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Adaptation level Lheory suggesls that both contrast and habituation will operate
ta prevett the winning of a fortune from elevating happiness as much a5 might
be expected. Contrast with the peak experience of winning should lessen the
impact of ordinary pleasures, while habituation should eventually reduce the
value of new pleasures made possible by winning. Study 1 compared 2 sample
of 27 major lottery winners with 22 controls angd alsg with a grouwp of 29
poralyzed pecident victims whoe had been interviewed previously, As predicted,
lotlery winners were not happier than controls and took significanfly less
pleasure from a series of mundane events. Study ? indicated that these effects
were not due to preeexisting differences hetween people whe buy or do not bay
lottery ticketa or between Interviews that made or did not make the lottery
salient. Paraplegics also demqonstrated o contrast effect, not by enbancing minor
pleasutes but by idealizing their past, which did not help thetr present happinese.

Ir Happiners Relgtive?d

The idea that happiness iz relative is at
leagr as old as the Stoic and Epicyrean phi-
losophers of ancent Greece. 1L is also a solu-
tion to a bumther of intriguing puzeles in
modern social science. American soldiers in
World War IT with a high school education
or better had greater chances of being pro-
moted but were less happy with thelr promo-
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tioh chances, Merton and Kitt {1980} evalved
the notion of relative deprivation to explain
this faet, ameng oihers. The better educated
suldiers saw themselves ag doing poorly com-
pared to their peers in givilian life or their
peera whoe were already officers. Less well
educated soldiers, on the other hand, saw
thernselves as reasunably well off compared to
similar others in civilian life or their peers in
the service. Individuals in an experirnental
group that was objectively worse off, because
one member was disadvantaged, were more
satisfied than individuals io 2 group where
everyone was equal or where one mentber was
advantaped. Brickman (1975) predicted this
result fromm the fact that in the fivst case,
individuals would enhance the relative value
of their own ontcome by comparing it with
the legs fortunate other, whereas in the latter
iwo cases, there would he no such compari-
som to elevate their appreciation of their
standing,

Curiously enough, however, the limits of
the proposition that happiness is relative have
never been tested. If bappiness were com-
PMetely relative, groups that had received
extremes of good and bad fortune in life—
winming & million dollars versus suffering a
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crippling accident—should differ from one
anuther in happiness much less than we might
cEpect. The most general framework for con-
sidering this pessibility {3 adaptation leyel
theory [lMelson, 1964), whose application Lo
the pursuit of pleasure and questions of hap-
piness has been developed by Brickman and
Campbell (1971}, The most general principle
of adaplation level theory is thal people's
judgments of curreni levels of stinmilation
depend upon whethor this stimnlation exceeds
or falls short of the level of stimulation to
which their previous history has acetstomed
them. Adaptation lewel theery offers two
generul rvegsons for believing that recipients
of an extreme stroke of good fortune will not
be generally happier thao persons who have
not been dealt such pood fortune. The first is
contrast. The sccond is habituation.

Contrast and Habifwation

Experiences thal are salient or extreme and
eimultaneously relevant to other experietces
serve as heavily weighted fopats for adapta-
tion level {Liser & Stroebe, 1972; Helson,
1984 ). Winning 4 million dollars [z both &
distinctive event and an event that is relevant
to many cther life ocenrrences. Since it con-
stitutes an extremely positive comparizon
point, however, the thrill of winning the lot-
tery should result in an opward shift in adup-
tation level. Consequently, many ordinary
ovents may scemm less pleagurable, since they
now compare less favorably with past experi-
ence. Thus, while winning §1 million can
- make mew pleasures availalle, it may also
make old pleasures seem less enjoyable, That
new nleasures are offact by the compensatory
loss of old oxnes should in turn militate against
any general gain in happiness by lottery win-
oers,

The second limit to good forlune i= habitu-
ation, Eventually, the theill of winning the
lottery will itzelf wear ofl. If all things are
judged by the extent to which they depart
from a Laseline of past experience, gradually
even the most positive events will cease w0
have impact as they themselves are absorbed
into the new bascline against which further
evenits ave judged. Thus, as lottery winners
hecome accustomed to the additional plea-
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sures mady possible by their new wealth, these
Measures should be oxperienced as less in-
tense and should no longer contribute very
much te their general level of happiness. In
sum, the effects of an extreme steoke of good
[orlune should be weakened in the short run
Ly 4 contrast effect that lessens the pleasure
found in mundance events and in the long run
by a provess of habituation that erodes the
impact of the pood lortune ftsell.

The same principles hold in reverse for
groups that suller an extrome siroke of il
fortune, like accidental paralysiz. To the
short run, thelr unhappiness sheuld be miti-
eated by A contrast effeci thar enhunces the
impact of mundane pleasures, which are now
contrasted with the extreme negative anchor
of the accident. In the kwng run, their unhap-
piness should be mitigated py a process of
habituztivn that erodes the Iimpact of the ac-
cident irself,

It wag our purpose i Lhis rescarch to make
a prelimioary assessment of these proposi-
tions, Stwdy { consisdod of short interviews
with three groups of people: a sample of lot-
rery winners, & sample of paralyzed accident
viclims, and a sample of penple who were
neither winners nor victims, Scudy 2 investi-
gated the possibility that the results of Study
1 were due 1o preexisting diffetences between
people who buy lottery tickets and people
whao do not ar between interview comtexts in
which winning a lottery was more or less
aalient.

Study 1

Ak faaril
Samples

Aicident viclims. The zample of accident victims
was interviewsd as part of an earlisr stdy (see Bul-
man & Worlman, 1377, for details}. Fleven para-
plegic and 18 muadsaplogic respuodents were doawn
jrom the [ull-lime paticnd populalion at a2 major
rehabllleation instituce. Five other possible respon-
dents wete uhavallable [or interviews, Response rate
was thys B55%.

Lollery winners. The winners were selected fram
a N3t of 197 mador winners in the Illihodis State
Lottery. Winners weore gelecled o be inlerviewed
primurily oo the basiz of amcount weon, with langer
amounls preferved. Froximity to other winonera whg
alzn congidered in fhe o selection of this group, in
order to minimles Lowveling [or the inlerviewera, Tn
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0 o the 42 attempred interviews, the potentinl
respondent was cither wnattaloable or unwilling, ce-
sideing in w 529 rosponse rote, Among e 22 loc-
tery winners who were intervicwed, 7 won 51 million,
6 wan §400.000, 7 won §300,000, 4 won §100,000,
and 3 won FA0L00].

Contrals, The pames of #6 people whe lived in
spproximately the same areas of the city as the
lottery winnes were felected from ke ghome Dook
and used as the basic Jist from which the contrel
groug was deawn. Coblact wase attempted with 58 ol
these individuals, The response rule was 419, pro-
vidivg g conteol proup of 22 parficipants,

fnlerviepers

All ol he parspleglefquadreplepic  espondents
were personally inderviewed in o [ace-to-Face sitda-
Lioa Ly a female praduste student, The winney and
cotibral reapondetls were iterviewed by 11 Lwo-
perzon teams of students, Three of these teams con-
siateed o Lo males, three of 2 male abd a female,
and five of the teams were compnsed of two Vemales.
Euch team interviewed Lwo wiloners and two conteol
TusTHIOABNLS,

Five of the tcwms coodocled interviews ooly over
the phone, whereas the romaining six teamns teied foc
faco-to-face intervicws hut settled jov 3 phone inter-
Vlew i the rezpoodenl prefecred this, Fouwe of the
coltrol respoodetds and 0 af Lhe wihkers woere
interviewed face (o face, and 15 conmtrol and 1a
winner participants were questioned aver the phonae,
Paat rezearch (Janofsky, 19%1; Rogers, 1920} has
indicated that vesults from telephone surveys are
compareble Lo cesulés from face-lo-fuce bnterviewing,
and breakdown of our data found no diferences
hetween the Lelephone and face-to-fuce sanipres.

Provedure

Once the lisls of winpers and comtrols were com-
piled, lettars were senc to all participants excepl twa
winnets whose pames arrived tog late, These letices
descvibed the study and the possibilicy that an inter-
viewer would be phoning. This was done to give
people who woere not interested an advanse oppar-
tunity to refuse and to make the initial Lelephone
contucks ggsier. The ferters sent to wlaner: and con-
teoly diffeced in thel wiboers were informed that
tho rosearch was A study of lolteries, wheroas the
conteol Jeilers desceibed the rescarch as a study of
everyday life, The contral letter did oot mention
lotbery winners, in ordor too avoid instituting an
unfavorable comparizon for e contrals. The lecter
Lo Lhe winners dil make this refersnce, aince thege
respondends ware keenly wware of their spedal status
and would expect an intorview te dead with it
Partidpants were prowmised the resulls of the sludy
il they wore interested in them.

Measures

As general background, atl respundonts were wsked
their nge, ocoupation, race, religion, ond Ilevel of
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schopling, The lobicry winmct and accident victim
progps were then asked sewveral open-coded  ques-
lion:. Winhers were Lest asked, '"IIas wvour lile-
atyle changed in any way since yvou won? Howi?™
Winmers gnd victims were ssked, Do oo Jerl you
moany way deserved what happened #° oand  also,
“Du you wsk yourzeli, 'Why me® How do you
answer 7™ Respondents were also asked to vate how
much crodit er lume they assipned w0 Lhemselves
for theiy outcome and to divide 1609 of the vosponsi-
bility amonz four potenlielly cawsal fwctors: chem-
selves, others, the environment, and chance, Winnos
were asked to rate winning, and victims wene ashed
to vare fhely accident, on u scule anchorod by “the
best and worst things Lhat could happen to you in
vour filetime ™

For a teasure of geoeral happiness, respondents
were asked to rate how happss they woere now (hotl
ul thizx moment, but ab chis stage of their life).
They were also aaked to rate how happy thew wece
befnre winning (fur 1he lottery group); before che
Accident (for the victim growpd; ot 6 monlbhs age
[lor the cootred groupd. Finally, each group was
usked o rate Tow happy they empected to be in
a couple of years

For u measure of everydry plossure, respondends
weore asked to rate huw pleazant they iound eich of
seven  achivitles or events: talking with A iviend,
walching elevision, eating  breskiast, hewsring 4
funmy joke, getting s compliment, reading 8 maga-
zine, and bewing clothes, The last idem wis added
spacifically  for  the loftery  winner and control
groupz and was oot asked of the wecident wlctimas.
All ratings were made op G-point scales vanging
feorn O {oc “not at all” to 5 for “vory maach.”

Results
Backprownd Characterisics

Vor the most part, the different groups
uzed in thiz study were similar in hack-
ground. Men cuinumbersd women in each
condition, with 83%: of the winners, 55% of
the contrels, and 79% of the vicims being
males, Whites also held a consislent majority
actoss groups, comprising 6% of the win-
ners, 73% of the conlrols, and 72% of the
paraplegics. The remainder of the winners
{144:) and controls (27%) were black, as
were 245 of the victims, One handicapped
respondent was Latin American, About half
the members of esch group were Catholic
(455 ol winners, 507% of conols, and 489%
of victims), and the resl were primartily
Frolestant (50% of winners, 41% of con-
trals, and 315 of victims}, Five percent of
the winners, 9% of controls, and 215 of the
paraplegics practiced some other or no reli-
gion.
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In all three greups, 453% of the participants
hud  fnished their education with o high
schos] diploma, Thirty-twna percent of the
winners, 18% of the controls, and 274 of
the victims did naot finish high school; 234
of the winners and contrels and 21% of the
paraplegics had some college training, Four-
tecn pervent of the controls and 749 of the
victims had advanced graduate or profes-
sional edueation, Mozt of the winners {635 )
and controls (3% held bluc-cellar jobs,
and 239 of each of these groups condisted of
stuclents, housewives, and others who were
technically unemployed. The rest, 14% of
winners and 8% of the controls, were in
white-collar positions. The handicapped sam-
ple was not asked for occopational inferma-
lien.

There were no signillcant difierences among
the sludy groops en ziy of these background
characteristics, bul the paraplegic samphe
was younger than the other vwe. The mean
age for dhe handicapped group was 23 years
old: it wias 44 vears for winmers and 46 sears
for vontrols, F(2,65) = 10,12, p < 001,

Life Changes

Although 647 of the lottery winners gave
examples nof how their lives had been changed,
omly 237% were willing to say that their life-
style in general had changed. The large ma-
jotily of the changes mentinned were posi-
tive, including financial security, increased
lelsure time, easier retirement, ami genersxl
celebrity status, Negative offects of winning,
if any, were always mentioned logelher with
sorie positive feature, The life changes fuced
by the wiclims were severe and charly evi-
dent. These furmerly independent individoals
tivw {ound theriselves in a state near physical
helplessness, in wheelchairs or beds, with their
days ail the rehalilitation center flled with
therapy sessiomns,

En general, lottery winners rated winning
the Iottery as a hiehly positive cvent, and
paraplegics rated their accident as a highly
negative evenl, theugh neither outcome was
tated as extremely as might have been ex-
pected, On a scale where O represented the
waorst possible thing 1hal could happen in a
lifetime and 5 represented the best posaible
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thing, with 2.50 az a hypothetieal neutral
point, [ottery winners rated winning as 3.78,
and victims rared their accident as 1.28. The
rutings of the two groups are, of conrse, sig-
nificantly diffevent, F{1,47) = 37.31, p<
L0104t s especially interesting 1o note thal
the two ratings are roughly symmetric around
the mean, with winning the lottery being
aboul as positive as the accident is negative.

In hoth the winner and victim groups, Lime
passed since the event was not sighificantly
related to either happiness or pleasure ratings.
The failure wo find any relationship may have
been due to the fact that people whe had just
enconntered the extreme outcome, or people
who had had years to adjnst to it, wore not
vepresented in our sample. Only one of the
winners had been aware of his good Fortune
for less than a menth, and none of them had
passed more than a year and a half with
their new wealth, The victims had been spe-
cilically selected so thae the time elapsed
since the accident was never less than 1
maonth or more than 1 vear.

Eoeryday Fleasures and Ceneval Happiness

The mean happiness and pleasure rztings
of the varions study groups are presented in
Table 1, Az the table shows, winoers rated
the seven ordinary activities as less pleasur-
able than controls did, and this difference is
significant, F(1.42) = 7.05, # < 011, Accl-
dent wictims also tended to fnd the everyday
events less enjovahle than contrals, but the
difference is not guite significant, F{1, 44) =
3.14, p <0 083, The comparison between vic-
tims and controds is based on only six plea-
sure items, since victime were hol asked one
of the gquestiona, Alsa, two paraplegics were
not ssked zny pleasure questions, and three
skipped some of the items, so Lheir responacs
ware unavailable for this analysiz.

Lortery winners and conirols were not sig-
nificantly Jdifferene n their ratings of how
happy they were now, how happy lhey wore
before winning (or, for controls, how bappy
they were 6 months ago), and how kappy
they expected to be in a couple of years, The
F values for presenl, past, and future happi-
neags were 27, 143, and 02, rospectively. Ac-
vident viclims and controls were sigmificantly
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Table 1
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Megur {Feseral Flappiness and Mendane Pleasure Ratings

1"aar

Candition

Study 1
Winnore an
Cuntrnls 132
Vicrima 441

Study 2
Buyers 10
MNonburera R
Lotlery ronluat 3152
4,14

Lwrryday contoxe

Ciencral happinese

— = Mundane
Trosenr Futores THeasure
4.0 4.2 333
A5L 4,14 3.4
296 4,32 148
381 4,401 3.65
.00 +.54 393
3.73 4.62 3.0
442 4.9 308

& In Study 1, Wb paraplegics, 3 winners, and I contral dicl not answer the Tmure happinesa rguestion, 1o
Study 2, 3 laleery rondext and 2 everyday cancext respondents alid ool answer 1his guestien,

different in their ratings of both past happi-
ness, F{1,47) = 1223, p < 001, and present
happiness, F{1,47) = .16, p < 01, kul not
future happiness, F{1,38) — 31. Table 1
indicates that accidenl wictima recalled their
past 48 having heen hyppier than did controls
(which we may call a nostalgia effect), while
experienving their present s less bappy than
controls. Tr should be noted, however, that
the paraplegic rating of present happiness is
sill above the midpoine of the scale and that
the accident victims did not appear nearly as
unhkappy as might have been cxpected. Since
10 paraplestc: refused o ansgwer the nues-
tinn of future happiness (versus 3 winners
and 1 control), the results for this question
muoat be viewed mest caudiously. 10 refusal
to answer represents apprehenszion, inclusion
of these respondents would have lowered the
victim mean aml perhaps Lhe winner mean
relative to the controd zroup.

Aspignment of Responsidility

Winners saw clance as a more important
cause of their outeome than did  viclims,
Winners assigned 71.4% of the cause to
chance, whereas victims [who had been para-
lyzed for o variety of diffcrent ressons) as-
signed 33.6%: of Lhe cavse o chance, F({I,
43) = 13.36, p < .00L, On the other hand, a
majority of the winners {13% [cll that they
in some way deserved what happencd, where-

45 only twn of the accident victims felr they
deservmd what happened. These proporlions
are significantly different, 5*(1) .= 1642,
< 01,

Either because they saw the outcome as
mare a maiter of chance or because the out-
come was favorable, winners seemed less in-
volved than victims with explaining why the
cutcome had happened o them. Hall of the
lockery winner sampde either did not aslk or
did not answer the “why me” gquestion,
whereds anly one of the accident victims did
nol ask and answer this guestion, This dif-
[erence betwoen proups Bs significant, y* (1) =
1308, p < 0L,

Study 2

There are at least two major alternative
explanatinns for the diference between lot-
tery winhets andd controls thal can be readily
checked with further data, The firse iz that
ihe difierence iz not an effect of the lottery
but a general tendency for people whe buy
lottery tickets to find less pleasure in their
lives thah poenple whe do nel buy tickets
Indeed, n degree of dissatizfaction with nutn-
dane evenls could be the redzen people buy
lottery tickets, rather than a result of win-
ning the lottery. This could account for the
difference hetween the winners and controls
in Swdy 1, presuming the controls conlained
significantly fewwr ticket buvers than the win-
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ners, O ithe other hand, Lyoeer's (1975
finding that peaple are mere willing o gam.
Ble when they feel conlident suppests that
Lickel buyers could he more oplhmislic and
comiident than nonbuyers. The first purpuose
of Study ! was to assess any genceal differ-
ences thal might exist between people whe
bought or ditd oot buy lettery tickets,

The second cxplanation is thal the differ-
ence [z nol a4 rosalt of past connections of
respendents to the Tottery bt of the degree
10 which the idea of winning the lollery was
made salient in the interview itzelf, The win-
ners were clearly aware of the study's [ocus
om o the lattery, whereas the controls were only
told thai the study deali with everyday life.
Morely introducing the lottery as a conloxt
for the interview may indoce people to take
loteersy winners as a referemce group. IN ao,
adaptation lovel theory [(Brickman & Camp-
bell, 1971 and sncial comparison ([ Thibaue
& Kelley, 19523 predicl thal the lottery con-
cext should cawse people to attach less ime
portance to mgndane pleasures than  the
everyday-life contexi. Thus, the lotlery win-
ner effect of Study 1 could be attriboted to
Lhe fact that winning Lhe lotery was made
salient in the interview, rather than to the
fact that winning the ottery was 4 continual
anr] inescapatde reference point for the win-
fers, The zecond purpose of Study 2 was Lo
assess the effects of mentioning the lottery in
the inlerview nn respondents’ self-ratinga.

Method
Sample

The nemes of 150 individuals living close to past
Inteery winners ware deawn from the phone book.
Sixty-nine cither could nol be reached or celuzed Lo
jrticipac:, giving o sesponse eate of 569 and a
tota] sample of &6, Forev-four were assigned tn the
loleey coversstory condition and 42 1a Lhe evervday-
life covor-story condition.

frberviemers

All puriicipants were inlecviewel over the plone
by twa-person teatns composed of one make and one
[omule. In all, there were sevett inlérviewerz—ioilc
malea and thrre fomales, Kach toam talked with an
coual oember of purtivipunts in both the lottery and
evervdry conditions, in a counterhalanced order, All
bul Ewo inlerviews were kape cecorded, with  the
jrerimission of participantz, with ot leam membser
operating the tape mecorder and taking wours while
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the other weked the guestions, dMembers ook Licns
i Lhess Dwo roles.

Pracedure

Participants wore ramjumly assigred to be sent
rither the samw everyday-lile teteer as was aenc to
the conteol group in Study 1 oe 2 simitac Jetler thal
erplained the study wx dealing with the [Uineis State
Lotcery, In Jacl, all regpondents wern asked gucs-
Lions alwputl their particpatinm in the Ioctery, but
lottery  condition  pespotsdents wen:  ashed  These
questivns firgt, und ecvorydas-lite respondents wers
asked thess guestions last, with nu priet ménlion of
the lottery.

Meaiwres

Questions were identical 1o thoge wasked ol ke
cunlval group in Studs ¥, with the cxeeptiom uf
several addilienal guestion: ahout the lottery. He-
spondents were asked Lo indmate i and hew olien
they bought tickets, when their most recent pur-
chase lad been, abd how muech moocy they bad won,

Resutis
Backgraund Choracterittics

Ol oi Lhe total sample of §6 people, 50 of
them, or 69%, had bought lotwery tckets,
Since Lhese Individuals were selected in the
same way as the original control greup, this
breakdown suggests that among the original
confrols most people were probably  ticke
buwers and thereiore comparable in this way
b the lottery winners,

Buyers and nonbuyers shured faivly similar
Luckground characteristics, Forty-slx percent
of the buyers and 6377 of the nunbuyets were
males, ani the remainder in each group were
females. Mozt buvers (3690 atwl nonhuvers
i 745 were whire: 9% of buyers and 22%
of nenbuyers were black; and 5% of the buy-
crs oamd 4% of the mombuvers were Latio
Ametican or Oriental. 1o terms of religious
preference, S84% of the buyers amwd 33% af
the nonbuyers were Catholic, with mosl of
the remaining buyers (29%) and nonbuyers
(564 heing Protestant. A few members of
vach group, 135 of boyers and 1% of non-
buyers, practiced some other or no veligion,

Forty-one peecent of the buyers and 30%
of the nonbuvers hud fnished high school;
27%. of the buvers and 114 of the nonbuy-
ers hud not reached this educational level
Most of the remaining participants reported
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some college training {24% of buyers and
44% of nonbuyersy, and 8% of the buyers
and 13% of the nonbuyers had some gradu-
ate ot prolessional education. These groups
were zlmost identical in their occupational
levels, with 447 of both groups in blue-col-
lar jobs, approximately 2396 of each sample
in white-collar positinns, and about 33%%: in
each case being techmically unemployed, The
mean age for buyers wag 46 vears old and for
nonbuyers, 40 years old. Thore were no sig-
pificant differstices belween these groups on
any of these background measures.

Baevers and Nowluyers

Besides sharing comparable hackgrounds,
burers and nenbuyers were apparently quite
similar in how happy they felt, as Tahle 1
shaws, The small differences between these
groups in their happiness ralings are not sig-
nificant: F(3,82) = 1.03, for present happi-
ness; F{3 22} = 42, fur past happiness;
and F{3, 77y = .72, for future happineas. In
addition tu the absence of main effects, there
were alsp no significant interactions betwesn
lickel buying and Lype of cover story for aby
dependent measure,

Study participants were divided into gropps
according to how often they bought tickets
{more or less than once a month) and how
recently they had purchased a ticket {more or
less than 6 months ago). Again, thers were
no significant maiz effects or interactions on
the happiness or combined pleasure ratings.

Study 2 used the same methodology as
Study 1, selected participants in the same
manner, ated omployed twice as many sub-
jects, but failed to find any difiercnces like
those reported in Study 1. These vesults sug-
geost, then, that among the kind of people whe
were included in the initial study, whether
they played the lottery had little relationship
to the satisfaction they reporied. The results
ohtained in that study were therefore prob-
gbiy not due to more nonplayers among the
coatrola,

Lotiery and FEveryday-Life Context

Although the lottery and evervday-life cover
gtorigs resulted in no gfgnificant differences

uz3

on the scores of present happiness or the
pleasure derived from the daily actiwities,
there were significant differences in the rat-
ings of past and future happiness. Partici-
pants in the everyday-life cover-story condi-
tion rated their past as happier than lottery
respendents did, F(3, 82) = 6.21, p < 013,
The lottery group, an the gther hand, rated
their future bappipess higher than those in
the everyday group did, F{3,77) = 4,16, p
< 05 {see Table 1}, Five respondents, theee
in the lottery condition and two in the every-
day condition, did not angwer the fulure
happiness question, Perhaps, as was originally
anticipated in Study 1, telling people that
they are involved with & project on the lottery
encourages them Lo compare themselves to
lottery winners, Tn contragt to their image of
4 Dbig winnet's lile, their own past seéms
rather ubhappy. However, asince such a com-
parison does hold the promise that they also
could be winners, they are more hopeful in
their future predictions.

In any case, these cover-story results do
nol substantially alter the inierpretation of
the findings from Study 1, Mersly introducing
the lottery a3 a context for the interview
had no impact on participants’ views of the
ordinary pleasurea they coosidered and did
not consistently raisc or lower reported hap-
pinesz, In lghr of the available evidence,
then, it seems unlikely that either the buyer/
nonbuyer differences between the groups or
the different cover stories can explain the
results obrained in Siudy t,

DMiseussion
Adapiation Level Inferpretation

Although Iottery wioners felt very good
about winning the lottery, they took less
pleasure than contrels in a variety of ocdl-
pary events and wete not in general happier
than contreols. These results can be derived
from an adaptation level amalysiz of cthe
effecta of a4 single extremely positive event
fel. Brickman, 1975; Parducci, 1968}, Ini-
tially, such an event may be expected to de-
press ratings of related but less apectacular
events, by conirast. Over time, such an event
may b expected to cease having any effect on
general happiness ratings, through habitua-
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tion. It Is certainly epeoursging for adapts-
tion level that the obtaimed pattern of re-
sults is compatible with thiz snalysis.

On the other hand, our data are sharply
limited by the iact that they were obtained
at a single point in 1me and do not trace oot
the hypothetical temperal course of adapla-
tion. When we broke down our gample by
Lhe titne thai had elapacd since the lettecy or
the accident, we found no changes in their
ratings, Presumably, the presenr nattern of
results was obtained because winning the
lottery remained vivid enough to contrast
with more ordinary evernis but no longer so
vivid as to elevale general happiness rat-
ings. Thiz interpretation would be wastly
strengthened, howewer, if our sample had
included Loth people in the critical days and
weeks right after the event, for whom the
salience and relevance of the event should be
inaximal, and people in Lthe equally critical
many vears after the event, for whorm habilu-
ation should be complete. A larger study,
preferably longitudinal, s needed to speciiy
the exact parameters that determing how
adaptation levecl eflects change nver time,

The results for accident wictims appear to
be less supportive of adaptarion level theory.
The accident viclims did not tend to take
tgre pleasure in ordinary events and rated
themselyves significantly less happy i gencral
than controls, In & cotious way, howewver, the
paraplegics did demonsirate the positive coo-
trast effect predicred by adaptation level
theory, The events that booeme more posi-
tive for them, however, were not the ordi-
nary events of their present {as we ex-
pecied b, but the ordinary events of their past.
Paraplegics exhibited a strong postalysia ef-
fect, ratiog their past as much happier than
did controls. This vesudt i3 nod due to the age
difference between the paraplegic and conlrol
samples, sinee people in their 205 do not gen-
erally rate their pasts as happier thao people
in thelr 40s (Andrew: & Withey, {276],
Tronically, then, the paraplegics had just as
stromg a positive anchor as the Iottery win-
ners, which worked to muke current mundane
events seern less pleasurable hy  coptrast,
Since their positive anchor, unlike that of Lhe
winners, wag now inaccessible to them, it
made no positive contribmtion toward genersl
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happiness to olfsel the negutive frapact it had
vit judgments of ordivary events. Te the ex-
ent. that paraplegic: coukd hecome or e
made les: nostalgic for an idealized version
of thelr past, we might find them taking
more plessyre in the mundane events of their
present,

Alterpative Hxplanations

A general alrerhutive explanation ke adap-
tation level theory for Lhwe decreased satisfac-
ton of the lottery winners is that good luck
in a Iottery may actually v more painful
than pleasurable, Previous research suggests
that sudden changes or extreme outcomes,
even Lhough positive, can be stress inducing
[Cobrenwend & Dohrenwend, 1974; Rahe,
1972 but see also Vinokur & Selzer, 1973).
Furthermore, well-known ztories such as those
about Faustus, King Midas, or the Sorcerer's
Apprentice warh us thai baving our dreams
fuliilled can create more problems than are
solved, Finally, popular press articles [ Hoyko,
1973; Safran, 1974) sugpest thae the social
relationzhips of lottery winners may become
strained. Friends who do not ask for money
may shun the winher Lo avoid appearing to
want money ot simply to aveid social comn-
parison {Brickman & Bulinan, 1977}, If win-
ning prodoces problems, it could under.
stamdably be seen by winoers as a mixed
blessing,

But the winners in oyr study did ot ap-
pear to find their gond fortune problematic.
They rated winning very high in rvelation to
the best thing that could possibly bappen to
them. They typically Lsted positive life
changes as resuliing frem the windtall, such
as decreased worries and increased leisure
time, This suggests that winning lessened the
slress and swrain of their lives. Furthermore
winners did not rate soelal aclivities, such
as talking with a friend or receiving a com-
pliment, as any less pleasurabie than non-
social ones, like reading a magazine or eating
breakfast, We do not mean to suggest that
oo aocial problems are created for winners
by their good forlune, or rather by olbher pen.
ple’s perception of their goord forlune—an
issie we will return to in a moment, How-
ever, the decreased pleasure they take in cer-
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tain ordinary evenis does nol seem o resolt
from any peneral sense that winning the lot-
tery was itself an unpleasant experience or
at best a mixed hlessing. The adaptation
level explanation—that their peal experience
with the lottery made morc ordinary joys
pale by comparisen—remains the most plausi
ble interpretation.

A zecond pussibility is that lotrery winoers
teported less pleasure in ovoryday ewvents in
order to appear modest axd minimize the im-
portance oi their suyecess, as subjects have
smetimes heen found to do after laboratory
sieccesy {Schneider, 1989), However, il win-
ners were trying to enlist sympathy or dewn-
play their jov, we would have expected them
to do it by mentivning negative features of
winuing rather than the wvery positive ones
they emphasized, There iz nothing particu-
larly hoastful about claiming an ordinary de-
gree of pleasure in eating breakfast or watch-
ing televizsion and, thus, nothing particularly
modest about denying the pleasurableness of
such events.

Finaily, it is always possible that winning
the lottery changed the perspective people
have on cworvday events without changing the
actual pleasure they received from these
cvents, The variable perspective model of
Osirom and Upshaw (1968) would argue that
the lottery simply gave winoners 3 new and
mare exireme cndpoint on their subjective
pleasure scale, It is the new endpaint, rather
than the actual experience of winning, that
changed their pleasure ratings.

Perspective theory haz heen developed
and lested almost exclusively in the labora-
tory, and at least some attempts to apply
this inodel in the field have encountercd difh-
culties {Kinder, Smith, & Gerard, 1975;
Smith, Gerard, & Kinder, 1976; Upshaw,
19763, More importantly, however, evi-
dence available suggests that our resulis
were not due fo alterations in the partici-
pants’ pleasure perspectives. Winners Lypi-
cally rated their Aoancial windfallz as lesz
than the hest thing that could happen to
them. Intervicws with the winners showed
that they ofien consldered qualities lile pood
health or close social relationships to he
more saktisfying than a large cash surplus,
Further, when nonwinners wore Inlerviewed
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in & lottery context, which would lkely ex.
tend their pleasurce peorapectives Lo include
winnitg & large sum of money, their general
satisfaction ralings were 1o lower than these
provided by the evervday-comtext group.
Similarly, most wictims did not eate Lheir
paralysis as the worst thing thst could hap-
pent to them and could imaegine other more
Negarive outcomes {Bulman & Wortman,
19777, While winning $1 million or en-
countering a ¢rippling accident may be the
most extreme evenls parliclpants have ac-
tally endured, these gccurrénces do nok ap-
prar to be ultimawe limits on the subjective
range of pleasurable experiences thatl re-
spondents considered in rating their happi-
ness, The lower pleasure ratings of the win-
ners and higher past-happiness scores of the
victims are proebably therefore duc lo the
contrast with their prévious extreme experi-
ences rather than Lo alterations In their seb-
jective scales,

Fmplications

The present study may be added o a
small but growing body of literature that re-
quires us to take seriowsly the nelion that
happiness is relative. There is evidence that
the inhabilants of poorer cities (Schmeider,
1973), reglons {Liu, 1973), or countries
{Easterlin, 1973) are not less happy than the
inhabitants of move favored places, There is
research sugpesting Lhal the hlind, the re-
tarded, and the malformed are not less
happy Lhan olher people [Cameron, 1972;
Camergn, Titys, Kestin, & Kostin, 1973).
There is the fact that “in the United States,
Lhe average level of happiness in 1070 was
not much different from what it had been in
the late 1940’5, though average income, alter
allowance for taxes and inflation, conld buy
60% more” {Easterin, 1973, p. 7; see also
Gallup, 1877, for failure to find any consis-
tent relationship between econemic improve-
ment and increased hajppiness), There are the
findings that sex, race, age, income, educa-
tion, family life.cvele stape, and other demo-
praphic classiicetion variabled accounted for
relatively little variance in general happiness
in two independent mational surveys (An-
drews & Withey, 1974). Allthough high-status
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peoe felt betrer off it certain demaine {nac
ally, they worrled just as frequently as did
low-status people and wanted to make just
az many changes ju their lives,

This is not to say that there are no mean-
ingtul variacions in people™s udgments of the
quality of life (Andrews & Withey, 1978;
Camphell, Converse, & BRogers, 19767, But
we lnow much less than we might about
the dynaimics of these variations. Apparently
in consequence of rhiv ignoranece, we tend o
eerestimale the magnitude, generality, and
duration of other people’s feelings, Thronzh
everlooking compensatory contrasl effocts, we
overestimate the overall magnitude and gen-
eralily ol the pesitive or negalive [eeling
generated by an event. Throngh overlooking
habiluation effects, we overestimale the gen-
eral duration of feeling generated by an
rvenl, Perhaps because obscrvers sen the
momentary elation or despair of an aclor as
more extreme and morve endoring thano it is,
thev make infecences alout the acloc's dispo-
sition rhat the actor finds quile powarranted
i Jones & Mishert, 19713, This calls ta mind
Droutzch™ (1960) demonsiravion oi the “pa-
thetic fallacy” in observers, who see acturs
as more distressed by their misfortune chan
the actors see themselves—a fact also re-
purted by Andrews and Withey (1974 and
vividly i unwittingly demonstraled by Rubin
{19767,

If ohservers overestimate the extent fo
which winning a lottery or being crippled
afects the paychalogical state of participanls,
thiz tact ilself can have surious consequences.
Otherz may cut off interaction with partici-
pantz, either o aveld potentially embaceas-
sing social comparizon {(Brickman & Bulman,
13777 or simply to avoid having to respond to
what they expect are extremes of happiness
ot despair. This tendency {or others to re-
duce interaction can in rurn make it harder
on Jwople who have expericnced such ex-
treme events to ewolve s tew aduptation to
their social enviromment { Coates & Wortman,
in press). I observers could he made aware
Lhal severe cuicome: do nol have as preat
an impact az might be expected, as the re-
aults of the present stwdy zhow, they might
find it less threatening ro inleract with others
whi have experienced such cuteomes,
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