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Abstract  

This essay analyses the extent to which individuals who bought Triss in Värnamo at 

Hemköp are rational in their decision to buy Triss. The expected value was found to 

be lower than the price of the Triss ticket. The results from the experiment suggests 

the individuals act irrationally as they did not accept to exchange their Triss for 

another Triss and an additional Mini Triss. The data from the observation suggests 

that individuals with a winning Triss tend to exchange it for a new Triss when the 

amount won is relatively small. When the amount won was relatively larger, the more 

likely the individuals were to claim the money. When a jackpot Triss was sold in the 

store, there was no significant increase of sales of Triss in the store, hence the 

individuals in the store did act rational in the sense they did not buy more or less Triss 

because of the jackpot was sold in the store. The results found in this paper suggest 

that individuals who buy Triss acts with a bounded rationality since their decision of 

buying Triss are driven by emotions, poor understanding of probabilities and risk 

under uncertainties. 
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1 Introduction  

This paper will be answering the following question: Are the individuals who 

buy Triss rational in doing so?  

Triss is the most popular scratch-card in Sweden (approximately 85% of the 

scratch-card market) and is sold by Svenska Spel AB, a publicly owned 

company. It is approximately 100 million Triss sold on a yearly basis in 

Sweden. Over the past 30 years, only 2000 fortunate individuals have won the 

jackpot.  

The question in this essay is relevant to research to further understand if the 

decision of the individuals who buy Triss is rational. If the individuals are 

found not to be taking rational decisions by buying Triss, I will suggest a new 

policy change to further help individuals to take rational decisions in the 

future. 

This paper will contribute with new results with the help of the data collected 

from Hemköp in Värnamo (except the data of the expected value) and it will 

also confirm or discard previous studies. The experiment conducted in this 

paper will either confirm or discard previous studies results. The data collected 

through the observation will let us identify if the individuals with a winning 

Triss make rational decisions when they exchange it either for new Triss or the 

money. The expected value is of interest because it measures the expected 

earnings or losses, on average, from buying Triss. Finally, I will conduct a 

regression analysis to identify if there are any significant changes in the sales 

of Triss per week after a jackpot was sold in the store. 

The paper is structured as follow: Section 2 summarizes previous studies of 

relevance for my research question and their findings. Section 3 contains the 

theoretical framework to answer the research question. Section 4 describes the 

data to answer the research question. Section 5 describes the methods to 
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answer the research question. Section 6 presents and discusses the results of 

the findings. Section 7 contains the conclusion of the paper.  

 

2 Literature Review  

 Adam Smith was not in favor of lotteries. In the book The Wealth of Nations, 

he wrote:  

“That the chance of gain is naturally overvalued, we may 

learn from the universal success of lotteries. The world 

neither ever saw, nor ever will see, a perfectly fair lottery in 

which no prize exceeded twenty pounds, though in other 

respects it approached much nearer to a perfectly fair one 

than the common state lotteries, there would not be the same 

demand for tickets. In order to have a better chance for some 

of the great prizes, some people purchase several tickets; and 

others, small shares in a still greater number. There is not, 

however, a more certain proposition in mathematics, than 

that the more tickets you adventure upon, the more likely 

you are to be a loser. Adventure upon all the tickets in the 

lottery, and you lose for certain; and the greater the number 

of your tickets, the nearer you approach to this certainty.”  

 

The reasoning of Smith was; if you buy all the tickets available you face a 

certain loss, thereby buying more tickets will make you more likely to lose.  

Haisley, Mostafa and Loewenstein’s (2008) tries to conclude why poor 

individuals play the lottery more frequently than the rich. In their first 

experiment, the participants were more likely to buy a ticket when they were 

primed to believe their income was relatively low to the reference point. In the 
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second experiment they found that the individuals bought more tickets when 

they were to consider situations in which rich or poor people received 

advantages, and also implicitly highlighting that everyone has the same 

probability of winning the lottery.  

Ariyabuddhiphongs’s (2010) provide tentative answer to the questions why 

people buy lotteries, support the theory of judgment under uncertainty 

(Tversky and Kahneman, 1973, 1981), cognitive theory of gambling (Griffiths 

and Wood 2001; Rogers 1998) and theory of demand for gambles (Nyman 

2004). Ariyabuddhiphongs (2010) found three tentative answers to why people 

buy lotteries. Firstly, there are individuals who do not act rational. Secondly, 

they play lotteries as an entertainment. Ellenberg (2014) argues if you are 

having fun playing the lottery, you are probably acting irrational. Thirdly, 

lottery tickets are not viewed as gambling because they are so common. 

In Knetsch and Sinden (1984) experiment the results suggest individuals are 

reluctant to change their lottery ticket for money if they are given one. They 

gave some individuals lottery tickets and the rest cash. The individuals who 

received the cash were more likely to exchange their money for a lottery ticket 

compared relative to the individuals who received lottery tickets.  

Langer (1975) conducted an experiment where she tested if the individuals 

were suffering from an illusion of control. One part of the individuals was 

granted the choice of choosing which lottery ticket they wanted, and the 

remaining part receive a randomly distributed lottery ticket. The individuals 

that chose their lottery tickets were more inclined to not give it up relative to 

the ones who received a random lottery ticket. The mean amount of money 

required for the individual to sell the ticket was $8.67 in the choice condition 

and only $1.96 in the no-choice condition. This strongly suggest that the 

individuals suffer from an illusion of control in an event where the outcome is 

entirely random. 
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Krawczyk and Rachubik’s (2019) suggest that individuals stay with their first 

choice even that they gain a monetary bonus if they would decide to change 

their first choice for another choice available. The individuals in their 

experiment preferred “random” combinations of numbers on their lottery 

ticket even if they were offered an additional reward if they change it to a less 

“random” lottery ticket. This is consistent with representativeness heuristic. 

The representativeness heuristic is used when making judgments about the 

probability of an event under uncertainty and their study indicates that the 

individuals suffer from it. The numbers on a lottery ticket has the same 

probability of winning independently from the sequence of the numbers.  

Tversky and Kahneman (1973) argue that individuals evaluate the frequency 

or the probability of events by availability of information regarding the events. 

The findings argue that when you hear of a certain outcome, for example 

lottery winners, the individuals will believe the probability of winning the 

lottery is substantially higher than the actual probability actually is.  

Kahneman, Knetsch and Thaler (1991) argue that individuals are not rational 

as economic theory assume them to be. The fact that individuals often demand 

much more to give up an object than they would be willing to pay to get it, 

was named “The endowment effect” by Thaler (1991). Samuelson and 

Zeckhauser (1988) call out a status quo bias which is an emotional bias. 

Individuals showed a preference for the current state of affairs. The individuals 

take their current baseline as reference point and any change in that baseline 

is perceived as a loss. The loss aversion can be connected to both these two as 

Kahneman and Tversky (1991) did. The loss aversion is that the utility of a 

monetary payoff depends on what is expected to happen. There are also studies 

that suggest that losses are twice as strong as the possible gains (Kahneman 

and Tversky, 1992). 

Thaler (1999) argues that the mental accounting influences the choices of 

individuals. Individuals should value a dollar the same no matter how it is 
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obtained, if the dollar was obtained through hard work or a lottery win, a dollar 

should still be valued the same. Thaler (1999), however, observed individuals 

frequently violate the fungibility principle. The mental accounting purpose is 

to keep track of various expenses and create a model to help us with our future 

financial decisions. It can prompt bias the rationality of an individual and the 

utility maximizing behavior. 

Friedman and Savage (1948) suggests individuals buy lottery tickets and 

insurance policies simultaneously, which violate the utility theory. It is 

acceptable that you buy either lottery tickets or insurance, but not both at the 

same time as it goes in different direction. Shefrin and Statman (2000) suggest 

we should evaluate gambles in terms of their current wealth and what they can 

afford to lose. They conclude that individuals buy insurance to protect basic 

lifestyle needs and that they buy lottery tickets to aspire to higher levels of 

lifestyle.  

Denes-Raj and Epstein (1994) conducted an experiment were the results 

suggest that people lack an understand of probabilities and does not make 

rational decisions. The individuals who participated in the experiment had the 

opportunity to win a small monetary reward each time they picked a red 

jellybean. There were two containers, one with more red beans but at a lower 

proportion (e.g. 7 of 100) and one container with (e.g. 1 of 10). The individuals 

reported that even they knew the probabilities were against them, they felt they 

had a better chance when there were more red beans in the container. Similar, 

but fewer extreme results were obtained when they tested if the individuals 

were to pay a dollar if they picked a red jellybean instead. 

Rogers (1998) suggest the most robust model of lottery gambling comes from 

within the cognitive framework where it also is suggested that the typical 

lottery player has a poor understanding of randomness and probability. The 

majority of players will be inclined to suffer from some of the following biases 

during the course of their lottery related behaviors. The gambler's fallacy 
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reflects a misunderstanding of chance and randomness, it assumes in the long 

term, every one of the millions of jackpot winning combination will be drawn 

and so with the persistence, winning the jackpot is guaranteed. This is wrong 

and is closely related to “the near miss” phenomenon in which gains are 

perceived as becoming closer and closer to hit the jackpot. An unrealistic 

optimism is also a bias where they believe at some point in the future a jackpot 

win is guaranteed to be granted to them. A perceived luckiness makes people 

believe that they have a higher probability due to personal luck to win the 

jackpot compared to other players. By even believing they can influence a 

completely random event is also a bias (the illusion of control). Finally, the 

role of social and/or framing factors are likely to further influence the 

perception of probabilities and thus the biases mentioned above.  

As Beckert and Lutter (2012) points out: 

“One of the central attractions of the game is that it evokes daydreams of desired but unachievable status 

positions (Beckert, 2011; Lutter, 2010). Lottery players ‘indulge in fantasies about what could be done 

with the prize money’ (Clotfelter and Cook, 1991: 9). This ‘lure of the lottery’ (Cohen, 2001) makes 

lottery tickets not a monetary investment but rather a trigger for daydreams, a vehicle for the momentary 

escape from reality” 

3 Theoretical Framework  

In order to decide which theories would be applicable to explain the question 

I am trying to answer in this essay, I have to first define rationality. One aspect 

of rationality is that individuals are assumed to maximizes income or utility. I 

expect the individuals who buy Triss not to be income maximizing individuals 

as the expected value of a Triss will probably be lower than the price they pay 

for a Triss. From a utility maximizing point of view, it would be difficult to 

conclude that they are irrational in buying Triss since they are not trying to 

maximize their profits but their utility. When individuals buy a Triss, they buy 

the right to dream for a while and float away in thoughts of what they will do 

with the jackpot (Beckert and Lutter, 2012). This obviously has a very small 
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probability of happening and individuals are not well adapted to deal with 

probabilities and uncertainties (Tversky and Kahneman, 1973, 1981). We 

should acknowledge the average player will not break the bank by buying a 

Triss (30 SEK) and thereby they will still remain on the same level in the social 

hierarchy but they may, with a great deal of luck, join a higher level of 

socioeconomic status by buying it (Shefrin and Statman, 2000). The issues 

with the utility maximizing point of view is that human compared to the 

“Econ’s” have a limited capacity to calculate costs and benefits of a decision, 

are influenced by the environment (Sherman, Mathur and Smith, 1998), act 

reciprocally (Gächter and Fehr, 1998), lack of delayed gratification (Mischel 

and Ebbesen, 1970), they are driven by emotions (Pfister and Böhm, 2008), 

they are affected by heuristics (Rogers, 1998) and maintain the status quo 

(Samuelson and Zeckhauser, 1988). 

Bounded rationality is a concept founded by Herbert Simon. He argued people 

are only partly rational, and are per definition, irrational in the remaining part. 

Bounded rationality is a concept which propose that rationality is limited when 

individuals are making decisions and this is due to emotions, limited capacity 

of the mind and the finite time to decide. As mentioned above about the utility 

maximizing behavior, Herbert (1955) indicated that organisms are well 

adapted to satisfice their needs, but do not in general to optimize. Decision 

makers, in this point of view, act then as satisfices instead of optimizers. The 

rational individual would do the optimal decision and not only be doing a 

satisfactory decision. 

We may therefore expect that the individuals will only have a bounded 

rationality and thereby not act rational in their decision of buying a lottery 

ticket. There are several theories to use in order to answer the question if the 

individuals who buy Triss are acting rational in their decision of buying it.  

In an income maximizing spirit, the expected value must be higher than the 

price of the ticket otherwise it is not rational from that aspect to play the lottery. 
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I will calculate the expected value as one part to answer the question in this 

paper and hence, we will be able to conclude if they are rational or not.  

If a jackpot Triss ticket was recently sold in a store, there are theories that may 

explain why in this case the sales of Triss will decrease. If the sales decrease, 

the buyers of Triss likely suffers from the gambler’s fallacy (Rogers, 1998) 

and believe that the jackpot was sold there recently, and it will not be another 

jackpot sold there for a period of time. This is irrational since it is independent 

events and the chance is still the same to win the jackpot even if a jackpot was 

sold there recently. If the sales of Triss has increase, it is equally irrational 

since they believe there is a “hot hand phenomena” (Tversky, Gilovich and 

Vallone, 1985) in the store and the probability of winning the jackpot is 

perceived as increased in the store. If the sales of Triss remained the same, we 

can conclude they are rational since they are acting consistently and 

independently of the fact that the jackpot Triss was sold there.  

In the experiment, the participants will have the opportunity to exchange their 

Triss for another Triss plus an additional Mini Triss. There have been several 

studies that have done this before (Kahneman, Knetsch and Thaler, 1991; 

Krawczyk and Rachubik, 2019, Knetsch and Sinden 1984). Thaler (1991) 

founded the concept: Endowment effect, I believe it may be a difference in 

exchanging pens and lottery tickets, and I expect individuals to be even more 

reluctant to exchange a Triss than a pen. Thaler (1973) suggest individuals are 

not acting rational as assumed by economic theory. Knetsch and Sinden (1984) 

identified people are reluctant in exchanging their lottery ticket if given one 

and Langer (1975) identified individuals to be more reluctant to exchange their 

lottery ticket if they chose it themselves because of an illusion of control, that 

their ticket has a higher probability of winning. I expect my findings from the 

experiment will be in accordance with previous studies, individuals will be 

reluctant to trade their Triss. My expectations are based on previous studies, 

Denes-Raj and Epstein (1994) findings suggest that people are not working 
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well with probabilities or uncertainties which is also confirmed from Tversky 

and Kahneman (1973). Due to heuristics, emotions, loss aversion I expect to 

find they will refuse to exchange their tickets in accordance to previous 

researches.  

In the experiment, I will identify if individuals prefer to exchange their 

winning Triss for new Triss or the money. I expect them to exchange for new 

Triss. This is due to mental accounting (Thaler, 1999). They do not see the 

30SEK paid for the ticket in the same way as a win of 30SEK, even that a 

rational individual would acknowledge it has the same worth. Income 

maximizers would find it irrational to exchange it to a new Triss, but from the 

bounded rationality it may be rational since it gives them a new chance of 

obtaining the jackpot and once more the right to dream about it. This is once 

more, just like the other experiments, biases by individuals perceiving their 

chance of winning the jackpot to be greater than it actually is due to their poor 

understanding of probabilities and decisions under uncertainties (Tversky and 

Kahneman, 1973, 1981). 

The prospect theory (Kahneman and Tversky, 1979) assume that gains and 

losses is not valued in the same way, hence the individuals does not make 

decisions based on the possible losses of buying a Triss but of the potential 

gains of buying one. As of individuals poor understanding of probabilities and 

risk under uncertainties it is in accordance with what my expectations of the 

results will be from my research. 

4 Data  

All data was collected from Hemköp in Värnamo except the data of the prizes 

and probabilities of winning on a Triss, it was collected on the prize plan on 

the backside of a standard Triss.  
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I have obtained the data of weekly sales of Triss in Hemköp in Värnamo since 

week 1, 2018 to week 13, 2019. The time series will let me identify if there 

has been a significant change in the sales of Triss since the jackpot of 1.8 

million SEK was sold in the store. Due to privacy, I was not able to obtain 

additional relevant data from the store and thus the results from the data 

obtained may be biased due to other events, such as an increased number of 

customers in the store, which would likely increase the sales of lotteries on its 

own if you compare one year ago. However, it should not be biased too much 

as it will be used to see the difference before and after the sales of the winning 

Triss. The data might be expected to have outliers as well due to campaigns at 

Christmas and necessary actions will be taken in order to have unbiased 

results. By using the weekly sales of Triss before the jackpot were announced 

as a dependent variable and the weekly sales of Triss after the jackpot were 

announced we will be able to conclude if it has been a statistically significant 

change in the weekly sales of Triss in the store.  

The first experiments data was collected from Hemköp in Värnamo. The data 

will take value of 0 or 1. Value 0 signify the individuals exchange their Triss 

for a new Triss and Value 1 signify they chose the money. The data also 

contains information of the amount won on each ticket exchange which will 

be used to identify if the amount won on a Triss affects individuals’ choice of 

exchanging a winning Triss for either a new Triss or money. This data will be 

able to help us identify if the individuals observed is making a rational 

decision. The sample is unfortunately rather small and due to the law of the 

small number (Tversky and Kahneman, 1971) the results may not be reliable. 

The data may not be a good predictor since there is only one independent 

variable and there could be more relevant variables to use, for example, the 

individual’s income and assets.  

In the second experiment, the experimental data was collected from Hemköp 

in Värnamo where the data takes values of either 0 or 1. Value 0 signify they 
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were not willing to exchange their newly acquired Triss for another Triss and 

an additional Mini Triss (10SEK of worth). Value 1 signify they accepted the 

exchange their Triss for another Triss and an additional Mini Triss. In the 

appendix, Verbal Conversation for Experiment, is reported. A rational 

individual would be expected to accept the proposal to exchange their Triss 

for another Triss since they also gain a Mini Triss. The sample data of 33 

individuals and may not be reliable due to the small number of participants. 

Even the sample is relatively small, it can confirm or discard previous 

researchers’ findings which have conducted similar experiment. There is no 

data on why they decide to either refuse or decline the proposal in the 

experiment. It is not necessary to know why, only if they exchange or not in 

order to conclude if they act rational or irrational, hence the data is sufficient.  

The data of the expected value is collected from the backside of a Triss. It is 

the prize plan of 12’000’000 Triss. The different prizes and the probabilities 

of winning each prize is reported on the backside. In the data it is also reported 

the probability of winning any prize on a Triss as well. The data is for a 

standard Triss and at campaigns the prizes may differ in prize and 

probabilities. The data will let us be able to identify if it is rational to buy a 

Triss, on average, from an income maximizing point of view.  

5 Method  

I decided to take several approaches to answer the question of this paper. I 

have conducted two different experiments, a simple regression analysis over 

the sales of Triss after and before a jackpot Triss was sold in a store and 

calculated the expected value of a Triss. 

5.1 Expected Value 
The jackpot is not the only chance of winning on Triss, but it is certainly what 

gives the incentive to play in the very beginning. The smaller and more 

frequently prizes are what makes people continue to believe in that there is not 
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in vain to continue to play. With the expected value, we will be able to identify 

if these feelings are rational against the mathematical facts of the Triss tickets. 

The Triss lottery ticket cost 30 SEK (April 2019) and I calculated how much 

the expected value is with the possibilities of winnings and the probability of 

doing it, see Table 1 in appendix. The expected value is calculated on the prize 

plan of 12’000’000 Triss lottery tickets with the following formula:  

𝐸|𝑋| =  Σ𝑖x𝑖P(x𝑖) 

Where Xi is each prize and P is the probability of winning it.  

5.2 Exchanging a Winning Ticket   
The experiment was conducted to identify if the individuals with a winning 

Triss either exchanged it for new Triss or the money. I also collected the data 

of the amount won of their Triss during the experiment to further understand 

if their decision changes depending on the amount won. The collected data 

were used to obtain the descriptive statistics (Table 5) to see how what the 

individuals decided to do with their winning Triss. The data was also used to 

create a diagram (Figure 2) to let us identify how many individuals exchange 

their ticket for new Triss or the money depending on the amount won. The 

data was collected on different times during three different days to collect a 

profound random sample from the experiment.  

5.3 Have the Sales of Triss Increased After a Jackpot Triss Was Sold?  
With the data I obtained of the weekly sales of Triss from Hemköp in 

Värnamo. I used the data to perform a simple regression analysis to identify if 

there is any statistical significance that they sold more after they sold the 

jackpot Triss in the store. I used the weekly sales as the dependent variable 

and the independent variable is a dummy variable where baseline (0) is the 

weeks before the jackpot was sold and the comparable (1) are the weeks after 

the jackpot was sold to identify if they have increased their sales of Triss due 

to the jackpot Triss that was sold in the store. I decided to change two outliers 

to the mean amount sold per week in week 51 and 52 due to the fact there is 
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extra many Triss sold at the Christmas and New Year and it would bias the 

results too much to let them remain with their actual observed value. The 

results are shown in table 2 with outliers and table 3 without the outliers of 

week 51 and 52. There is also a campaign where the sales increased at 

Valentine’s day in week 7 and week 59. Eastern is week 13 which also sell 

more Triss due to campaign. Week 7, 13 and 59 is not modified and remains 

with the actual value observed. 

5.4 Exchange Their Triss for Another Triss and a Mini Triss  
The data here was collected from an experiment. I was standing after the 

check-out and observed which individuals bought a Triss and I stopped them 

when they were about to leave the store. I asked them if they would like to 

exchange their Triss they just bought for a new Triss and an additional Mini 

Triss that is worth one third of the standard Triss. Depending on their decision, 

they either kept their own Triss or got a new Triss and an additional Mini Triss 

for accepting my proposal. Afterwards they were informed shortly that this 

was an experiment used for my bachelor thesis and to know if they agreed to 

let me use the data and also informed them that they will remain entirely 

anonymously. The verbal conversation is found in the appendix (Verbal 

conversation for experiment). Once data was collected, I used the data to obtain the 

descriptive statistics and to identify how many individuals accepted or rejected my 

proposal exchange their Triss for a new Triss and an additional Mini Triss.  

6 Results and Discussions 

6.1 Expected Value Results and Discussion 
The expected value of a Triss is equal to 14.7 SEK 

This implies that it is, on average, a loss of 15.3 SEK per lottery ticket you 

buy, given the cost of the Triss lottery ticket is 30 SEK. This clearly indicates 

that it is not feasible or rational to buy Triss given you are an income 

maximizer. It should also be mentioned, some of the jackpot wins will not be 
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a single income but split up in multiple payouts during X amount of time, and 

if taken all at once, it will be an even lower expected value. The chance of not 

winning anything at all is 78.55%, this indicates you will, on average, win on 

every fifth ticket. By the tickets that is still a winning ticket, it is a 43.95% 

chance of going break even and there is a 46.7% chance of earning a profit of 

30 SEK. As previously noted, income maximization is also only one aspect of 

rationality, and individuals do not only want to maximize their income but 

their utility. If we consider a rational approach of utility maximization, it can 

still be rational for an individual to buy a lottery ticket even that the expected 

value is negative of a Triss. The individual does not simply buy only a Triss, 

but they buy the right to dream for a while, that they might have the winning 

Triss and what they would be able to do with the earnings from the Triss. 

Furthermore, 30SEK does not break the bank for most people who buy a Triss. 

Hence, it will not lower their social status, but it may take them into an even 

higher social status if they are one of the fortunate to get a jackpot Triss. It 

may also be rational for them to buy Triss because of their beliefs, which does 

not mean their beliefs are correct, but as it is their belief, it is rational to act 

according to it. As it has been proven in previous studies (Amos Tversky and 

Daniel Kahneman, Veronika Denes-Raj and Seymour Epstein, Michał Wiktor 

Krawczyk and Joanna Rachubik), individuals do not understand probabilities 

well and certainly not when it becomes too very small probabilities. 

Individuals does not understand how small chance it actually is if it is a one in 

a million chance, unless it is put in a proper context. As a result of their poor 

understanding of probabilities, their belief may be faulty and they believe it is 

rather a one in a thousand chance, then it would be rational to act given their 

faulty belief. This is in accordance with the bounded rationality, and we may 

conclude that they, in this case, only act with a bounded rationality.  
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6.2 Exchanging a Winning Ticket Results and Discussion  

The results are shown in Table 5 and in Figure 2. 17.9 % of the individuals 

with a winning ticket decided to take the money and 82.1 % decided to 

exchange it for a new Triss. The results suggest that they are more likely to 

exchange their winning Triss to money instead of a new Triss the larger the 

amount won was. In Figure 2 it shows when they did breakeven (30SEK won), 

all 13 individuals exchanged it for a new Triss, and preferred to have another 

chance at the jackpot. When they had won either 60 or 90SEK, only 2/3 were 

willing to exchange it for new Triss. When they had won 120SEK, only 1/2 

were willing to exchange for a new ticket. If they had won more than 30SEK, 

it is possible to both take money and Triss, but none of the individuals decided 

to choose both. 

With these statistics we may conclude that the more they win, the more likely 

they are to take the money. We must be careful to make a conclusion since the 

sample is small. It is a reasonable outcome, the larger the win the larger the 

probability of taking the money is. As for the rationality, it is not completely 

rational by doing this as they are out for the jackpot and thereby it would not 

be reasonable to give that dream up by not exchanging the relatively small 

wins for new Triss. From an income maximizing point of view it is completely 

rational to take the win no matter how small it is. Hence, this prove they act 

with bounded rationality here as well. Since they bought the Triss in the very 

first place, they are not out to maximize their income since they wouldn’t buy 

it in the very first place since the expected value is only 14.7SEK. This implies 

that they are buying it due to other reasons such as emotions, biases, able to 

dream, social factors or perhaps addiction. They should, if acting rational, 

exchange it for new Triss even if the win is 60SEK as it will give them a greater 

chance of obtaining the jackpot essentially for “free”, as they will not perceive 

the small amount won on the Triss the same way as the would perceive the 

same amount in their wallet due to mental accounting. I would purpose that 
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they do not act rational when they exchange the ticket to money, but most 

people exchange it for new Triss when the amount is this low and hence, and 

we may conclude most act with bounded rationality.  

There is limitation to this conclusion as the sample is small, only 28 

observations in total. It is not possible to conclude that they do exchange their 

winning tickets for a new one the lower the prize on the Triss is as there is not 

enough observation and according to the law of small numbers, it can be a 

false conclusion. It does make sense that the lower the winnings on the Triss 

are, the larger the probability is that they decide to exchange it for new Triss 

and vice versa. Furthermore, I do not have data on age, gender, economic 

status and assets which may make the incentives change for individuals. 

120SEK may be a relatively large win for one individual meanwhile it may be 

insignificant for another individual. 

6.3 Have the Sales of Triss Increased After a Jackpot Triss Was Sold? 

Results and Discussion 
The results are found in Appendix, Figure 1, Table 2 and Table 3. In Figure 1 can 

we clearly see that the sales spiked in week 51 and 52 and this is due to Christmas 

and new year’s campaigns of Triss. When I included the actual values the results in 

Table 2 reveal that there was 3.75 less tickets, on average, sold after the jackpot was 

sold in the store. The coefficient in Table 2 is not statistically significant and have a 

p-value of .884. When I instead modified week 51 and 52, I obtained different results 

in Table 3. The coefficient became positive and suggest that the sales of Triss per 

week now increased with, on average, 6.83 Triss. This coefficient is not statistically 

significant and have a p-value of .668.  

As neither of the coefficient is statistically significant in Table 2 or Table 3, hence 

there is no empirical evidence that there was an increase or decrease in sales of Triss 

due to the jackpot Triss was sold in the store. The increased amount of  Triss sold 

according to the result in Table 3 could be due to randomness. Furthermore, another 

short coming may be that we cannot tell how many individuals actually was aware of 

that the jackpot was sold in the store. According to where the news of the Triss was 
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sold on vn.se, they have 58’166 unique readers at the interval of 1 day before to 4 

days after the news article was released, which should be mainly of local people 

around Värnamo and hence, many people should be aware of the Triss with a jackpot 

was sold in the store. We cannot say if it is the same individuals who always buys the 

Triss in the store or if it is random individuals who buy at random times with the data 

I have.  

Hereby, I will conclude that the people do not suffer from the hot-hand phenomena 

or the gambler’s fallacy in this case and can conclude that they do act rationally by 

not buying more or less tickets due to the jackpot ticket was sold in the store which is 

suggested by the results obtained from the regression analysis. 

6.4 Exchange Their Triss for Another Triss and a Mini Triss results 

and discussion 
The results can be found in Table 4 from the experimental data. It is easy to 

identify the majority refused to exchange their Triss for another Triss and an 

additional Mini Triss. Only 5 (15,2%) of the participants agreed to exchange 

their Triss for another Triss and an additional Mini Triss. The results remain 

with the expectations and are in accordance with the above-mentioned 

previous studies conducting similar experiments. Hence, the majority of 

participants (84,8%), did not act rational in their decision to refuse my 

proposal as they would gain more by accepting it, and the chance of winning 

is completely random and thus they have a larger chance to win something as 

they would get a Mini Triss for free. The sample is not large and only contain 

data of 33 individuals, but it should be reliable since it is in accordance with 

previous studies and the vast majority refused my proposal.  

The reason why they refused the proposal is unknown as I did not ask them 

why in my experiment (See Appendix, Verbal conversation for experiment). 

Tentative explanation would be different biases that makes them afraid of 

exchanging it. It may be that they overestimate their own Triss probability of 

winning, fear of someone else win the jackpot of the Triss they exchanged, the 

reward I offered was simply to small, my bizarre question to might have 

http://www.värnamo.nu/
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caused suspicion. The most reasonable explanation may be that they fear to 

suffer from a big regret of exchanging the ticket. 

One must although account for the reason mentioned above about the bizarre 

situation which I constructed with my experiment to ask a question randomly 

to individuals who bought a Triss in the store if they would like to exchange it 

or not. It may create confusion and suspicion and may be a reason for some of 

them refusing to accept my proposal. I could have tried to tell 50% of them 

that it was an experiment before proposing the deal to see if it would have 

yield different results. In the end, a completely rational individual would not 

be affected of a situation and thus it can still be said they only act with a 

bounded rationality. 

As with previous studies with similar experiments, my results is in accordance 

with their conclusions (Langer, 1975; Knetsch and Sinden 1984; Kahneman, 

Knetsch and Thaler, 1991; Krawczyk and Rachubik, 2019), the majority of 

individuals do not act rational as they do not accept to exchange their Triss for 

another Triss and a Mini Triss. 

7 Conclusion  

The purpose of this essay was to identify if individuals who buy Triss are 

rational in doing it. I took four different approaches to answer the question and 

to draw a conclusion.  

Firstly, I calculate the expected value of a Triss. The expected value suggest it 

is not rational to buy Triss since, on average, there is an expected loss of 

15,3SEK to buy one. 

Secondly, I used the data of weekly sales of Triss before and after a jackpot 

Triss was sold in the store to identify if the sales per week of Triss had changed 

because of the jackpot was sold there. The result suggests sales per week 

increase by 6.83 after the outliers had been adjusted. The result was not 
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statistically significant. Hence, we cannot conclude the sales of Triss has 

increased or decreased because of the jackpot Triss was sold in the store.   

Thirdly, I observed if individuals either exchange their winning Triss for new 

Triss or the money. The result suggest individuals are more likely to take the 

money the larger the amount won was. 

Lastly, I conducted an experiment to identify if the individuals were willing to 

exchange their Triss for another Triss and an additional Mini Triss. The 

experiment results were in accordance with previous studies (Kahneman, 

Knetsch and Thaler, 1991; Langer 1975), individuals are reluctant to exchange 

what they possess even if they would gain to exchange.  

Our results suggest that individuals only act with a bounded rationality due to 

emotions, various biases (Rogers, 1999), poor judgment of probabilities and 

risk under uncertainties (Tversky and Kahneman, 1973). 

It should be noted that there are limitations to this this paper. Rationality is not 

easy to deal with since it is far from being black or white. The sample sizes are 

rather small in the observation and experiment and hence, we may not be able 

to rely on the results. It would be useful if access to the income and assets of 

each individual was granted to identify the socioeconomic status of each 

individual as they may have different incentives to buy Triss. 

With respect to the results, I would like to recommend a new policy. Due to 

the poor understanding of probabilities of winning the jackpot. I would like to 

propose to have the probabilities of winning the jackpot written in a proper 

context in order for individuals to comprehend how small the probability of 

winning the jackpot actually is on Triss, one in two million chance.  

I would propose further researches to examine if a jackpot Triss sold in a store 

has any effects on the sales of Triss. The results rely on one store only in this 

paper, I would like to suggest obtaining data from further stores to examine if 

there is a statistical difference in sales of Triss after a jackpot Triss is sold. 
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Furthermore, it would be interesting to see studies in how people would act if 

they can grasp the actual probabilities of winning the jackpot and if this would 

decrease the sales of Triss when they understand how extremely small the 

chance of winning the jackpot actually is. 
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Appendix 1 

Table 1. Expected value of Triss. 

6 / 12 000 000 chance of winning 2 765 000 

6 / 12 000 000 chance of winning 1 000 000 

36 / 12 000 000 chance of winning 265 000 

6 / 12 000 000 chance of winning 200 000 

12 / 12 000 000 chance of winning 100 000 

18 / 12 000 000 chance of winning 50 000 

48 / 12 000 000 chance of winning 20 000 

276 / 12 000 000 chance of winning 10 000 

180 / 12 000 000 chance of winning 5 000 

90 / 12 000 000 chance of winning 2 500 

300 / 12 000 000 chance of winning 2 000 

480 / 12 000 000 chance of winning 1 500 

960 / 12 000 000 chance of winning 1 000 

360 / 12 000 000 chance of winning 900 

300 / 12 000 000 chance of winning 750 

1200 / 12 000 000 chance of winning 600 

1200 / 12 000 000 chance of winning 500 

750 / 12 000 000 chance of winning 450 

5580 / 12 000 000 chance of winning 300 

7200 / 12 000 000 chance of winning 180 

22 560 / 12 000 000 chance of winning 150 

43 200 / 12 000 000 chance of winning 120 

156 000 / 12 000 000 chance of winning 90 

1 202 118 / 12 000 000 chance of winning 60 

1 131 114 / 12 000 000 chance of winning 30 

9 426 000 / 12 000 000 chance of losing 30 
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Verbal conversation for experiment. 

Me: Hello, I would like to ask if you would exchange your Triss you just got for 

another one, plus a Mini Triss? You may look that both are authentic.  

Subject: Yes/No 

Me: Thank you. I would like to use your response to my research of my bachelor 

thesis and the data will be completely anonymous, would you approve me to use it?  

Subject: Yes/No 

 

Figure 1. Amount Triss sold per week. 

 

 

Table 2. Descriptive statistics and coefficients for the amount sold per week and amount sold after jackpot ticket 

sold. 

Descriptive Statistics 

 N 

Minimu

m 

Maximu

m Sum Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Amount sold 

per week 

64 170 676 17970 280,78 70,880 

Amount sold 

after jackpot 

per week 

9 249 342 2498 277,56 28,254 
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Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 281,309 9,633  29,204 ,000 

Amount 

sold after 

jackpot 

ticket was 

sold per 

week. 

-3,754 25,687 -,019 -,146 ,884 

a. Dependent Variable: Amount sold 

 

Table 3. Descriptive statistics and coefficients for the amount sold per week and amount sold after jackpot ticket 

sold when the two outliers of week 51 and 52 is modified to have the mean value of 280 instead.  

Descriptive Statistics 

 N Minimum Maximum Sum Mean Std. Deviation 

Amount sold per 

week 

64 170 443 17388 271,69 43,774 

Amount sold after 

jackpot per week 

9 249 342 2498 277,56 28,254 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 270,727 5,941  45,570 ,000 

Amount sold 

after jackpot 

ticket was 

sold per 

week. 

6,828 15,843 ,055 ,431 ,668 

a. Dependent Variable: Amount sold 
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Table 4. Descriptive statistics of the results from the experiment. 

Accept to change their Triss ticket for another and a Mini Triss 

 Frequency Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Agree the exchange for 

another Triss and an 

additional Mini Triss 

Refused 28 84,8 84,8 

Agreed 5 15,2 100,0 

Total 33 100,0  

 

 

Descriptive Statistics 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Accept to change ticket 

for a new and a Mini 

Triss 

33 0 1 ,152 ,364 

 

Table 5. Descriptive statistics from the observation.  

Descriptive Statistics 

 Frequency Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Exchanging for 

either money or 

a new ticket 

Money 5 17,9 17,9 

New Ticket 23 82,1 100,0 

Total 28 100,0  

 

Winning Amount 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 30 13 46,4 46,4 46,4 

60 10 35,7 35,7 82,1 

90 3 10,7 10,7 92,9 

120 2 7,1 7,1 100,0 

Total 28 100,0 100,0  
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Figure 2. Diagram showing if the individuals exchanged their winning ticket for either money or new ticket(s) 

and the winning amount of the ticket the exchanged for either or.
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