of the variables utilized 

to operationalize the social network model) 

The first set of network attributes operationalize the 

ascribed attributes of up to five individuals that compose 

the subject's primary network of social relations, and 

include sex and race/ethnicity. Each position of the 

subject's primary network of social relations is represented 

by the numbers #1 through #5. The sexual status of each 
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network member was identified by the subject's response to 

the question "what is sex of person #l-#5?" and represented 

by the variables labeled SEX11-SEX55. Data that represents 

the sexual status of the subject is represented by the 

number 0 for male. Female status of the subject is 

represented by the number 1. 

Race/Ethnicity attributes were identified through the 

subject's response to the open-ended question "what is the 

race/ethnicity of person #l-#5?" and recoded into six 

nominal categories. The variable that represents the 

racial/ethnic composition of the subject's social network is 

represented by the label RACE11-RACE55. Data that 

represents subject's racial/ethnic was coded into one of six 

categories and then combined together to create the variable 

"non-white." This was necessary in order to compensate for 

the small number of subjects that were included in each of 

the non-white race/ethnicity categories. Data that 

represents the white race/ethnic status of the subject is 

represented by the number 0, and any subject's non-white 

race/ethnic status is represented by the number 1. 

The second set of variables operationalize the achieved 

variables which represent the composition of the subject's 

social network using the socio-demographic measure of the 

religious affiliations of the members of the subject's 

social network. The religious status of the subject's 
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network members is represented by the variables FAITHll-

FAITH55, which represent the nominal categories of Catholic 

and Non-Catholic. Data that represented religious status 

was coded in this manner for two reasons. First, several of 

the categories contained very small numbers of individuals, 

and second, the Catholic church is the single largest 

religious denomination that has demonstrated consistent and 

reasonably favorable ideological teachings and practices 

towards recreational gambling, including lottery 

participation. Thus on a macro-level through general 

status-based affiliations, and on the micro-level through 

interaction with primary group members, religious beliefs 

may act as "framing" mechanisms that facilitate lottery 

participation. Coding for the subject's religious status is 

as follows: Catholic denomination affiliation is represented 

by the number 0, Non-catholic affiliation is represented by 

the number i. 

The third set of variables represent behaviors that 

prior research has associated with gambling behavior, and 

that might represent a potential non-cognitive propensity to 

engage in affect-satisfying behavior. These associated 

behaviors are identified for up to five members of the 

subject's primary group of social relations. To the degree 

that such activity takes place within the subject's social 

network of primary relations, it may serve as an indirect 



99 

measure of opportunity. The measures include smoking 

tobacco, drinking alcohol and lottery participation carried 

out by members of the subject's primary network of social 

relations. The data that represents the subject's response 

to these three questions are represented by variables 

SMOKEll-SMOKES5, DRINKll-DRINKS5 AND LOTTOll-LOTTOS5. Each 

variable was coded as follows: 1 = often; 2 = sometimes; 3 = 

seldom; and 4 = never. 

The final set of variables operationalize the nature of 

the relationship (kin and non-kin), as well as the overall 

affective strength of relationship between the subject and 

his or her primary group of social relations. The two 

variables are represented by the labels ALTREL11-ALTREL55, 

and CLOSEll-CLOSES5. Data for the first variable, ALTREL, 

is generated by the open-ended question "What is the 

individual's relationship to you?" The subject's answer was 

then recoded as 1 = father; 2 = mother; 3 = sister; 4 = 

brother; 5 = spouse/partner; 6 = child; 7 = other kin; 8 = 

co-worker/work-related; 9 = step-father; 10 = step-mother; 

11 = step-sister; 12 = step-brother; 13 = friend 

/acquaintance. The data was then re-coded for analysis as 

0 = Kin, and 1 = Non-kin. 

In order to examine the affective bond between the 

subject and the member's of his or her social network, the 

subject was asked the following question: "How close do you 
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feel to person #l-#5?" The subject's response to the 

question was recorded using interval-level 5-point Likert 

scales which ranged from 1 as not so close, indicating a 

weak response to 5 as close, representing a strong and 

positive response to the question. 

Two quantitative procedures were utilized to examine 

the influence of the social actor's network of social 

relations: logistic regression and the generation of 

frequency tables. I use logistical regression because it 

allows me to evaluate the effects of a number of independent 

variables, controlling for the effects of each other, on the 

dichotomous dependent variables of lottery participation and 

non-participation, and on the dichotomous dependent 

variables of high and low levels of lottery participation. 

My first analysis of the data utilizes the dichotomous 

dependent variables that represent lottery participation and 

non-participation. My second analysis of the data utilizes 

the dichotomous dependent variables that represent high and 

low levels of lottery participation. My third analysis of 

the data examines the frequency distribution of the data for 

independent variables that represent the relational 

positions that compose the individual's primary network of 

social relations. 
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4.3 Lottery Participation and Non-Participation 

In the first logistic regression analysis, I examine 

the overall social network model and the influence of its 

components on lottery participation and non-participation. 

The dichotomous dependent variable represents lottery 

participation of both participants and non-participants. 

The subject's responses, which range from "often, sometimes, 

seldom were recoded as play and non-play. The first three 

responses, all indicating some level of participation are 

represented by the number 0. The response of "never," which 

indicates no lottery participation on the part of the 

subject was re-coded as 1. 

The first set of independent variables represent the 

ascribed attributes of the members of the subject's primary 

group of social relations, and include the nominal variables 

of sex and race/ethnicity. They are represented by the 

variables labeled SEX11-SEX55 and RACE11-RACE55. 

The second variable is an achieved variable which 

represents the reported religious affiliations of the 

members of the subject's primary group of social relations 

and are recoded to represent the nominal categories of 

Catholic and Non-Catholic. This variable is represented by 

the variable labeled FAITHll-FAITHS5. 

The third set of ordinal-level variables operationalize 

a possible affective and/or non-cognitive propensity for 
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pleasure-seeking social behavior on the part of the members 

of the subjects primary group of social relations. Several 

pleasure-seeking forms of social behavior have been 

consistently and statistically linked to gambling in 

general, and lottery participation specifically. Three 

social behaviors that are included in the data analysis 

include the smoking of tobacco, the consumption of alcohol 

and the purchasing of lottery tickets. These behaviors are 

represented by the variables labeled SMOKEll-SMOKES5, 

DRINKll-DRINKS5 and LOTTOll-LOTTOSS. 

The final set of variables operationalize the nature of 

the relationship (kin and non-kin), as well as the overall 

affective strength of relationship between the subject and 

his or her primary group of social relations. The two 

variables are represented by the labels ALTREL11-ALTREL55, 

and CLOSEll-CLOSES5. 

Referring to Table 9, the variables that demonstrate 

statistical significance include the following: SEX22 AND 

SEX44, which represent the sex attributes of the occupants 

of position #2 and position #4 in the network; FAITH22, 

which represents the religious affiliation of the occupant 

of position #2; L0TT022 AND L0TT033, which represents the 

lottery participation of the occupants of position #2 and 

postion #3; SMOKESS which represents the tobacco consumption 

of the occupants in position #5; DRINK22, DRINK33 and 
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DRINK44, which represents the alcohol consumption of the 

occupants in position #2, position #3 and position #4; 

CLOSE33, which represents a measurement of the affective 

strength of the occupant in position #3; and ALT3REL, which 

represents the role identity of the occupants in social 

network position #3. 

Reviewing the sex attributes of the individuals that 

typically occupy positions #2 and #3, both positions are 

slightly female-dominant, with 54.5 percent of position #2 

and 5 9.6 percent of position #3 being female. 

Reviewing the variable that measures religious 

affiliation, it is interesting that non-catholic status 

decreases participation because the majority of occupants in 

the #2 position are non-catholic. Generally, Catholic 

church affiliation tends to increase the level of 

participation. 

Reviewing the variables that measure the lottery 

participation of the members of the subject's primary group 

of social relations, the data suggest that the typical 

occupants of both positions #2 and #3 appear to be 

occasional to moderate lottery participants. 

In relation to tobacco and alcohol consumption, the 

smoking behavior of occupants in position #5 was predictive 

of lottery participation, and interestingly, the occupants 

are overwhelmingly non-smokers, which runs contrary to the 
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propensity model. On the other hand, the drinking behavior 

of the occupants in positions #2, #3 and #4 is consistent 

with a propensity model of participation, and is similar to 

the behavior of the subject as well. 

Reviewing the variables that measure the nature of the 

relationship between the subject and the members of his or 

her social relational network it appears the kin-based 

status of the occupants of position #3 influence the 

participation of the sxabject. Further, it appears that the 

strength of the affective bond between the sxibject and the 

occupants of position #3 influences the lottery 

participation of the subject. 

With the previous list of variables in mind, what is 

most interesting is that the second and third positions 

appear with such great frequency across such a wide range of 

independent measures. Recall that each subject reports the 

attributes of up to five individuals that s/he shares 

important information with. Subjects can assign any person 

to position #1, #2, and so on. Thus, the assignment of 

particular individuals to each position is "intuitively" 

assigned by each subject. With this in mind, it appears to 

be the case that individuals that typically occupy Position 

#2 and Position #3 seem to have multiple layers of influence 

on the lottery participation of the subject. One 

explanation for this "network effect" is that it is an 
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unintended effect of the structure of the instrument. For 

example, as the subject fills out the instrument, the 

subject may intuitively list them hierarchically, ranging 

from most to least important. 

4.4 High and Low Levels of Participation 

Do certain social network variables influence the level 

or the magnitude of play? In my next analysis of the data I 

apply logistic regression to the dichotomous dependent 

variables of high and low levels of lottery participation. 

The subjects' responses, which range from "often, sometimes, 

and seldom to never," were recoded to represent differential 

magnitudes of lottery participation. The first two 

responses, both indicating medium to high levels of 

participation are represented by the number 0. The response 

of "seldom" indicating a low level of participation is 

represented by the number 1. Thus, I am examining the 

influence of the individual attributes on the frequency, or 

prevalence of play reported by lottery participants. 

The first set of independent variables operationalize 

the ascribed attributes of the members of the subject's 

primary group of social relations, and include the nominal 

variables of sex and race/ethnicity. They are represented 

by the variables labeled SEX11-SEX55 and RACE11-RACE55. 
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The second variable is an "achieved" variable and which 

represents a standard socio-demographic measures of social 

class and represents the reported religious affiliations of 

the members of the subject's primary group of social 

relations and were recoded to represent the nominal 

categories of Catholic and Non-Catholic. This variable is 

represented by the variable labeled FAITH11-FAITH55. Again, 

the religious affiliation data was categorized in this 

manner because the Catholic Church is the single largest 

religious denomination that has demonstrated consistent and 

reasonably favorable ideological teachings and practices 

towards recreational gambling. 

The third set of ordinal-level variables operationalize 

a possible affective and/or non-cognitive propensity for 

pleasure-seeking social behavior on the part of the members 

of the subjects primary group of social relations. Again, 

several pleasure-seeking forms of social behavior have been 

consistently and statistically linked to gambling in 

general, and lotteiry participation specifically. Three 

social behaviors that will be included in the data analysis 

include the smoking of tobacco, the consumption of alcohol 

and the purchasing of lottery tickets. These behaviors are 

represented by the variables labeled SMOKEll-SMOKES5, 

DRINKll-DRINKS5 and LOTTOll-LOTTOSS. 
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The final set of variables operationalize the nature of 

the relationship (kin and non-kin) , as well as the overall 

affective strength of relationship between the subject and 

his or her primary group of social relations. Again, the 

two variables are represented by the labels ALTRELll-

ALTREL55, and CLOSE11-CLOSE55. 

Referring to Table 10, four variables demonstrate 

statistical significance; FAITH33 and FAITH44, which 

represents the religious affiliation of the occupants of 

position #2 and position #3; L0TT033 which represents the 

lottery participation of the occupant in position #3; and 

ALT4REL which represents the nature of the relationship of 

the occupant in position #4. 

First, reviewing the variable that measures religious 

affiliation, once again it is interesting that non-catholic 

status decreases participation because the majority of 

occupants in the #3 and #4 position are non-catholic. 

Generally, Catholic church affiliation tends to increase the 

level of participation. 

Second, reviewing the variables that measure the 

lottery participation of the members of the subject's 

primary group of social relations, the data suggest that 

again, the occupants of position #3 appears to be occasional 

to moderate lottery participants and appear to influence the 

participation of the subject. 
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Third, reviewing the variables that measure the nature 

of the relationship between the subject and the members of 

his or her social relational network the non-kin status of 

the occupants of position #4 appears to influence the 

participation of the sxibject. 

Again, what is tmly interesting is that position #2 

continues to appear with impressive regularity. Again, the 

most plausible explanation is that individuals that 

typically occupy Position #2 appear to have multiple layers 

of influence on the lottery participation of the subject. 

4.5 The Structuralist Model - A Closer Look 

In the previous section, using the logistical 

regression analysis, potentially influential social 

relational positions that are components of the subjects 

primary group of social relations have been revealed. In 

this section, I will utilize frequency tables in order to 

review the positions that compose the subjects network of 

primary group social relations. By doing so, I will examine 

why these positions appear to influence the lottery 

participation of the subject. 

First, referring to TABLE 11, and examining position 

#1, the largest number of occupants include the subject's 

spouse. The second largest category is that of kin, with 

the subject's mother being the typical occupant. As would 
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be expected, face-to-face communication is the type of 

interaction most often used between the subject and position 

#1. Likewise, the occupants of this position receive the 

highest scores on the closeness scale. What is puzzling is 

the fact that this position would appear to be strongly-

influential. However, when included in the complete model, 

the position's influence disappears. One explanation may be 

the fact that, although both members of a couple may hold 

attitudes favorable to participation, only one member of the 

couple might purchase lottery tickets. And the non-

purchasing spouse would be likely to report that they do not 

purchase lottei:y tickets. 

Second, examining position #2 and position #3, several 

points stand. An important initial point to keep in mind is 

that both position #2 and position #3 produce similar 

overall results. Both demonstrate a moderately high number 

of non-kin friends occupying the two positions. Kin still 

appear, with greater inclusion of siblings into the overall 

kin category. Parents still appear to be a significant 

category of occupant. It is also important to note the 

disappearance of the spouse at a significant position 

occupant, as would be expected. It should also be noted 

that the overall affective ratings for position #2 and 

position #3 are both quite strong. 



110 

4.6 Summary 

It appears that people intuitively rank people 

hierarchically when defining their primary network of social 

relations. The application of the logistic regression 

statistical procedure to lottery participation revealed the 

influence of the individual's who occupy the #2 and #3 

positions in the social actor's network of social relations. 

A closer examination of the composition of these positions 

yielded two interesting findings. 

First, the #2 position is typically occupied by either 

a parent or child; spouses are ranked second, and friends 

are ranked third. Prior research has consistently supported 

the belief that the quality of the affective bond between 

parent and child strongly influences social behavior. 

Second, the #3 position is typically occupied by 

friends and co-workers, a parent or child occupant is ranked 

second, and a spousal occupant is ranked third. This may 

represent a "weak" tie (Granovetter 1973). Weak ties are 

bridging ties; they are individuals whose social 

relationships link weakly associated social networks or 

social actors. 

In addition, the #2 position appears to demonstrate 

homophily, or similiarness concerning the non-cognitive 

propensity for experiences that result in the production of 

a positive affective state. This may partially be the case 
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because this position is frequently occupied by individuals 

that associate with the subject on a voluntary basis. In 

contrast, although kin relations may be quite positive, they 

are ascribed positions within the subject's network of 

social relations. 
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ACCOUNTS OF MOTIVE AND LOTTERY PARTICIPATION 
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5.1 Introduction 

Why do people participate in state-sponsored lotteries? 

Conventional wisdom would suggest that the answer is to win 

a large sum of money. And, in fact, this is the perspective 

held by the majority of the general public, as well as by 

many distinguished scholars of public policy who have 

previously addressed this issue. For example, Clotfelter 

and Cook (1989) state, "...the chance to win money is the 

primary attraction of playing the lottery;" But is it the 

primary attraction, or only one of a number of possible 

attractions? In addition, for most individuals, the appeal 

of winning a lottery jackpot may, in fact, stimulate their 

initial participation. But almost all players lose. So 

what sustains an individual's ongoing participation, despite 

the relentless disappointment that most participants 

experience, if winning money is the primary attraction of 

participation? 

In this chapter I examine the question of why people 

play the lottery? But first, I will briefly review and 

discuss two interesting historical "facts" that appear to 

run counter to many of the beliefs that surround lottery 

participation. 
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First, it may be true that for most participants the 

appeal of winning a large amount of money stimulates initial 

lottery participation. However, many participants are 

regular players. And a "fact" beyond dispute is that very 

few lottery participants actually win large amounts of 

money.Are lottery players exceptionally and endlessly 

optimistic or superstitious (Clotfelter and Cook 1989)? 

Perhaps. Or, it may be the case that the majority of 

lottery participants, particularly those who regularly 

participate, might have other reasons or cherish alternative 

outcomes, that are related to their participation, but not 

the same as "winning money." 

Second, a recent survey composed of about one-half of 

all of the million dollar lottery winners in the State of 

Ohio indicated that about 82 percent of them continued to 

play. Now, these individuals appear to have achieved their 

assumed goal, that is, they actually won a relatively large 

amount of money. And yet, most still continued to play. 

Again, do these individuals consider themselves unusually 

lucky? Do they truly believe that they might win the 

jackpot a second time? Or, does the continued participation 

by million dollar winners of prior lottery drawings call 

I acknowledge that many lottery participants win small 
sums of money when they match only a few of the six selected 
numbers. However the difference between winning $5.00, as 
opposed to $5,000 should be obvious. 
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into question, at least initially, the conventional belief 

that winning money is the primary goal that motivates, that 

is, "induces" lottery participation. 

In order to assess the factors that might stimulate 

lottery participation, I examine qualitative and 

quantitative data related to lottery participation. Both 

types of data were obtained from the same group of 

individuals. Turning to the qualitative data, the survey 

instrument that was utilized to capture data for this 

dissertation included a number of open-ended "why" and "how" 

questions related to the individual's lottery participation. 

The content of these qualitative "accounts of motive" 

related to lottery participation was reviewed, and then 

grouped into one of several "emergent" categories. Such 

categories are emergent in that the categories "emerged" 

during my ongoing review of the explanations and 

rationalizations provided by both lottery participants and 

non-participants. Turning to the quantitative data, I also 

examined data that were recorded from several forced-choice 

questions. Thus, the quantitative data are utilized in 

order to empirically support the emergent accounts of motive 

that emerged during my examination of the qualitative data. 
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5.2 Accounts of Motive and Participation 

In order to assess the motivation of the subjects in 

relation to lottery participation, several "why" and "how" 

questions were presented in order to elicit qualitative 

explanations of behavior related to lottery participation. 

I consider these explanations to be a combination of the 

"accounts" (Scott and Lyman 1968) or "vocabularies of 

motive" (Mills 1940), which I have labeled "accounts of 

motive." 

Accounts are statements that are used to explain 

behavior, or in other words, are socially approved 

linguistic forms of talk that are utilized when a social act 

or its consequences are called into question. Vocabularies 

of motive are accepted justifications for present, future or 

past forms of social action. Individuals not only learn 

acceptable forms of social action to be evoked in specific 

situations, they learn acceptable vocabularies of motive in 

order to understand and explain their behavior to 

themselves, as well as to anyone observing or inquiring 

about their behavior. Vocabularies of motive rise and fall 

in their popularity because they are socially constructed 

linguistic social objects. They are linguistic forms that 

the individual selects from a socially restricted choice set 

of explanations that are available to people in order to 

make sense of and explain their behavior. 
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Accounts of motive are best thought of as "tools" that 

are part of a bounded cultural "tool box" of habits, skills 

and styles that individual's utilize in order to carry out 

"strategies of action" (Swidler 1986). Such tools are 

"bounded" and differential in that various groups may have 

cultural tool boxes that contain culturally-specific tools 

available to the social actor. Likewise, the choice set of 

accounts of motive available to participants in order to 

appropriately explain the motives and behaviors related to 

their lottery participation may vary by group. 

In order to systematically examine the accounts of 

motive provided by the subjects about their lottery 

participation, the following procedure was utilized. First, 

the qualitative accounts were transcribed and their content 

was reviewed. Second, the accounts were coded and sorted 

into nominal categories. Third, frequency tables were used 

to examine, at the aggregate-level, the differential 

accounts that compose specific categories. 

In order to elicit accounts of motive that players 

provide when questioned about their lottery participation, 

first, each lottery participant was asked to consider and 

respond to the question: "Why do you play the lottery?" 

Turning to Table 12a, 32.2% of the subjects reported that 

"winning money" was their primary motive for participation. 

However, it is important to note that almost 20.7% of the 
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subjects reported that "fun" and 13.9% of the subjects 

reported that "anticipation" was their motive, for a 

combined total of 34.6%. In addition, 9.1% reported that 

the "risk" or the "challenge" related to playing stimulated 

their lottery participation. Thus, if risk is considered a 

form of or component of "fxin" then 43.7% of the subjects 

considered "fun" to be the primary goal that stimulated 

their participation. 

The following accoxints illustrate the role that fun 

plays in relation to the lottery participation of the 

subj ects: 

*In hopes of winning money, but also just to play. 

*For a little excitement. The odds are slim I'll 

win, but why not try anyway. 

In addition, each non-participant was asked to consider 

and respond to the question: "Why don't you play the 

lottery?" Referring to Table 12b, approximately 44.4% of 

the non-participants reported that playing the lottery was a 

"waste of money." In addition, 25.0% reported that the odds 

of winning were too low for them to consider participation, 

and almost 8.3% considered participation, overall, to be 

silly, stupid or irrational. 

The following accounts illustrate how attitudes 

concerning the wasteful or irrational nature of lottery 



participation may influence the behavior of non-

participants : 

*I think it is a waste of time and money. If you 

win it isn't a waste of money, but what is the 

likelihood of me winning anyway? 

*I tend to be very thrifty with money and think 

that it is a waste of it. 

*I feel that I have no chance of winning. It 

isn't worth my dollar. I don't like games of 

chance where I have no control over the outcomes. 

*I don't believe gambling is right, and I consider 

lotteries gambling. I also think it's a waste of 

money for the minuscule chance of winning. 

*The chances are too slim to even win. It is 

pointless and it is a waste of money. 

Considered together, non-participants appear to 

consider lottery participation to be a form of investment 

behavior, and a wasteful and irrational form of behavior 

well. On the other hand, lottery participants appear to 
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consider participation to be a playful form of behavior that 

results in the experience of fun. 

5.3 Anticipation and Lottery Participation 

In order to assess the relative influence of the 

experience of "fun" as a primary motive for participation, I 

asked each of the subjects to consider and respond to the 

question: "Is playing the lottery fun for you?" Turning to 

TABLE 13a, 67.7% of the participants, and 8.6% of the non-

participants reported that lottery participation would 

indeed be fun. In contrast, 32.3% of the participants and 

91.4% of the non-participants indicated that lottery 

participation would not be a fun experience. Thus, a 

majority of the participants, and a minority of the non-

participants appear to consider lottery participation to be 

a pleasurable form of social action, that is, to be fun. 

But what is "fun"? 

"Fun" according to Huizinga (1950) is the essence of 

the behavior that is defined as play. The essence of play 

is "that moment when the absolute determinism of the cosmos 

collapses," or, in other words, play is the voluntary 

invocation of purposive action resulting in the creation of 

an internal state of positive anticipation. This positive 

anticipation of a future goal, based on the intended 

behavior of the social actor, is the essence of all models 
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of purposive social action. In addition, according to 

Huizinga (1950), this anticipatory internal state is 

represented in its purest form in gambling behavior, which 

would include lottery participation. Thus, the pleasure 

derived from lottery participation is rooted in the process 

of anticipation, and the positive affective experience that 

is a result of the process of anticipation. 

In order to confirm the importance of anticipation, and 

other related forms of positive affect on lottery 

participation, each subject was asked to consider and 

respond to the question: "Why would it be fun?" (lottery 

participation) Turning to TABLE 13b, 25.7% of the lottery 

participants explicitly stated that anticipation of the 

results of the lottery is the reason that they considered 

participation to be fun. In addition, 22.1% reported that a 

affective state of excitement was the basis for their 

experience of fun and 20.6% indicated that the risk related 

to participation induced their experience of fun. The 

following accounts provided by the subjects appear to affirm 

this affective dimension of lottery participation: 

*I fantasize about spending the money and get very 

excited. 

*To see how close I can get to the big win. 
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*It would answer my gambling instincts. There is 

a certain thrill to watching the number balls roll 

out. Suspense. 

•The thrills and anticipation. I actually get a 

sensation through my body. 

•Because it's fun and it would be great to win. 

•Hoping I'll be that one in a million winner. 

The essence of the anticipation that appears to enhance 

the pleasures of participation most likely begins at the 

moment when a lottery ticket is purchased and is sustained 

until the lottery participant learns about the results of 

the number selection process. This is because anticipation 

is the result of the suspension of, or the maximum time 

between, possibility and actuality, that is, between the 

probability of winning the jackpot and the reality of 

learning if your lottery ticket numbers have actually been 

selected. And in fact, a number of participants reported 

engaging in behavior that extends their internal state of 

anticipation. For example, one participant indicated that: 

•The drawing is always on Saturday night, but I 

never watch it. I read the numbers in the Sunday 
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paper instead. That way, I get a little more time 

to think about what I would do if I won. 

Thus, it appears to be the case that for many 

participants the anticipation that teUces place prior to 

drawing the lottery numbers is a form of positive affect. 

However, for a significant number of individuals, lottery 

participation involves the avoidance of negative affect 

rather than the pursuit of positive affect. Turning once 

again to TABLE 13a, 32.2% of participants reported that, for 

them, lottery participation is not fun. In the process of 

conducting ethnographic field research, I encountered a 

number of individuals who did not consider participation to 

be fun, but were equally unresponsive to the idea that they 

participated in order to win money. In response to my 

inquires, a nvimber of participants provided answers similar 

in nature to the following account related to this issue: 

*I don't play cause I think it's fun. And I've 

stopped thinking that I'll win. But I use my own 

numbers, my own personal niambers. And if I ever 

found out that the winning niambers were my 

nximbers, and I didn't play, I'd kick myself for 

the rest of my life. So I buy one ticket every 

time just to cover my ass. 
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Therefore, based on the data, it appears to be the case 

that a number of individuals participate in lotteries in 

order to avoid the experience of negative affect and regret, 

rather than positive anticipation and hope. For these 

individuals, lottery participation may, or may not, be a 

form of investment behavior, but in either case, 

participation is most likely not motivated by the pursuit of 

the experience defined as fun. One the other hand, it 

appears to be the case that a majority of participants 

purchase lottery tickets in order to experience a positive 

affective state. This affective state is derived from the 

process of participation itself. For these individuals, 

based on the data, it appears to be the case that lottery 

participation is motivated by the pursuit of the experience 

defined as fun. 

5.4 The Social Dimension of Participation 

Another aspect of play noted by Huzingza (1950) is the 

formation of ongoing "play groups" or "play communities." 

When this occurs, play is an activity that is included as a 

part of a group's routines of action. And, such play 

activity often leads to, or produces, two specific results. 

First, in many cases, playful behavior affirms the affective 

bond between the members of the group. An example of this 

would be the cohesive effects experienced by groups involved 
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in team-based sports activity. Second, ongoing playful 

behavior often leads to the production of cultural material, 

that is, linguistic forms that contain information that is 

meaningful, and perhaps truly understandable, only to the 

members of the group. An example of this would be the 

"inside jokes" that are often created and sustained when 

groups gather together on an ongoing basis. Bernstein 

(1973) refers to these linguistic forms as "restricted 

code." 

In order to determine the role of lottery participation 

in sustaining social relations, I asked the participants to 

consider and respond to the question: "Do you ever talk with 

your friends and family about playing the lottery, or other 

things related to playing the lottery?" Turning to TABLE 

14a, only 8.7 percent reported that they often discuss 

lottery-related matters with their friends and family. 

However, 45.7 percent reported that they sometimes discuss 

the lottery with the members of their primary group of 

social relations. Considered together, more than half of 

the participants appear to discuss the lottery or lottery-

related matters on at least an occasional basis with the 

members of their primary group of social relations. 

In order to investigate the content of such discussions 

in greater depth, I asked the participants to consider and 

respond to the question "What do you remember talking about 



125 

with your friends and/or family when you talk about the 

lottery?" Turning to TABLE 14b, 23.8 percent of the 

subjects reported that they recalled discussions that 

centered upon how they would spend their money if they were 

to win. Interestingly, a closer examination of the 

qualitative responses of the participants to this question 

suggests that a great deal of the discussion centers on how 

the winner would spend money on other members of the group, 

rather than themselves. Two typical examples, that 

represent these reported discussions follow: 

*The kids of the family, we're all adults now, we 

always talk about how we would buy our parents a 

new house and a new car and then we'd send them on 

one of those Carnival boat cruises. 

*My sister is divorced, and she doesn't make a lot 

of money, so I always tell her that if I win 

she'll never have to work again, and can just 

raise her kids. 

Thus, based on the data, it appears to be the case that 

lottery participants often discuss with friends and family 

how they would spend the money if they won the jackpot. 

Beyond the fantasy aspect of this participation experience, 

discussions of how the individual's anticipated winning 
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would be spent may serve to affirm the social relations 

between specific members of the group, as well as the group 

as a whole. 

In order to investigate the second potential result of 

group-related play behavior - that is, the production of 

cultural materials that contain symbolic information 

meaningful only to the members of the group - I asked the 

participants to consider and respond to the question: "How 

do you usually select your numbers?" Turning to TABLE 15a, 

48.1 percent reported that they used the quick-pick method. 

In this situation, the on-line computer terminal that 

generates lottery tickets also selects numbers for the 

participation using a random niomber generator. However, 

15.9 percent reported that they select their own niambers, 

and 35.1 percent reported that they picked their own numbers 

as well as using the quick-pick. Taken together, the 

results indicate that 51 percent of the participants choose 

their lottery ticket nxunbers on at least an occasional 

basis. 

Following my inquiry as to how they choose their 

numbers, I asked the subjects to tell me the actual method 

they used to select their numbers, and by inference the 

specific numbers that they choose. Turning to TABLE 15b, we 

see that a large percentage of participants, 38.3 percent, 

choose "personal" numbers. Such niambers include birthdays. 
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wedding anniversary dates, and other dates of personal 

significance to the participant. Accoiints that illustrate 

this foirm of lottery behavior are as follows: 

•The numbers represent good days. Maybe they'11 

be lucky a second time. 

*I use the number of important dates (like my 

boyfriends and my anniversary) or sometimes my 

age. 

•Generally I use numbers that mean something to 

me. Family birthdays, ages, and also favorite 

numbers. 

*I usually select number that have some kind of 

meaning to me such as my birthday or my numbers I 

had when I played volleyball. 

Therefore, consistent with Huzingza (1950), it appears 

that, in many cases, lottery participation results in two 

outcomes: The affirmation of the social relations, and the 

creation of cultural material that represents information 

meaningful to members of the subject's "play community," 

which for many participants includes members of his or her 

primary network of social relations. 
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5.5 Kmntion Play and Lottery Participation 

It appears that for many people lottery is best 

considered a form of play, rather than a form of investment. 

Within the sociology literature, discussion of play and 

leisure traditionally fall under the category of the 

sociology of emotion. Two issues are situated at the core 

of this literature. First, the essential nature of 

emotions. Thus, the question is asked, what are the most 

basic emotions, emotions that transcend history and 

geography. Naturally, the debate rages. However, after an 

exhaustive review of the literature, Kemper (1987) argues 

that there are four basic emotions; fear, anger, depression 

and satisfaction. Lottery participation falls within the 

domain of the only positive emotion, which is, one of the 

least studied areas. 

The second issue is the degree to which emotions are 

managed, or actively constructed in daily life, versus their 

spontaneous or emergent nature. The majority of scholars 

focus on those aspects of emotion that are obligatory and/or 

strategically-based, thus the idea of "emotion work" 

popularized by Hochschild (1979; 1983). Similarly, the 

actual process carried out in order to consumate the act of 

lottery participation parallels the process outlined by 

Hochschild for emotion work. 
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However, there are three basic and significant 

differences between lottery participation and emotion "play" 

as opposed to "work." The issues focus on the instrumental 

or expressive nature of the action, the intentional nature 

of the activity and the specific form of behavioral 

expression that the action embodies. 

First, similar to emotion work, the goal of emotion 

play is to change an emotion. Many people purchase tickets 

because it is fun for them. However, Hochschild's actor 

engages in emotion work in the service of others, whereas 

emotion play is directed inward. 

Second, similar to emotion work, the process of lottery 

participation involves both evocation and suppression of 

emotion. However, unlike most emotion-based processes, 

emphasis is placed upon the evocation of positive emotion, 

rather than the suppression of negative emotion, although a 

significant proportion of the population of lottery 

participants are engaged in the suppression of the emotion 

of regret. 

Third, Hochschild suggests that the essence of emotion 

work is in the act of trying to change an emotion. Thus, 

the action is always purposive and forward directed. 

However, here lottery participation must part company, 

because the affective pleasure that is derived from 
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participation is often a "discovered" or "emergent" 

phenomena. 

5.6 Summary 

So why do people play the lottery? First, for many 

individuals, lotteiry participation is the result of the 

desire to win a large sum of money. However, even though 

the possibility of winning the jackpot may provoke their 

initial participation, for the majority of lottery 

participants, it appears to be the case that it is the 

positive affective state of anticipation that sustains their 

ongoing participation. 

Second, in many cases, behavior related to lottery 

participation appears to affirm the social relations of the 

lotteory participant and the members of his or her "play 

community." In most cases this community includes members 

of the individual's network of primary group social 

relations. These social relations are affirmed in at least 

two ways: first, through accounts that are shared by members 

of the play community related to how any jackpot winnings 

would be spent; and second, through the selection of 

"personal numbers" by the participant in order to customize 

his or her lottery tickets. 
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CHAPTER 6 

SPECULATION, SUGGESTIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

6.1 Introduction 

State lotteries are a fairly common and reasonably 

popular form of gambling in the United States that is 

legitimated and facilitated by State-authorized lottery 

commissions. For most participants, the purchase of one or 

more lottery tickets is a trivial form of play, rather than 

a significant form of economic investment. Most lottery 

participants spend very little money in order to play; 

approximately $1-4 dollars a week for the average player, 

regardless of their income level. Given the well-documented 

minimal probability (Gilbert and Kahl 1993) of people 

achieving a dramatic increase in their economic or social 

status, that is, upward social mobility through effort 

alone, perhaps state lotteries should be considered a form 

of benevolent, although random and unequal, income 

redistribution by the State. 

Critics of lotteries are concerned, and rightfully 

should be, about the significant number of individuals 

within the general population that appear vulnerable to 

various forms of self-destructive behavior that are related 

to gambling, a form of social activity that includes lottery 

participation. Further, it may be the case that the 
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increased opportunities to participate in forms of gambling 

that are facilitated by the State through the promotion of 

state lotteries, and other forms of legalized gambling may, 

in fact, play a role in the onset of such self-destiructive 

processes. 

However, estimates of the magnitude of such "at-risk" 

individuals typically range between 1-3 percent of the 

general population, and seldom involve exclusive 

participation in state-sponsored lotteries. Further, to the 

degree that the State's role in the facilitation of state 

lotteries is scrutinized, other analogous forms of such 

behavior, such as the consumption of tobacco or alcohol and 

the State's role in their facilitation, for example the 

operation of Municipal Liquor Stores, should be, to be fair, 

re-examined utilizing similar evaluative standards. 

6.2 Internal States and Lottery Participation 

I used lottery participation in order to examine the 

individualist model, which assumes that an individual's 

differential psychological internal states influence his or 

her social behavior. And, as my analysis of the data 

revealed, a number of the components of the individualist 

model may influence lottery participation. However, most of 

the key components of the individualist model did not appear 

to significantly influence lottery participation. In 
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addition, knowledge of the objective odds of winning seemed 

to influence participation, but in a manner counter to what 

the individualist model would have predicted. 

These findings related to the measures of psychological 

internal states suggest that attitudes related to lottery 

participation are multiplex and possibly internally 

inconsistent for both players and non-players alike. Said 

another way, players may possess attitudes unfavorable to 

participation, and likewise non-players may possess 

favorable attitudes but choose not to participate. Thus, 

based on the data examined in this study, I believe that 

relying primarily on the measurement of differential 

psychological internal states, particularly attitudes and 

processes of rationality, and the exclusive utilization of 

the individualist model for the formulation and 

implementation of public policy related to state lotteries 

is unwise, at the very least. 

One of the most interesting findings of this study is 

the particularly insignificant, or perhaps counter-intuitive 

role, played by processes of rationality. Lottery 

participants, although clearly knowledgeable, appear 

insensitive to the objectives odds of winning. In fact, as 

the empirically measured beliefs about their chances of 

winning grow more pessimistic, the participants level of 
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play actually increases. For this reason, I can only 

conclude that the insistence of critics of state lotteries 

that lottery commissions communicate the objective odds of 

winning more aggressively is, as best, misguided and, at 

worse, ironically, might actually increase lottery sales. 

6.3 Social Relations and Lottery Participation 

It appears that people intuitively rank people 

hierarchically when defining their primary network of social 

relations. The application of the logistic regression 

statistical procedure to lottery participation revealed the 

social influence of individual's that occupy the #2 and #3 

positions in the social actor's network of social relations. 

A closer examination of the composition of these positions 

yielded two interesting findings. 

The #2 position is typically occupied by either a 

parent or child; spouses are ranked second, and friends are 

ranked third. Research has long supported the belief that 

the quality of the affective bond between parent and child 

strongly influences social behavior. 

The #2 position is typically occupied by friends and 

co-workers, a parent or child occupant is ranked second, and 

a spousal occupant is ranked third. This may represent a 

"weak" tie (Granovetter 1973). Weak ties are bridging ties; 
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they are individuals whose social relationships link weakly 

associated social networks or social actors. 

In addition, the #2 position appears to demonstrate 

homophily, or similiarness concerning the non-cognitive 

propensity for experiences that result in the production of 

a positive affective state. This may partially be the case 

because this position is frequently occupied by individuals 

that associate with the subject on a voluntary basis. In 

contrast, although kin relations may be quite positive, they 

are ascribed positions within the subject's network of 

social relations. 

Overall, what was most impressive about the social 

network model was the number of variables that emerged 

across a wide range of variables. Interestingly, two 

positions within the network appeared to be unusually 

influential, position #2 and position #3. In addition, by 

defining the individual as a social network form, rather 

than an individual form, I was able to provide a more 

precise mechanism for the social influence process that 

influences participation. Further, it is a mechanism that 

is directly linked to the definition of the social actor. 

6.4 Emotion Plav and Lotterv Participation 

Since the primary attraction of lottery participation 

appears to include a significant affective component, it 
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falls within the domain of the sociological literature and 

research related to emotions. Within this literature, a key-

concept is the idea of "emotion work" which includes the 

process of evoking or suppressing specific emotions at 

specific times, or in specific situations for strategic or 

impression-management related reasons, more or less. The 

inducement of a positive state of anticipation through 

lottery participation falls within the general theoretic 

concept of "emotion work" but for the reasons that follow I 

believe that it should be considered a derivative, or 

extension of the concept, which I refer to as "emotion 

play." 

First, rather than being the outcome of an intentional 

act of emotion generation, manipulation or suppression, the 

affective state that is a component of play is usually 

"discovered," or emergent. Emotion play is seldom a self-

conscious or strategic form of social action. 

Second, rather than being strategically-directed, that 

is, externally-focused, the inducement of a positive 

anticipatory state through emotion play is expressive, or 

internally-focused. In general, emotion play is seldom 

instrumental or related to impression management. 

Third, when the social action related to participation 

is externally-focused, it is utilized to affirm the 

individual's primary group of social relations, rather than 
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to negotiate the problematic situations that are a component 

of everyday social life. 

6.5 Final CnTmi»ant-g 

It appears that lottery participation is strongly 

motivated by the inducement of a positive affective state, 

often referred to as anticipation, or as hope. The 

inducement of anticipation related to lottery participation 

is triggered by purchase of the ticket. Based upon this key 

finding I conclude with the following three points. First, 

for most participants, lottery participation is a form of 

play, rather than an instrvimental, rational calculative 

"investment." Second, the process through which this form 

of play is stimulated is a socially constructed process, and 

has components similar to the process described as "emotion 

work" by Hochschild (1979; 1983). Third, since lottery is 

best thought of as a form of play, one of the the primary 

motives for participation may be affective rather than 

purely instrvunental or monetary-based. 
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APPENDIX - A: Copy of the Research Instrument 

University of Arizona 
Department of Sociology 

Lottery Participation Project 

Dear Reader, 

Thank you for your participation in this study. 

I am interested in the social relations of people who play, 
or don't play, the Arizona Lottery (LOTTO and Fantasy Five). 

This survey contains a series of questions sdaout playing the lotteiry, 
and also some general questions about yourself, and about the people you 
consider to be your important friends cuid family. 

ALL OF YOUR ANSWERS WILL BE CONFIDENTIAL. 

Again, the survey includes a variety of questions about your friends eind 
family. I realize that in a number of situations you may not know 
enough about them to answer all of the questions. 

All I ask is that you complete the survey to the best of your ability. 

Filling out this survey will help me out a lot with my doctoral project, 
and by doing so, I will assume that you are consenting 
to let me use the information you provide as a part of my research. 

Again, I am really grateful for your help. Thank you. 

Douglas J. Adams 
Department of Sociology 
University of Arizona 

(turn to page 2) 



Section A 

Please list up to twelve friends or family members 
with whom you have had personal contact in the last month. 

Contact includes the telephone, face-to-face talk, or the mail. 

Initials of First/Last Name Relationship to You 

EXAMPLE 

EXAMPLE 

People often discuss important personal matters with others. 
Thinking about the last few months, list up to five people 
with whom you usually discuss important personal matters. 

Initials of First/Last Name How Often? How? 

EXAMPLE 

EXAMPLE 

#1 

#2 

#3 

#4 

#5 

(turn to page 3) 
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Did you notice the numbers that are on the left side of the 
last question on page 2, next to the initials that you wrote down 
for your close friends and family members ? 

For parts of this siirvey, I will be asking you questions about 
your friends eind family and I will be using these numbers. 

Most people find that it's easier to fill out this survey by writing the 
initials down in the spaces below for easy reference. 

#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 

Now I would like to ask a few more questions about you, 
and then the people with whom you share personal information. 
Again, I realize that you may not be able to suiswer all of these 
questions. Just answer them as best as you can. 

Please write YOUR Initials in the following space: 

Are you a Male or a Female 

What is your Age 

What is your Race or Ethnic Background 

What is your Religion 

What is your Occupation 

Do you buy Lottery Tickets? Often Sometimes Seldom 
Never 

Do you smoke tobacco? Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
Used to but quit 

Do you drink alcohol? Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
Used to but quit 

What is the highest level of education that you have completed. 

less than high school high school graduate or GED 

trade school/some college college graduate post-graduate 

Please check one. What is your annual household income? 

less than $7,999 $8,000 - $9,999 $10,000 - $11,999 

$12,000 - $19,999 $20,000 - $29,999 $30,000 - $39,999 

$40,000 - $49,999 $50,000 - $59,999 $60,000 or more 

(Turn to Page 4) 
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Section B 

Now, write the Initials for Person #1 (see page 3, top) 

Is person #1 a Male or a Female 

How old is person #1 

What is the Race / Ethnicity of person #1 

What is the Religion of person #1 

What is the Occupation of person #1 

Does person #1 buy lottery tickets? Often Sometimes Seldom 
Never Do not know 

Does person #1 smoke tobacco? Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
Used to but quit Do not know 

Does person #1 drink alcohol? Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
Used to but quit Do not know 

How close do vou feel to person #1 ? 
Very Close 5 4 3 2 1 Not Very Close 

Put a check by the number if the answer to this question is YES 
Does person #1, know person #2 #3 #4 #5 

Now, write the Initials for Person #2 (see page 3, top) 

Is person #2 a Male or a Female 

How old is person #2 

What is the Race / Ethnicity of person #2 

What is the Religion of person #2 

What is the Occupation of person #2 

Does person #2 buy lottery tickets? Often Sometimes Seldom 
Never Do not know 

Does person #2 smoke tobacco? Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
Used to but quit Do not know 

Does person #2 drink alcohol? Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
Used to but quit Do not know 

How close do vou feel to person #2 ? 
Very Close 5 4 3 2 1 Not Very Close 

Put a check by the number if the answer to this question is YES 
Does person #2, know person #1 #3 #4 #5 
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Now, write the Initials for Person #3 (see page 3, top) 

Is person #3 a Male or a Female 

How old is person #3 

What is the Race / Ethnicity of person #3 

What is the Religion of person #3 

What is the Occupation of person #3 

Does person #3 buy lottery tickets? Often Sometimes Seldom 
Never Do not know 

Does person #3 smoke tobacco? Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
Used to but quit Do not know 

Does person #3 drink alcohol? Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
Used to but quit Do not know 

How close do vou feel to person #3 ? 
Very Close 5 4 3 2 1 Not Very Close 

Put a check by the number if the answer to this question is YES 
Does person #3, know person #1 #2 #4 #5 

Now, write the Initials for Person #4 (see page 3, top) 

Is person #4 a Male or a Female 

How old is person #4 

What is the Race / Ethnicity of person #4 

What is the Religion of person #4 

What is the Occupation of person #4 

Does person #4 buy lottery tickets? Often Sometimes Seldom 
Never Do not know 

Does person #4 smoke tobacco? Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
Used to but quit Do not know 

Does person #4 drink alcohol? Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
Used to but quit Do not know 

How close do vou feel to person #4 ? 
Very Close 5 4 3 2 1 Not Very Close 

Put a check by Che number if the ainswer to this question is YES 
Does person #4, know person #1 #2 #3 #5 
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Now, write the Initials for Person #5 (see page 3, top) 

Is person #S a Male or a Female 

How old is person #5 

What is the Race / Ethnicity of person #5 

What is the Religion of person #5 

What is the Occupation of person #5 

Does person #5 buy lottery tickets? Often Sometimes Seldom 
Never Do not know 

Does person #5 smoke tobacco? Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
Used to but quit Do not know 

Does person #5 drink alcohol? Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
Used to but quit Do not know 

How close do vou feel to person #5 ? 
Very Close 5 4 3 2 1 Not Very Close 

Put a check by the number if the answer to this question is YES 
Does person #5, know person #1 #2 #3 #4 

Now, let me ask just a few more questions about vou. 

When you are driving on the highway, aind the speed limit 
is S5 mph, how fast do you typically drive? 

In the last three years, how many speeding tickets have 
you received? 

What do you think your chances are of winning the big jackpot 
if you play the Arizona lottery (LOTTO) ? 

1 in 250,000 I in a million 
1 in 5 million 1 in 10 million 

Circle the Correct Number. 

On a scale of one to five, one is NO and five is YES, 
Do you think that playing the lottery is 

Immoral/a Vice/a Sin? (NO) 1 2 3 4 5 (YES) 

Exploits Poor People? (NO) 1 2 3 4 5 (YES) 

Foolish/Irrational? (NO) 1 2 3 4 5 (YES) 

A Waste of Money? (NO) 1 2 3 4 5 (YES) 

(Turn to Page 7) 
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Section C 

Have you ever purchased a lottery ticket? Yes No 

If you answered YES, please fill out the questions below. This Page. 

If you answered NO. go to Page 9 

If you answered YES to the question above 

How often do you purchase lottery tickets? 

How many lottery tickets do you usually purchase 

When you buy a lottery ticket, is it: 

A spontaneous or snap decision? Often Sometimes Never 

A planned or intended purchase? Often Sometimes Never 

Part of your weekly routine? Often Sometimes Never 

For a special occasion? Often Sometimes Never 

If Yes, what special occasions 

Have you ever won any money playing the lottery? Yes No 
If YES, How much did you win? 

Do you know anyone who has won any money playing the lottery? 
Yes No If YES, how much did they win? 

If you answered YES to the previous question,... 
Was the person who won a family member or friend? Yes No 

Check only one. How do you usually select your numbers? 

a. Quick Pick (let the machine pick the numbers) 
b. Select my own numbers (please tell us your method below) 
c. Both ways (please explain your method when you select) 

If you select your own numbers, why do you do it? 

In general, why do you play the lottery? 

(turn to page 8) 



Do you ever have the feeling that you might win when you play? 
Yes No If Yes, please tell us more 

Do you ever talk with your friends and family about playing the 
lottery, or anything related to playing the lottery? 

Often Sometimes Seldom Never 

If you can remember it, please describe the first time you played 
the lottery. 

How did you leam to play the lottery? 

Circle the Correct Number. 

On a scale of one to five, one is NEVER and five is OFTEN, 
How often do you see/hear lottery information in ? 

TV/Radio Advertisements (Never) 12 3 4 5 (Often) 

News Programs/Newspapers (Never) 12 3 4 5 (Often) 

Talking with family/friends (Never) 12 3 4 5 (Often) 

What TV and/or radio advertisements (or slogans) do you 
remember about the Arizona lottery ? 

What lottery information do you remember from TV and/oz radio 
news programs eind/or newspaper articles? 

what do you remember talking about with your friends and/or 
family when you talk about the lottery? 

Do big jackpots get you to play more often? YES NO 
If Yes, please tell me why 

Do big jackpots increase the amount you spend? YES NO 
If Yes, How much more do you spend 

Some people play the lottery because they think that it is fxin. 
Is playing the lottery fun for you ? Yes No 
Why is it fun ? 

(turn to page 9) 



Section D (for people who have not purchased a lottery ticket) 

Why don't you play the lottery? 

Have you ever purchased a lottery ticket? 
Yes No 

Do you know anyone who has won anything playing the lottery? 
Yes No If YES, what did they win? 

If YES for the question above, 
Was the person who won a family member or friend? Yes No 

Circle the Correct Number. 

On a scale of one (1) to five (5), one is NEVER and five is 
OFTEN. How often do you see/hear lottery information in? 

TV/Radio Advertisements (Never) 12 3 4 5 (Often) 

News Programs/Newspapers (Never) 12 3 4 5 (Often) 

Talking with family/friends (Never) 12 3 4 5 (Often) 

What TV and/or radio advertisements (or slogans) do you 
remember about the Arizona lottery? 

What lottery information do you remember from TV and/or radio 
news programs and/or newspaper articles? 

What do you remember talking aJaout, with your friends and/or 
family, about the lottery? 

Some people play the lottery because they think that it is fun. 
Would playing the lottery be fun for you ? No 
Whv or why not ? 

(turn to page 10) 
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Thank you for your participation in this study. 

If you would like to receive a copy of the results of this study, 
put an X in the space at the end of the page. 

Also, I will be re-contacting a nvimber of people in the future for a 
voluntary follow-up personal interview (for which I would pay you). 

I want to talk to people who purchase lottery tickets, 
eUid people who do not purchase lottery tickets. 

ALL OF YOUR ANSWERS WOULD BE CONFIDENTIAL 

If you would be willing to let me interview you in the future, 
put an X in the space at the end of the page. 

Also, please give me your full name, address and telephone number down 
so that I can contact you at a later time. 

I would like a copy of the results of this study. 

I would like to be contacted for a personal follow-up interview 

Name 

Telephone Number 

Address 

Once again, thank you for all of your help. 



Table 1. Summary - Interview Schedule 

Day #1 - Tuesday. November 16. 1993. 7-llam 

a. 500 - Start. 
290 - Remaining after distribution. 
210 - Total distribution. 

b. 210 - Initially distributed. 
77 - Lost (not returned, or thrown away). 

133 - Total returned by subjects. 

c. 133 - Returned by subjects - 108 - Completed. 
23 - Blank / non-completed 
2 - Partially completed. 

instruments 
108 - Fully completed 

Day #2 - Thursday. November 18. 1993. 7-liam 

a. 313 - Start (includes blank instruments from previous day) . 
128 - Remaining after distribution. 
195 - Total distribution. 

b. 195 - Initially distributed. 
54 - Lost (not returned, or thrown away) 

141 - Total returned by subjects. 

c. 141 - Returned by subjects - 136 - fully completed. 
5 - Blank / non-completed. 
0 - Partially completed. 

136 - Fully completed 
Instruments. 

Summary 

108 - fully completed instruments (Day 1). 
136 - fully completed instruments (Day 2). 

244 - Survey instruments completed and available for coding/analysis 
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Table 2. 

Variable 

SEXEGO 

RACEEGO 

Individualist Model Variables, Response Options and 
Coding for Analysis. 

AGEEGO 

INCOME 

EDUCATE 

FAITHEGO 

LOTTOEGO 

SMOKEEGO 

DRINKEGO 

Ouestion. Response Options and Codincr for Analysis 

What is your sex? 
Response = 1. Male, and 2. Female. 
Coded for analysis as 0=Male, euad l=Female. 

What is your race or ethnic background? 
Response = Open ended answer. 
Coded as 1. African-americaui; 2. Asisin-american; 

3. Caucasian (not hispanic); 4. Hispanic; 
5. Native Americain; 6. Pacific Islander; 7. 

Recoded for analysis as o=White, and l=Non-white. 

What is your age? 
Response = Open ended answer. 
Coded for analysis as number actually reported 

Other. 

What is your annual household income? 
Response = 1. less than $7,999; 2. $8,000 - $9,9999; 

3. $10,000 - $11,999; 4 
5. $20,000 - $29,000; 6 
7. $40,000 - $49,999; 8 
9. $60,000 or more. 

Coded for analysis as represented above. 

$12,000 - $19,999 
$30,000 - $39,999 
$50,000 - $59,000 

What is the highest level of education you have completed? 
Response = 1. less than high school; 2. high school graduate 

/GED; 3. Trade school/some college; 4. college 
graduate; 5. post-graduate; 6. other. 

Coded for analysis as represented cibove. 

What is your Religion? 
Response = Open ended. 
Recoded as 1. Catholic; 2. Jewish; 3. Muslim; 4. Protestant; 

5. Atheist; 6. Non-denominational; 7. Agnostic; 
8. Mormon; 9. Other. 

Coded for analysis as 0=Catholic, and l=Non-catholic 

Do you buy Lottery Tickets? 
Response = 1. Often; 2. Sometimes; 3. Seldom; 4. 
Coded for analysis as represented above. 

Never. 

Do you smoke tobacco? 
Response = 1. Often; 2. Sometimes; 3. Seldom; 4. Never. 

5. Used to but quit. 
Coded for analysis as represented above. 

Do you drink alcohol? 
Response = 1. Often; 2. Sometimes; 3. Seldom; 4. Never; 

5. Used to but quit. 
Coded for analysis as represented above. 
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Table 2. Individualist Model - Variables, Response Options and 
Coding for Analysis (continued). 

Variable Question. Response Options and Coding for Analysis 

ODDS What do you think your chances are of winning the big 
Jackpot if you play the Arizona Lottery (LOTTO)? 
Response =1. 1 in 250,000; 2. 1 in a million; 

3. 1 in 5 million; 4. l in 10 million; 
5. Other; 

Coded for analysis as represented above. 

IMMORAL Do you believe that playing the lattery is immoral/ 
a vice/a sin? 
Response = 1-5 Likert Scale. 1 = no, continuous to 5 = yes. 
Coded for analysis as represented above. 

EXPLOITS Do you believe that playing the lottery exploits poor 
people? 
Response = 1-5 Likert Scale. 1 = no, continuous to 5 = yes. 
Coded for analysis as represented above. 

FOOLISH Do you believe that playing the lottery is 
foolish/irrational 
Response = 1-5 Likert Scale. 1 = no, continuous to 5 = yes. 
Coded for analysis as represented above. 

WASTE Do you believe that playing the lottery is a waste 
of money? 
Response = 1-5 Likert Scale. 1 = no, continuous to 5 = yes. 
Coded for analysis as represented cibove. 
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Tcible 3. Social Network Model Varicibles, Response Options cind 
Coding for Analysis. 

Variable Question. Response Options and Coding for Analysis 

SEXll 
SBX22 
SEX33 
SEX44 
SEX55 

RACEll 
RACE22 
RACE33 
RACE44 
RACES5 

FAITHll 
FAITH22 
FAITH33 
FAITH44 
FAITHS 5 

LOTTOll 
L0TT022 
L0TT033 
L0TT044 
LOTTOS5 

SMOKEll 
SM0KE22 
SMOKE33 
SM0KE44 
SMOKES5 

Other. 

What is the sex of person #1? 
What is the sex of person #2? 
What is the sex of person #3? 
What is the sex of person #4? 
What is the sex of person #5? 
Response = 1. Male, and 2. Female. 
Coded for cuialysis as 0=Male, and l=Female. 

What is the race or ethnic backgroxmd of person #1? 
What is the race or ethnic background of person #2? 
What is the race or ethnic background of person #3? 
What is the race or ethnic backgrovind of person #4? 
What is the race or ethnic background of person #S? 
Coded as 1. Africsin-american; 2. Asian-american,-

3. Caucasian (not hispanic); 4. Hispanic; 
5. Native American; 6. Pacific Islander; 7. 

Recoded for analysis as 0=White, and l=Non-white. 

What is the religion of person #1? 
What is the religion of person #2? 
What is the religion of person #3? 
What is the religion of person #4? 
What is the religion of person #5? 
Recoded as 1. Catholic; 2. Jewish; 3. Muslim; 4. Protestant; 

S. Atheist; 6. Non-denominational; 7. Agnostic; 
8. Mormon; 9. Other. 

Coded for analysis as 0=Catholic, eind l=Non-catholic 

Does person #1 buy lottery tickets? 
Does person #2 buy lottery tickets? 
Does person #3 buy lottery tickets? 
Does person #4 buy lottery tickets? 
Does person #5 buy lottery tickets? 
Response = 1. Often; 2. Sometimes; 3. Seldom; 4. Never. 
Coded for analysis as represented cibove. 

Does person #1 smoke tobacco? 
Does person #2 smoke tobacco? 
Does person #3 smoke tobacco? 
Does person #4 smoke tobacco? 
Does person #5 smoke tobacco? 
Response = 1. Often; 2. Sometimes; 3. Seldom; 4. Never. 

S. Used to but quit; 6. Do not know. 
Coded for analysis as represented cQaove. 
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Table 3. Social Network Model - Variables, Response Options and 
Coding for Analysis (continued). 

Variable Question. Response Options and Coding for Analysis 

DRINKll 
DR1NK22 
DRINK33 
DRINK44 
DRINKS5 

CLOSEll 
CLOSE22 
CLOSE3 3 
CL0SE44 
CLOSES 5 

ALTIREL 
ALT2REL 
ALT3REL 
ALT4REL 
ALT5REL 

Does person #l drink alcohol? 
Does person #2 drink alcohol? 
Does person #3 drink alcohol? 
Does person #4 drink alcohol? 
Does person #5 drink alcohol? 
Response = 1. Often; 2. Sometimes; 3. Seldom; 4. Never. 

5. Used to but quit; 6. Do not know. 
Coded for suaalysis as represented cJDOve. 

How close do you feel to person #1? 
How close do you feel to person #2? 
How close do you feel to person #3? 
How close do you feel to person #4? 
How close do you feel to person #5? 
Response = 1-5 Likert Scale. 
1 = very close, continuous to 5 = Not very close. 

person #I 
person #2 
person #3 
person #4 
person #4 
Response 
Re-coded 

Coded for 

Relationship to you? 
Relationship to you? 
Relationship to you? 
Relationship to you? 
Relationship to you? 

= Open ended answer 
as 1. father; 2. mother; 3. sister; 4. brother 

5. spouse/partner; 6. child; 7. other kin 
8. co-worker/work-related; 9. step-father 
10. step-mother; 11. step-sister; 
12. step-brother; 13. friend/acquaintance 

analysis as 0=Kin, and l=Non-kin. 
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Table 4. Qualitative Questions - Summary. 

Questions - Qualitative 

a. In general, why do you play the lottery? 

b. Why don't you play the lottery? 

c. Is playing the lottery fun for you? 

1. If yes, why is it fun? 

2. (If no) why is it not fun? 

d. Do you ever talk with your friends and family about 
playing the lottery, or anything related to playing the lottery? 

e. What do you remember talking about with your family and 
friends when you talk about the lottery? 

f. How do you usually select your numbers? 

g. If you select your own numbers, why do you do it? 
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Table 5. Individualist Model - Regression Coefficients 
Participation smd Non-participation. 

Parameter 
Variable Estimate 

Standard 
Error 

Chi-
Sauare 

Odds 
Ratio 

INTERCPT 6.7675 2.0900 0.0012 

SEXEGO 

RACEEGO 

-0.34889 

-0 .1038 

0.5205 

0 .8980 

0.5026 

0.9080 

0.705 

0.901 

AGEEGO •0.0165 0.0169 0.3307 0.984 

INCOME 0.1995 0.1210 0.0993 1.221 

EDUCATE -0.5106 0 .2942 0 . 0 8 2 6  0.600 

FAITHEGO 1.6872 0.8400 0.0446 5.404 

ODDS -0.2401 0.3810 0.5286 0 . 787 

IMMORAL -0.0897 0.2753 0.7444 0 . 914 

EXPLOITS -0.3661 0 . 2 0 0 6  0.0679 0.693 

FOOLISH •0.1434 0.2115 0.4977 0 . 8 6 6  

WASTE -0.3779 

SMOKEEGO -0.0716 

0.2451 

0.2336 

0.1231 

0.7594 

0.685 

0.931 

DRINKEGO 0.1483 0 .2838 0.6012 1.160 
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Table 6. Individualist Model - Regression Coefficients 
High and Low Levels of Participation. 

Parameter 
Varicible Estimate 

Standard 
Error 

Chi-
Scmare 

Odds 
Ratio 

INTERCPT 5.23 94 1.3169 0.0001 

SEXEGO 0 . 0 0 6 8  

RACEEGO -0.1457 

0.3369 

0.5282 

0.9840 

0.7826 

1.007 

0.864 

AGEEGO 0.0129 0.0122 0.2872 1.013 

INCOME 0.0699 0.0795 0.3791 1.072 

EDUCATE -0.3391 0.1941 0.0807 0.712 

FAITHEGO 0.1074 0.4052 0.7909 1.113 

ODDS -0.7360 

IMMORAL -0.0575 

0.2380 

0.2323 

0 . 0 0 2 0  

0.8046 

0.479 

0.944 

EXPLOITS -0.0708 0.1460 0.6278 0.932 

FOOLISH -0.3076 0.1515 0.0424 0.735 

WASTE -0.3066 0.1454 0.0350 0.736 

SMOKEEGO -0.1926 0.1386 0.1646 0.825 

DRINKEGO 0.0998 0.1810 0.5814 1.105 
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Table 7. Individualist Model - Cross-tabulations of Attitudes. 

On a scale from one to five, one is NO and five is YES, do you think 
that playing the lottery is: 

a. IMMORAL/ A VICE / A SIN ? 

Variable No / 1 2 2 4 5 / Yes 

Play 170 10 11 5 5 

Non-play 21 5 3 2 7 

N = 238 

b. EXPLOITS POOR PEOPLE ? 

Variable No / 1 2 2 4 £ / Yes 

Play 117 11 32 21 19 

Non-play 6 2 2 9 19 

N = 238 

c. FOOLISH / IRRATIONAL ? 

Variable No / 1 2 2 4 ^ / Yes 

Play 87 27 46 19 20 

Non-play 4 1 4 7 22 

N = 237 

d. A WASTE OF MONEY ? 

Varicible No / 1 2,-

Play 52 22 

Non-play 2 1 

N = 241 

2 4 5 / Y^ 

63 27 37 

3 6 28 
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Table 8. Individualist Model - Cross-tabulations of Rationality. 

What do you think your chances are of winning the big Jackpot if you 
play the Arizona lottery (LOTTO) ? 

a. Collapsed Table 

Variable tinder-estimate Actual Odds Over-estimate 

Play 43 67 90 

Non-play 3 8 21 

N = 232 

b. Expanded Table 

Variable 1: 250.000 1: 1.000.000 1: 5.000,000 1: 10.000.000 

Play 3 40 57 90 

Non-Play 0 3 8 21 

N = 232 
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Table 9. Social Network Model - Regression Coefficients 
participation smd Non-participation. 

Parameter Standard Chi- Odds 
Variable Estimate Error Sauare Ratio 

INTERCPT 80 .4889 35.4463 0.0232 • 

SEXll -1.8825 1.8902 0.3193 0.152 
SEX22 -12.4146 5.7865 0.0319 0.000 
SEX33 3 .3076 2.3962 0.1675 27.319 
SEX44 -8.7854 4.3461 0.0432 0.000 
SEX55 4.9324 3.4004 0.1469 138.714 

RACEll -2.8659 1.7009 0.0920 0.057 
RACE22 1.3277 1.6865 0.4311 3 .772 
RACE33 3.2S83 3.6535 0.3725 26.005 
RACE44 -7.7764 4.2743 0.0689 0.000 
RACES5 2.7671 1.8613 0.1371 15.912 

FAITHll -0.7997 0.5546 0.1493 0.449 
FAITH22 0.9862 0.4520 0.0291 2.681 
FAITH33 0.S921 0.3399 0.0815 1.808 
FAITH44 1.6029 0.8728 0.0663 0 .201 
FAITHS5 -0.4685 0.3710 0.2068 0.626 

LOTTOll -0.4926 0.6952 0.4786 0.611 
L0TT022 -4.89S8 2.5056 0.0500 0.007 
L0TT03 3 -2.7740 1.2222 0.0232 0.062 
L0TTO44 -2.0777 1.1635 0.0741 0.125 
LOTTO55 -1.9120 1.2166 0.1160 0.148 

SMOKE11 -0.3951 0.9061 0.6628 0.674 
SM0KE22 1.5182 1.3725 0.2686 4.564 
SMOKE33 -2.2851 1.3633 0.0937 0.102 
SM0KE44 -0.1494 0.7780 0.8477 0.861 
SMOKE55 2.2013 1.1156 0.0485 9.037 

DRINKll -3.8999 2.1190 0.0657 0.020 
DRINK22 6.1974 3.0157 0.0399 491.461 
DRINK33 5.8870 2.6757 0.0278 0.003 
DRINK44 3.7066 1.7355 0.0327 40.714 
DRINKSS 2.6456 1.4432 0.0668 14.091 

CLOSEIl 2.5491 1.4999 0.0892 12.796 
CL0SE22 1.7530 1.0480 0.0944 5.772 
CL0SE33 -7.4977 3 .5662 0.0355 0.001 
CL0SE44 0.5279 1.2743 0.6787 1.695 
CLOSES5 0.7362 0.9692 0.4475 2.088 

ALTIREL 1.4018 0.7337 0.0561 4 .062 
ALT2REL -0.6150 0.4618 0.1829 0.541 
ALT3REL 0.9215 0.4457 0.0387 0.398 
ALT4REL 0.5247 0.3293 0.1110 1.690 
ALTSREL -0.0137 0.2971 0.9631 0.986 
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Table 10. Social Network Model - Regression Coefficients 
High and Low Levels of Participation. 

Parameter Standard Chi- Odds 

Variable Estimate Error Souare Ratio 

INTERCPT 10.S96S 3.1019 0.0006 • 

SEXIX -0.0407 0.4961 0.9346 0.960 

SEX22 -0.4669 0.4658 0.3161 0.527 

SEX33 -0.0081 0.5209 0.9875 0.992 

SEX44 -0.2425 0.5017 0.6298 0.785 

SEX55 0.3712 0.4726 0.4322 1.4S0 

RACEll -0.8011 0.S628 0.1546 0 .449 

RACE22 2.0273 1.0345 0.0600 7.594 

RACE33 -1.2304 0.9143 0.1784 0.292 

RACE44 -0.2064 0.4117 0.6162 0.814 

RACES5 0.0S88 0.4860 0.9037 1.061 

FAITHll 0.0S95 0.0707 0.3997 0.942 

FAITH22 0.2092 0.0714 0.0034 1.233 

FAITH33 0.0131 0.0640 0.8372 0.987 

FAITH44 0.1S08 0.0678 0.0261 0.860 

FAITHS5 -0.0178 0.0685 0.7944 0.982 

LOTTOll -0.3021 0.1946 0.1206 0.739 

L0TT022 -0.21SS 0.1936 0.2657 0.806 

L0TT033 -0.6197 0.1872 0.0009 0.538 

L0TT044 -0.0145 0.1955 0.9411 0.986 

LOTTOS5 0.0585 0.1943 0.7634 1.060 

SMOKEll -0.0338 0.1681 0.8407 0.967 

SMOKE22 -0.0904 0.2081 0.6641 0.914 
SMOKE33 -0.1141 0.1784 0.5225 0.892 

SM0KE44 -0.1718 0.1866 0.3571 0.842 

SMOKES5 -0.2674 0.1907 0.1608 0.765 

DRINKll -0.3614 0.2352 0.1243 0.697 

DRINK22 0.3098 0.2106 0.1413 1.363 

DRINK33 -0.1424 0.2098 0.4973 0.867 

DRINK44 0.1990 0.1959 0.3097 1.220 

DRINKS5 -0.4218 0.2382 0.0766 0.656 

CLOSEll -0.0408 0.3226 0.8992 0.960 

CLOSE22 0.1513 0.2915 0.6039 1.163 

CLOSE33 -0.5580 0.3001 0.0630 0.572 

CL0SE44 -0.0442 0.2363 0.8518 0.957 

CLOSES5 -0.2164 0.2055 0.2924 0.805 

ALTIREL -0.0232 0.0795 0.0848 0.977 

ALT2REL -0.0493 0.0753 0.5126 0.952 

ALT3REL -0.0997 0.0744 0.1802 0.905 

ALT4REL 0.2110 0.0770 0.0061 1.235 

ALTSREL 0.0077 0.0723 0.9153 1. 008 
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Table 11. Social Network Model - Composition of Relational Variables. 

Social Network Positions 

# 1 £_i S_5 

N=245 N=241 N=233 N=222 N=l! 

Variable 

OCCUPANT 
Yes 241 233 222 198 171 
No 4 8 11 24 27 

SEX 
Male 104 106 80 80 66 
Female 137 127 142 118 106 

RACE 
White 199 190 183 164 142 
Non-white 35 36 33 27 23 
No Response 7 7 6 7 6 

FAITH 
Catholic 53 SO 49 48 34 
Non-catholic 133 109 130 95 85 
No Response 55 64 43 55 52 

PLAY (LOTTO) 
Often 50 33 28 23 25 
Sometimes 74 68 69 63 51 
Seldom 49 55 40 32 19 
Never 44 36 43 28 23 
Do Not Know 23 41 42 51 54 
No Response 1 1 

SMOKE 
Often 41 43 41 36 22 
Sometimes 17 14 10 8 10 
Seldom 7 8 3 8 8 
Never 123 130 126 100 97 
Used to but quit 48 34 38 38 27 
Do Not Know 4 4 4 8 8 
No Response 1 

DRINK 
Often 27 23 25 21 17 
Sometimes 95 80 83 75 78 
Seldom 70 58 53 45 31 
Never 35 43 44 34 30 
Used to but quit 8 21 11 14 3 
Do Not Know 6 6 4 9 13 
No Response - - 2 2 - - - -
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Table 11. Social Network Model - Composition of Relational Variables 
(continued). 

Social Network Positions 

N=245 

S-2. 

N=241 

£_3 

N=233 

£_i 

N=222 

S-5 

N=198 

Variable 

CLOSE 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

7 
19 
26 

186 

2 
3 
8 

38 
47 

135 

1 
1 
12 
36 
57 
115 

1 
3 
12 
49 
45 
88 

2 
8 
12 
39 
44 
67 

RELATIONSHIP 
Kin/non-spouse 72 
Kin/spouse-partner 77 
Non-kin 66 
No Response 26 

106 
14 
86 
27 

88 
17 
89 
28 

69 
9 
84 
36 

57 

85 
29 



Table 12. Accoimts of Motive smd Participation, 

a. Why do you play the lottery? 

ACCOUNT FREQUENCY PERCENT 

1. Win money 67 32.2 

2. Fun / Positive 43 20.7 

3 . Hope / Anticipation 29 13.9 

4 . Contribute to state 5 2.4 

5. Dreamed of winning 1 0.5 

6 . When I am with others 5 2.4 

7 . A whim / Impulse 12 5.8 

8 . So as to Daydream 1 0.5 

9. Other 14 6.7 

10 No response 12 5.8 

11, Risk 19 9.1 

b. Why don't you play the lottery? 

ACCOUNT FREQUENCY PERCENT 

1. Immoral / Vice 5 13 .9 

2. Waste of money 16 44 .4 

3 . The odds are too low 9 25.0 

4 . Stupid / Silly 3 8.3 

5. Waste of time 1 2.8 

6. Other 1 2.8 

7 . No response 1 2.8 



Table 13. Accounts of Motive - Fun cuid Lottery Participation, 

a. Is playing the lottery fun for you? 

ACCOUNT FREQUENCY PERCENT 

1. Yes 135 64.9 

2. No 67 32.2 

3 . Other 1 0.5 

4. No response 5 2.4 

b. If yes, why is it fun? 

ACCOUNT FREOUENCY PERCENT 

1. Fun / Excitement 30 22.1 

2. Daydream / fantasy 11 8.1 

3. Anticipation 35 25.7 

4 . The Challenge 2 1.5 

5. Other 8 5.9 

6. No Response 22 16.2 

7 . Risk 28 20.6 

c. If no, why is it fun or not fun? 

ACCOUNT FREOUENCY PERCENT 

1. I don't like it 8 25.8 

2. Money should be earned 4 12 .9 

3. Other 9 29.0 

4 . No response 10 32.3 
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Table 14. Accounts of Motive - Talk and Participation. 

a. Do you ever talk with your friends and family about playing the 
lottery, or anything related to playing the lottery? 

ACCOONT FREODENCY PERCENT 

1. Often 18 8.7 

2. Sometimes 95 45.7 

3. Seldom 74 35.6 

4. Never 21 10.1 

b. What do you remember talking about with your family and friends 
when you talk about the lotteiry? 

ACCOUNT FREODENCY PERCENT 

1. Play Techniques 3 1.6 

2. Fantasy about $ 45 23.8 

3. News about winner 26 13.8 

4. News about j ackpot 38 20.1 

5. Criticism of players 16 8.5 

6. Other 10 5.3 

7. No response 51 27.0 



Table 15. Accounts of Motive - Method of Participation 

a. How do you usually select your numbers? 

ACCOUNT FREOOENCY PERCENT 

L. Quick Pick 100 48.1 

2. Select my own # 33 15.9 

3. Both ways 73 35.1 

4. No response 2 1.0 

b. If you select your own numbers, how do you do it? 

ACCOUNT FREQUENCY PERCENT 

1. Personal # - ritual 79 38.3 

2. Personal # - impulse 15 7.3 

3 . Non-personal # 2 1.0 

4. Other 9 4.4 

5. No response 101 49.0 
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