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Abstract

Recent decades have withessed the developmentextamsive social scientific research
program on the determinants of life satisfactiore amine the role of political factors
in affecting quality of life in the context of thfemerican states. In particular, we ask
whether the choices made by voters, as manifestélaebgovernments they elect, and the
subsequent public policy regimes those governnesitblish, determine the degree to
which individuals find their lives satisfying. Wl that the different ideological and
partisan orientations of state governments, asagedl state’s pattern of public policies,
have strong effects satisfaction with life, neeobnomic, social, and cultural factors.
The more a state attempts to insulate citizensagaiarket forces, the greater is
satisfaction. The implications for American polgiand our theoretical understanding of

the mechanisms that determine quality of life aseuksed.



Introduction
How do political outcomes in democratic societifsc the quality of life that citizens
experience? In particular, do the choices madedbgrs, as manifested by the
governments they elect, and the subsequent putlilicypegimes those governments
establish, determine the degree to which indivisifiad their lives rewarding?

It is precisely these questions which, however iampy} or indirectly, motivate
much of the research in contemporary politicalsoge Thus, students of American
politics, in a tradition dating back to at leasOvKey (1949), have devoted enormous
energy into determining whether different politicahditions, such as levels of party
competition, have differential impacts on publidipp Others have asked similar
guestions about the policy impact of interest geoapd party systems (e.g.
Schattschneider, 1960; Gray and Lowery, 1996) t@latparticipation (e.g. Hill and
Leighley, 1992), public opinion and political cultu(e.g. Erikson, Wright, and Mclver,
1993), among a myriad of other political factorsll€ctively, this work is predicated
upon the presumption that policy outcomes haveemunences for people’s lives. Surely
we would not study, for instance, welfare policyé did not believe that different
policies did affect society differently. Simply ta#d, there is nothinmtrinsically
interesting about welfare or, indeed, any publitgyoWe seek to understand policy
outcomes because we assume that such outcometahgitde consequences for
people’s lives.

There are in turn many ways in which public pokcgan affect our lives. For
instance, welfare, the most studied of all polichess recently sparked debates over its

consequences for a vast array of domains. Therthasditeratures devoted to assessing



arguments that more generous welfare policies reaggponsible for any number of
social pathologies ranging from encouraging div@ecg. Buckingham 2000) to
promoting inflation (for a review, see Atkinson,98). Of course, in the end we care
about divorce or inflation because of their presamegative impacts on the quality of
human life. That is, we presume that divorce afidtion, through both direct and
indirect causal mechanisms, ultimately make pelsgsie satisfied with their lives. As a
consequence, public policies that affect such oneare themselves worthy of study.

In this paper, we follow an alternative strategyher than considering how
politics affects intermediary variables that mafjuence subjective well-being, we
examine whether politics have an effect on thel frasiable of interest, viz. quality of
life itself. In particular, we ask whether diffetgratterns of electoral and policy
outcomes affect positive evaluation of life in theited States.

This is now possible, given the emergence of aaresite social scientific
literature devoted to studying life satisfactiorg(dnglehart and Klingemann, 2000;
Lane, 2002). With the refinement of the tools neaegto measure with reasonable
reliability and validity how people subjectivelyauate the quality of their lives, it has
become possible to test theoretically derived hyps¢s about the observable factors that
tend to make people more satisfied. In sum, weapable of measuring subjective well-
being in a rigorous fashion, theorizing about cetexconditions that determine such
differences, and testing the resulting empiricaldmtions (for reviews, see Diener and

Suh, 2000; Frey and Stutzer, 2002; Layard, 2608 do so in the context of the

! The intellectual infrastructure for studying suttjee well-being is sufficiently developed and féiemi as

not to require extensive elaboratidnvoluminous literature has documented that corieeat survey

items utilized to measure subjective well-beingrat@able and valid (for a discussion, see Myers an
Diener (1995)). After an exhaustive review, Veerdroeoncludes that any misgivings about measurement



American federal system by examining how life $atison across the American states
differs in response to changing political circumsts.

We thus hope to understand how political conditiaffisct the overall quality of
human life, using the extent to which people ertf@ir lives as the appropriate
evaluative metric. To anticipate our findings, wguee that the ideological orientation of
governments, and hence the ideological qualityheirtpolicy regimes, has a strong
effect on satisfaction with life, net of econonsogial, and cultural factors.

Taking Stock
The literature on the determinants of subjectivé-bing falls into two broad
categories. One examines individual level charattes which are thought to affect
well-being. While there are a variety of unsetifsthates within this literatufethere is
universal agreement that individual-level charastes (such as age and income)
consistently predict well-being in large samples € review, see Diener et al. 1999).

Another literature has been devoted to understgnithie structural conditions that
affect satisfaction with life. The most consistant universally agreed upon finding is
that higher levels of economic development are gdiyeassociated with greater levels
of well-being. Veenhoven (1996) has argued conwnglgi that most of the international

variation in satisfaction is in fact determineddsvelopment, with the correlations

“can be discarded” (1996:4). Similarly, the colleetevidence strongly endorses the proposition that
linguistic or cultural barriers (including socialgssures for over- or under-reporting self reported
satisfaction) do not meaningfully detract from ability to make cross-national comparison (see, for
example, Veenhoven (1996, 1997a, 1997b) and Ingléh@91)). Another literature, again conveniently
summarized by Veenhoven (2002), convincingly ardgaeshe theoretical appropriatenesssaifjective
measures of quality of life, such as satisfactamppposed to purely objective indicators (sucinesme
or other measures of consumption).

2 In particular, the extent to which happiness ifngéel relative to others in society rather thancéiinely,
and the degree to which one’s general level of imgss is determined by genetics or similar facsorthat
one’s subjective satisfaction with life is a relaty fixed personality trait rather than a reflectiof one’s
life circumstances.



between satisfaction and most other national cheniatics evaporating when controlling
for affluence. The major exception to this genegdlon is culture. Veenhoven (e.g.
1996), Diener and Diener (1995), and Radcliff (20@inong others, have consistently
found a relationship between national levels as&attion and how “individualistic” as
opposed to “collectivist” cultures tend to be. klghrt, in both his early ground breaking
treatment of this subject (1991) and his more rea@nk (e.g. Inglehart and Klingeman,
2000) has offered an even stronger interpretati@atisfaction with life as being largely
determined by cultural characteristics. In thissisubjective well-being is the extension
of the idea that happiness is a personality tiraifyis instance a collective rather than
individual one. Hence, the French, it might be adyuend to have different levels of
well-being than Americans because of differencaténcultural norms that individuals
are acclimated to in pre-adult socialization.

There is very little scholarly research specificdevoted to understanding how
political conditions per se affect well-being. TWerk most relevant to present concerns
is the cross-national literature on the effectaxfial democracy.Radcliff (2001; see
also, Pacek and Radcliff, 2008) has argued th&invihe industrial democracies, at least,
life satisfaction is strongly affected by the leeéwelfare state development, such that
countries with more expansive, social democratifane programs have higher levels of
satisfaction, controlling for economic and culturahditions. His analysis also suggests
that well-being varies directly with the partisaamgosition of governments, such that
the more national governments have been dominated®al democratic and labour

parties the greater is well-being. In a slightlyliea analysis, however, Veenhoven

3 Another principal area of work on politics and piess has focused on the impact of democracy ks we
as civil liberties and freedoms (e.g. Veenhovei®®0nglehart and Klingeman, 2000) or, similarly,
opportunities for participation (Frey and StutZz602).



(2000) finds no relationship between the size oregesity of the welfare state and
happiness: “Contrary to expectations, there apgeds no link between the size of the
welfare state and the level of well-being withinlit countries with generous social
security schemes, people are not happier thanuallgcaffluent countries where the state
is less open-handed.” Given that the arguably mastprehensive and sophisticated
works yet done on the nexus between the welfate atad subjective well-being come to
contrary conclusions, we must conclude that théegsional jury remains out on the
nature or existence of the relationship in questiGhe present paper hopes to offer a
verdict, in so far as the United States is conarne

Within the literature on American politics, virlhbano attention has been devoted
to the political determinants of life satisfactidrhere was a brief surge of interest in the
subject in the 1970s, where no less icons of &#ld than Angus Campbell and Philip
Converse devoted (1976) an exploratory book testhgect. Their analysis focuses
almost entirely, though, on a descriptive apprass@uality of life in the United States,
along with an examination of group differencesyttle not address explicitly how the
political system per se affects well-being. Moreemtly, Putnam (2000) has come closer
to that mark by focusing our attention on how slocagital (which we can conceive of as
a collective property of society partially deteredhby political institutions) can have

important consequences for psychological well-being

* Two more recent studies, focusing on unemployrimenirance schemes rather than the welfare state
more broadly, have also reached equally conflictexgylts: DiTella, MacCulloch, and Oswald (2003)dfi
that higher unemployment benefits are “associatél igher national well-being” whereas Ouweneel
(2002) maintains that the level of benefits doeshudfer the negative effects of unemployment on
subjective well-being.



To our knowledge, no study has been devoted toratadeling how politics more
generally affects life satisfaction in the Unitet@dt®s. We attempt to do so by examining
how the vast differences in public policy regimes gartisan politics across the
American states affect subjective well-being. Afitipal scientists we thus return to the
issues central to the discipline: do the resultdavhocratic competition, as manifest in
the ideological characteristics of elected govermisiand the policies they pursue, have
important, consistent, and predictable implicatitorsquality of life?

Politics and Subjective Well-Being
It is widely agreed that the most basic and pestsixis of political conflict in the
industrial democracies is that of the nature andre»of public intervention into the
market. Within the political economy literatureistisonflict is typically described as one
of markets versus politics (e.g. Lindblom, 19773.tAese are also the two fundamental
mechanisms through which well-being can be botldypeced and distributed (Esping-
Anderson, 1990), they are the natural locus oh#tia for those seeking to understand

how different political outcomes may affect qualifylife (Radcliff, 2001).

At the most basic level, the issue is whethee&vé the generation and allocation
of well-being to the “invisible hand” of the cagist economy, or to make it at least in
part subject to the political decisions of votdisose favoring the latter ultimately do so
because, as Lane (1978) puts it, markets are ferdiit to the fate of individuals.”
Esping-Andersen summarizes the argument perfedtgnvine notes that while capitalism
certainly has many positive aspects that doubtdessontribute to quality of life, in the
end “the market becomes to the worker a prisoniwithich it is imperative to behave
as a commodity in order to survive” (1990: 36).iAis not controversial to suggest that

human beings do not enjoy being reduced to a coniymadseems equally unremarkable



to suggest—if we accept the metaphor—that peoplass are likely to be less rewarding
the more they are subject to the costs and inga=imherent in market forces. If so,
“anti-market” policies should contribute to greatezll-being to the extent that the critics
of markets are correct in their socio-analysisagitalism (for a review, see Radcliff,
2001)°

Conversely, if the defenders of markets are riggetshould observe precisely the
opposite relationship: the political program of teg becomes a recipe for inefficiency
and wastefulness, which will impose itself as costshe population, so as to lower the
general level of happiness. In this view, the &atfforts at redistribution and provision
fail because they actually reduce both the “qughéibd “quality” of well-being, relative
to markets (for a discussion, see Veenhoven, 20003.is because the welfare state not
only displaces the church and family as sourcesetifbeing, but also because it
encourages “collectivization” with deleterious ceqsences for individual privacy,
freedom, and autonomy. In this interpretation,gheater the level of political intrusion
into the market system, the less satisfying lifedmees.

Put in the terms of American politics, these aattarguments reduce to a tangible
guestion: do liberal governments, and thus, preblymhbberal public policies, tend to
produce greater or lesser amounts of well-being thair conservative equivalents? The
“liberalism” of state governments has served asl#ppendent variable in some of the
most familiar work in American politics (e.g. Ke¥Q49; Erikson, Wright, and Mclver,
1993). We attempt to understand whether inter-st@t@tion in policy liberalism is an

appropriate independent variable for predictinglitpaf life.

® In addition to the direct effects on individuatslatheir families, public policies that limit theyer of the
market could in this interpretation also be argteedave positive indirect effects. Thus, for instanthe
welfare state has been argued to reduce a vafisgc@l pathologies, such as rates of violent er{mg.
Messner and Rosenfeld (1997), thereby providingreetpl benefit to society rather than to only the
immediate (or potential) clients of the welfaretstand, perhaps, thus increasing the general ¢tdvel
subjective well-being. In a related vein, Fowled &hristaksi (2008) demonstrate a contagion with
subjective well-being, such that interactions witlppy people tends to foster happiness in otherad,
again, any social structure that tends to increaskbeing will have ripple effects beyond those
immediately affected.



Data and Method

To address the questions posed above requiresysuate that meets two substantive
criteria: it has enough cases to examine the affgfcstate-level political factors and it
includes an appropriate measure of satisfactioh k@& The DDB Life Style Survey, the
use of which in social science was popularized lwyp&mn (2000), meets those criteria. It
contains a total of more than forty thousand redpats distributed over the 48
continental states, polled in yearly intervals frd@85 to 1998. It also contains a life
satisfaction question which matches closely thatlus the World Values Study, the
Eurobarometer, and other datasets conventionadlg ursthe literature: “I am very
satisfied with the way things are going in my lifrese days” with the respondent offered
SiX response categories representing increasimgsle¥y agreement with the statement.

We analyze these data in two basic ways. Firssimply take the satisfaction
item noted above as our dependent variable, magilas a function of both individual-
and state-level factors. Second, we regress seimficon a set of purely individual-level
characteristics, and then use the mean of theuasidrom this model, by state, as our
dependent variable. The logic of the first approactelf evident; for the latter, the goal
is to isolate the variation in quality of life assostates that cannot be attributed to said
individual-level phenomenon. In the first approaitie unit of analysis is the individual;

in the latter it is the state me&n.

® DiTella, MacCulloch, and Oswald (1997) referredtte residual method, when applied to nation states
as providing an estimate of a country’s “pure” levesatisfaction, meaning the amount of satistacthat
can be attributed to national characteristics peRadcliff (2001), who uses the same method, ribtds
this may overstate the case somewhat, since otitin influence at least some variables (e.g.nme¢o
that are potentially affected to at least some eledpy government policy. Still, the procedure isfuls
because it is highly conservative, given that sigiss as much variance as possible to individuadtle
factors that are assumed to be apolitical, thusitrg the bar for showing that politics indeed effe



Individual-Level Data

Before discussing the political variables that@ue principal interest, we first
describe the control variables we utilize so dsa@ble to isolate political determinants.
We begin with the standard battery of demogragbims identified by prior research
(e.g. Blanchflower, Oswald, and Warr, 1993, Ratick001): respondents education,
employment status, income and satisfaction witbnme, gender, dummies for African-
Americans and those of other races (leaving nopatig whites as the reference
category), age and age-squared (to account faruhdinear relationship between age
and satisfaction), dummies for those widowed, diedr or married (leaving the single as
the reference category), a dummy for those witldodn living at home, and church
attendance. We also add a measure of the resptdelfitreported health given the
strong correlation between such and subjective-bgifig (e.g. Frey and Stutzer, 2002).

The above variables account for the individuakldactors. We also include two

state-level variables, available in time seriahfpwhich are likely to affect well-being

average levels of satisfaction” (Radcliff, 2001hig approach is familiar to students of Americalitizs

in the work of Erikson, Wright, and Mclver (1998)ho utilize the same logic to estimate states’
ideological cultures, i.e. they regress individid@lological orientations on demographic variabées then
include dummies for states, which in turn beconggértbstimates of culture in the sense of being that
variance not explained by individual-level variahl#/e use mean residuals (following DiTella,
MacCulloch, and Oswald (1997) and Radcliff (20dh$tead of the value of the dummy variables, bet th
procedures are econometrically equivalent.

" Income is measured in fifteen categories in asognorder; education is highest level of education
completed in six categories with higher valuesespnting higher attainment; employment status is a
dummy coded one if respondent is unemployed arml @derwise; gender is coded one for females, two
for males; church attendance is the frequency witlth respondent attends “a church or other pldce o
worship” in seven ascending categories; incomafsation is from the survey question ascertainawgl

of agreement with the statement “Our family incambigh enough to satisfy nearly all our important
desires”; personal health is the survey item “linmmery good physical condition” with six response
categories with higher values indicating greateeament.

10



(e.g. Veenhoveen, 1996, 1997a): state per capitmpal income and state population (in
thousands of personS).

A last control suggested by prior work, culturendt so easily dispatched. While
students of American politics are familiar with tkdea ofpolitical culture (e.g. Elazar,
1984), the cross-national literature on life satitibn has focused on a much wider,
sociological interpretation of culture. This strasfdhe literature is perhaps best
exemplified by Inglehart (1991), who conceives afiation across nations in levels of
satisfaction with life as reflecting accumulatedio@al experiences, absorbed in pre-
adult socialization, that form a “national charactn this view, culture becomes the
national equivalent of a relatively fixed persotlaffecting the overall level of
satisfaction in a country in precisely the same i@y human individuals have
personalities (or “set-points”) that predisposeniiteward a given level of happiness.
Thus, culture is typically controlled for in thevabus fashion: by fitting dummy
variables for sets of nations thought to sharelameultures (e.g. Latin America,
Scandinavia§.We adopt this approach by including dummies faheaf the nine regions

of the US (as defined by the Census Bureau), exepptreference categoty.

8 We also estimated the reported models using twitiadal contextual factors, which we exclude from
the reported models because they have no matewiadt on the results and because, being invariaart o
time, introduce econometric complications in aglatistimation procedure. These are the level édlrac
diversity (using the ratio of minority to white pglption as suggested by Hero and Tolbert, 199@), an
social capital (operationalized with Putnam’s (20omprehensive Social Capital Index” taken frdra t
“Bowling Alone” websitehttp://www.bowlingalone.com/data.ph@cessed on 15 January 2006).

° Others have sought to connect international diffees in satisfaction with variation not in ideqvia
national cultures, but with particular cultural cheteristics. By far the most successful of theetas the
effort to show that the fundamental dimension gbamance is that between “individualistic” as opga$o
“collectivist” a country is in its value orientatie (e.g. Diener et al. 1995; Schyns, 1998; Veenioi/296,
1997b; Radcliff, 2001). The basic distinction isvaeen the prelevance of cultural norms that enamira
citizens to define themselves as either essentallgnomous individuals or as members of nested
superorindate groups (e.g. family, religion, etitgjaegion, nation, etc.). In collectivist cultwandividual
freedom is subordinated to the customs, practares perhaps needs of the reference group, with
consequently greater emphasis on conformity andiehee to authority, and thus less freedom for
individuals to lead lives that maximize their owergonal satisfaction. The amount of “collectivisof”

11



It should be noted that this approach is almostibst econometrically powerful
method for isolating the variables of interest frammodeled regional effects, whether
attributable to culture or other factors. By fitiseparate intercepts for each relatively
homogenous region, we account for all long-termucstiral conditions that may cause
the level of satisfaction to vary geographicafly.

Finally, we include the year to account for polesgecular trends in satisfaction
over time. This precaution is especially recommenddight of evidence that levels of
subjective well-being have been declining in thdustrial world and in the United States
in particular (Lane, 2000).

Our basic hypothesis is that different constellaiof political factors, as
represented by specific public policies as wellh@smore general ideological
orientations of governments, affect the qualityifefthat citizens experience. Our task is
thus to provide variables that measure where a’stpolicy regimes falls in the conflict
between “politics” and “markets.” We attempt tostoby using a series of different
plausible operationalizations, enumerated thus:

Welfare spending: We utilize two measures. The first, availabl¢ime serial
form, is total per capita transfer payments fromegaments (local, state, federal) in real

thousands of dollars, divided by state per capitame to account for differences in

culture is surely not likely to show great variatiacross the American states. In any event, wawsage of
no subnational measure of this concept, and pregunmild, in any event, be adequately capturethisy
region dummies.

19 The regions (using the standard Census Bureasifitasion) are New England, the Mid Atlantic, the
East-North Central, the West North-Central, thetBdilantic, the East South-Central, the West South
Central, Mountain, and Pacific. In the analysig fblows, the Pacific (California, Oregon, and
Washington) is the excluded reference category.

™ Note that results are substantively identicahitéad fitting dummies for nine categories of aaltu
zones identified by Elazar (1984) as opposed tartbee conventional geographical zones discussed in
note 9.

12



relative purchasing power across stateéEhe second, available only cross-sectionally, is
an index of the stringency of state eligibility ¢alevel of funding) for TANF (Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families), the nation’s mogiartant, and thus most commonly
studied, welfare program (from Gray et al. 200&yhkr values indicating more liberal
(i.e. less stringent) policies.

The Regulation of Markets: Byars, McCormick, and Yandle (1999) have created
several indices of “economic freedom” based upoaralysis of state policies. We
utilize their recommended, overall summary measlines combines (through factor
analysis) 48 individual indicators assessing honseovative are state policies in five
broad categories: taxation (which “represents a&guwent confiscation of private
resources and is therefore a violation of econdreedom”), regulation per se
(especially that which “set standards for employteerd worker safety”), litigation
procedures (as they relate to how “the structure sthte's judiciary system...encourages
frivolous law suits and presents abnormally largaras that overcompensate harmed
parties”), the size of government (given that “togtion of a state's consumption and
production that is publicly—democratically—allocdtes inversely proportional to
“economic freedom”), and, of course, welfare spegdas this represents the extent to
which “government is directly engaged in the dinedistribution of income”). It is
essential to note that this measures, like sinmidices regularly offered by the Fraser
Institute or the Heritage Foundation for natiorntesgaare, as one labor economist

observes, transparently measures of how much ‘ferivasinesses and investors are

2 Data are from the Bureau of Economic Analysis ased on 15 April 2006 at
http://www.bea.gov/bea/regional/spResults are substantively identical when using par capita
payments in real dollars.

13



relatively unfettered by government policies, rul@spractices” (Stanford, 1999). Put
differently, they are measures of economic “freetlamseen from the ideological
vantage point of business, i.e. from the marked, ame perhaps more accurately
described as measures of the degree of governmetaalention in, and regulation of,
the economy. As such these kinds of variables nadda summary measurements of the
main theoretical variable interest: the extent tocl “politics” have displaced
“markets.” Higher values indicate a greater levighalitical intrusion into markets (i.e.
less “economic freedom” in the form of more libgpablic policies), or, more simply
stated, more governmental regulation of the economy

Government Ideology: we use the cumulative average (up to the yetreof
observation) of the index of the ideology of sigd@ernments using updated data
developed Berry et al. (1998.). Higher values iatBanore liberal governmerit§We
use the cumulative value as this best represeatgaheral, long-term pattern of
governmental ideology. In this we follow Radcli#fQ01), who argues that a similar
measure (the cumulative share of cabinet seatsilydkft parties) shows a strong
relationship with satisfaction across countries.

Party Control of Government: we utilize the cumulative percentage of the state
legislature controlled by the Democratic Party (g n.d.)* As the Democratic Party
is at least nominally more disposed toward libprdicies than the Republican

alternative, the greater their share of time inegament the less conservative may we

13 Berry, William D., Evan J. Ringquist, Richard GrBing, and Russell L. HansoMeasuring Citizen
and Government Ideology in the United States (ICPSR Study #1208).

1 Klarner, Carl. “State Partisan Balance 1959-20@@¢&essed on 15 April 2006 at
http://ww.unl.edu/SPPQ/journal_datasets/klarnera/d@59 2000Short.xls

14



expect the state’s policy regime to be. We useragsing the cumulative value to the
year of the observation, as with state governndatlogy™®

Estimation is done with Huber-White robust standardrs, correcting for the
pooled structure of the data (i.e. state-clusterElls procedure yields estimates that are
robust to both between-state heteroscedasticityatieh-state correlation (i.e. robust to
error terms being neither identically distributext mdependent)® The dummy
variables, as noted previously, further controltfe pooled structure of the data.

One further complication before turning to the emcpl results. Given that it
plausible that the positive effects on well-beihg &bove policies might vary by social
class, such that lower-income individuals woulddfgmmore than the more affluent, we
include, in addition to the main effects of theipodl variables, interactions with the
respondent’s income. In reviewing the results Wk fist consider the main effects, then

the interaction terms.

Preliminary Results

Table | presents the estimates for the two wekgending variables. As is apparent from
column (a), per capita transfer payments is sigaifi and positive, suggesting that higher
levels of spending are associated with greateildenfdife satisfaction. The same

conclusion applies (column b) to TANF policy, thetion’s most important and costly

1> Both cumulative variables are scaled by dividigdlBO for ease in reporting coefficients.

16 By using OLS we implicitly assume a constant diseabetween response categories, and thus treat the
dependent variable as interval rather than ordiffak approach is typical in the social psychology
literature on satisfaction (e.g. Headey, 1993). kloav, the models reported below produce substdntive
identical results when using ordered probit; thagiple effect of using this method is to furthenpgrove

the statistical significance of the variables démst. We report the results of the simpler egtona
technique as they are more readily interpretable.

15



welfare program. In sum, the greater the statétatedt income maintenance through
transfers, the better quality of life is.

Turning to the summary index of the amount ofgtsge governments’ regulation
of labor markets and the economy more generally éesimilar story. As documented in
Table I, the results are as expected. The coefftaf interest is positive and significant,
suggesting that the less friendly policies ardhoftee market ideal, the more satisfied
citizens are with the quality of their lives. The@ma regulation, which is to say, the more
the state intervenes in the economy through reigulataxation, spending, and law, the
more people evaluate their lives positively. Statgférently, more political interventions
in market relationships imply happier citizens,astthings being equal.

Table Il presents the results for the ideologaad partisan composition of state
governments. As evident in column (a), the coeffitifor the liberalism of state
governments shows the same positive and signifiedationship as with prior results,
implying that the more liberal are state governragtiite higher are levels of satisfaction
with life. Results are less clear for party contsbjovernment, as seen in column (b): the
coefficient for the long-term extent of Democratantrol of the state legislature is
correctly signed, it fails to achieve statisticaginsficance (p=.12).

Turning to the interactions between individualame and policy, results are
again as expected. In each case, the interactionisenegative, suggesting that indeed
the positive benefits on satisfaction from lesskatfriendly policies decline with
income. However, in two of the five models (for TRMNd partisan control of
government) the interactions do not approach stalssignificance. Moreover, for the

three cases in which they are significant, an pregation of the magnitude of the

16



coefficients shows that the fall-off across incoragegories is very modest. This is most
easily seen by noting that the effective slopelierpolicy variables remains positive for
even the highest income category (except for ecamoaggulation, which becomes zero
at the second highest income category (tHedit of 15 possible). Thus, while the effect
of liberal policies does seem to decline with soimawwncome, even those toward the top
of the income distribution still benefit from suphblicies. In sum, for virtually all
citizens, regardless of income, quality of lifengproved by an activist state that attempts
to minimize the inequalities of the market.

Perhaps the most instructive way to interpret tlestntive, rather than
statistical, significance of these results is tmpate the predicted change in satisfaction
when moving across the observed range of the imitkgpe variables of interest (i.e.
between the largest and smallest observed valaespmeone at the middle of the
income distribution, and then comparing this vdtughe estimated effect of the
individual level factors commonly agreed to be shrengest predictors of well-being:
whether the respondent is unemployed, and whetlegrare married (or living as
married). The strongest effect is found when amgyhis approach to the effect of total
transfer payments, which suggests that moving fiteerlowest to the highest level of
spending increases predicted satisfaction by abheusame value as unemployment or
marriage. For the other models, the predicted obh@gmaller: for each, about half the
effect of personal unemployment or being marriecerEthese more modest values still

suggest that the political variables have substhetiects on quality of life.

An Alternative Specification
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In the models above, we rely upon a fixed-effectgleh in the sense that we include
dummy variables for regions. A still more econoneelty demanding approach would
be to include fixed effects for time as well, tlaubstituting year-dummies for the linear
control for time relied upon earlier. While thigsa very high bar, given that most of the
variation in the dependent variable is absorbeul tim fixed effects, the results, if
consistent with expectations, would provide stremglence in support of our
hypotheses, given thall of the explanatory power in the model now coreiésctively

from changes in political variables regressed agaihanges in life satisfactidh.

We apply this method for the three independentisées for which it is appropriate
(meaning, for those that vary over time) in Tabe"} As is apparent, results are much as
before, with the caveat that the variable for Deratic control of state government (and its
related interaction term with income) which jusse&d significance in the previous model

now achieve at least marginal statistical signifwa(p<.10).

Aggregate Analysis

Turning to the second estimation approach discusadikr, we regress satisfaction on
the individual-level variables used above, and ttreate a new dependent variable that
is the mean value of the residuals, by state. Winereinit of analysis was before the
individual, it is now the state. This method has #ldlvantage, beyond the substantive
point of purging the data of entirely individuai«#g effects that might be argued to be

theoretically unrelated to political conditions,affering an agreeably simpler and more

" We are indebted to an anonymous reviewer forsthiggestion. We also follow his or her advice in
continuing to rely upon the regional (rather thtateg dummies, aggregating the data to the regiewal,
given that the data, which cover only thirteen geduring which the political variables (within asgn

state) move only at a glacial pace, do not proeigieugh statistical power to dummy out the states.

18 Given that the TANF and regulation variables anestants over time for each state (and thus region)
they cannot be included with the regional dumnild® reference category for the year dummies is 1998
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straightforward econometric analysis. Table V pnés¢he results of OLS (with robust
standard errors) estimation, in which the residiess| of satisfaction is modeled as a
function of the mean level of the state-level Valea used previously, plus the regional
dummy variables. As is apparent, for each of tHaipal variables, the results are very
similar to those obtained before, with the relevagfficients being consistently
significant and of the correct sign. Per capitafarel spending, the generosity of TANF
policy, the extent of economic regulation, the gaheleological orientation of
government, and the extent of Democratic Partyrobof state government are all
positively associated with higher levels of welirge

Although the usual regression diagnostics suguetsing untoward, we also
estimated the same models using robust regressitechnique which allows us to
confirm that neither coefficients nor their starlarrors are dependent upon a few
atypical cases? The results are substantively identical to thaseipusly reported

(details not showr?’

Discussion
The principal empirical conclusions emerging frdma ainalysis are clear: life satisfaction
varies directly with the ideological complexionsiéte policies and governments. This
conclusion obtains when controlling for individd@Vel characteristics, economic

conditions, racial diversity, social capital, andtare.

9 We relied upon the rreg procedure from Stata 9¢hvhegins by removing any cases with large values
on Cook’s D, and then proceeds to reiterativelinese the equations using Huber and biweight iienat
until they reach stability.

% The only tangible difference using this estimasathat that the Democratic Party control variable
becomes significant at the .05 (rather than .18l)e
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In elaborating on the implications of these resitlmay be helpful to begin by
noting what they doot imply. First, they do not provide any overall juxdgnt on
whether generous welfare policies are good or Wwaeéther liberal or conservative,
Democratic or Republican, governments are supesiorhether, in sum, human life is
best served by the state taking an expansive anraimole in economic management.
These questions are inherently both normative dedlogical. As such, they do not have
empirical “answers.” We make no pretense of offgany.

That said, our results, taken on their face, castalo have implications for our
empirical understanding of subjective well-beingwéver, we would again begin by
noting what they cannot be construed as suggestinghat a market economy is
inimical to well-being. On the contrary, it seenestain that capitalist economies are
superior producers of well-being than prevailingsmarket alternatives (e.qg.
Veenhoven, 2000). Our findings within the Americtates, moreover, are constrained
by the context of the basic, market-conforming oand of the US national economy.
The least market-friendly of the American statesam, by international standards,
paragons of laissez faire practice. Thus, the éisg@oint of the analysis is not that the
market inhibits well-being, but rather that, withire context of a capitalistic economy,
political interventions that attempt to redress keadeficiencies tend to produce greater
levels of human happiness. Our results thus dendatt the market as it affects
satisfaction with life, but suggest instead thatqluality of human life is best when the
inequalities and uncertainties of the market arggated by state intervention acting in

the interests of workers and citizens. Our resultght thus be most easily summarized
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by suggesting that it is “compassionate capitaliimat seems most consistent with well-
being.

The importance of the present findings is, howeakso best seen when
considered within the highly limited context of \ion in the extent of regulation and
public spending across the states. Radcliff (2@005) has argued that the huge
differences in policy regimes across the industteahocracies affect subjective
appreciation of life in much the same way as weelfaund for the American states: the
greater the role of the political vs. the markethie production and distribution of well-
being, the greater satisfaction with life is. Sactontention is easily understood when
considering countries as disparate as the soambdecies of Scandinavia, at one
extreme, and the liberal democracies such as tlitedJ8tates and Japan at the other. To
find, as we have, that similar differences emergemconsidering the comparatively
modest variation in the political intervention hreteconomy that exist across the
American states is more startling, suggesting dsas that even very small differences in
the ideological orientations of governments carehaofound impacts on the degree to
which citizens evaluate their lives positively. Bhaur fundamental conclusion is that
politics emphatically does matter for what is afgydhe most fundamental issue in
social science: identifying the conditions that mékiman life rewarding.

Such a contention must be considered good newsdmonents of democracy,
whatever their ideological preferences. The chomade by voters in choosing
governments, and the subsequent policy decisiasetovernments undertake, do have

important consequences. Democracy, then, matters.
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Our findings may also be welcome in the profesdisaase by vindicating, in at
least some small way, mainstream “behavioral” nedem political science from the
familiar, if tiresome, complaint that what we studywithout significant relevance to the
world and its problems. Thus, to return to the esatith which the paper began, our
results suggest that the usual suspects in theieal@tudy of democratic theory and
practice—public policies and electoral outcomesl s all the myriad factors which in
turn determine them (such as mass participatiamy palitics, public opinion, interest
groups, legislative behavior, etc.)—do indeed maitethe most basic sense of affecting
meaningfully the lives of ordinary people.

Our findings also have implications for the acaestudy of subjective well-
being. Most obviously, we offer further evidencesupport of the disputed contention
that welfare policies and the general ideologicahplexion of governments affect
quality of life. More importantly, perhaps, thitan turn has implications for our
theoretical understanding of what determines weihtp. We would argue that the
evidence presented here suggests more than wenatleeavariable to list of those
thought to affect quality of life. By demonstratitigat public (i.e. democratic) “intrusion”
into the market improves life satisfaction, we hepéocus scholarly attention on the
basic question of theoretical approaches to mogl¢fia determinants of well-being. The
conventional approach in psychology and econorsits implicitly, and perhaps
unconsciously, assume that society is composedadnihdividual persons, who happen
to vary in their many individual-level characteigstbut who remain largely
undifferentiated by macro-level conditions asidmir(a) the level of affluence and (b)

culture. Thus, in the much cited, nearly encyclopeeview of the “Three Decades of
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Progress” in the study of subjective well-beinglogner et al. (1999) these are the only
two societal factors discussed. To be sure, maentevork, reviewed previously, has
touched upon macro-conditions in general (e.g.a@aipital), and political conditions in
particular (e.g. democratic institutions). But thet remains that far too little attention
has been devoted to theorizing about how socidipalliconditions determine quality of
life. In demonstrating the importance of politicaitcomes, we highlight the need for
richer theories that incorporate such factors.

The present study may also point toward the dorcuch theorizing might take.
By illustrating that welfare spending, labor markegulation, and other political
interventions into the economy affect well-being, also suggest the centrality of the
market economy itself. As Lindblom (1977) has passely argued, we tend as social
theorists to take the market for granted, in thesseeof considering it to be a fixed
characteristic--almost a natural force of natuka & gravity. Instead, we need to be
cognizant of the fact that the market is a variagioiéhe sense that it varies both in its
existence but also in its character. There ares @mmonly accepted, different “flavors”
of capitalist democracy (e.g. Esping-Anderson, 1#9ber, Rueschemeyer, and
Stepehens, 1997). Variations in the nature of thekaet system across time and space
would appear to be essential elements in any utaelisig of life satisfaction.

Similarly, it maybe the market system itself, th defining characteristics, that
also warrants attention &% central institution of contemporary society. Wivatetheir
ultimate judgment on capitalism, from advocateslisas Adam Smith or Milton
Friedman) to opponents (e.g. Marx or Bourdieuhtuse who are both (say, J.S. Mill or

even Rawls), social theorists widely agree thakantroduced, the market ultimately

23



comes to permeate the entire social order (fomsxte and insightful reviews, see Lane,
1991, 2002). Thus, as Heilbroner (1985: 79) sutlsimxpresses this point, the market
has become society’s “central organizing princie’that it profoundly “influences all
aspects of the social formation, whether theseaneerned with material life, justice
and the social order, or custom and belief.” ltsagquently takes no great insight to
suggest that any theory of human well-being shomdtlide the nature and logic of the
market as explanatory factors. We thus conclude thié contention that our
understanding of quality of life and the mechanishat enhance or diminish it, must be
based upon an understanding of how the marketraysi® the principal institution
structuring the modern world, affects the happiredsbe people whose lives it largely

defines.
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Tablel:

Life Satisfaction and Welfare Policy

[(a) [ (b)
Political Variables
Transfer payments .106*** n/a
(.035)
TANF policy n/a .018**
(.011)
I nteraction Termswith Income
Transfer payments -.007** n/a
(.004)
TANF policy n/a .000
(.001)
Individual L evel Factors
Income 017** .003**
(.008) (.002)
Financial Satisfaction A403*** AQ3***
(.005) (.005)
Education -.011** -.010**
(.005) (.005)
Respondent unemployed -.314*** -.314%**
(.041) (.041)
Sex .093*** .093***
(.013) (0.13)
Children - 110%** - 111%*
(.016) (0.16)
African-American - 227*%* - 227***
(.033) (.033)
Other-non white -.008 -.008
(.017) (.017)
Age -.039*** -.039%**
(.003) (.003)
Age squared .000*** .000***
(.000) (0.00)
Widowed 21 9*** 21 9***
(.036) (.036)
Divorced .044 .043
(.038) (.038)
Married .293*%** 293 ***
(.028) (028)
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Church attendance .033*** .032%**
(.003) (.003)
Health of respondent 153*** 153***
(.004) (.004)
State Level Variables
State income .000*** .000***
(.000) (.000)
State population -.000*** -.000***
(.000) (.000)
Year -.005*** -.002
(.002) (.002)
New England -.116%** -.098***
(.045) (.041)
Mid-Atlantic -.120%** -.093***
(.028) (.021)
East North Central -.053*** -.037***
(.015) (.014)
West North Central -.095*** -.103***
(.022) (.025)
South Atlantic -.047** -.029
(.021) (.029)
East South Central -.064** -.044
(.028) (.037)
West South Central -.054** -.070%**
(.021) (.018)
Mountain -.012 -.026
(.037) (.040)
Constant 12.620*** 5.966**
(4.612) (3.124)
Observations 47921 47921
R-squared 0.2912 0. 2912

Entries are unstandarized regression coefficiextédg-clustered robust standard errors

in parentheses)

* significant at .10; **significant at .05 level** significant at .01 level
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Tablell:

Life Satisfaction and Market Regulations

Political Variables

Economic Regulation .049%**
(.015)
Interaction Termswith Income
Economic Regulation -.004***
(.001)
Individual Level Factors
Income .024***
(.008)
Financial Satisfaction A403***
(.005)
Education -.011**
(.005)
Respondent unemployed -.314%**
(.041)
Sex .093x**
(.013)
Children - 110%**
(.016)
African-American -.226%**
(.033)
Other-non white -.008
(.018)
Age -.039***
(.003)
Age squared .000***
(.000)
Widowed 219%**
(.036)
Divorced .044
(.038)
Married .293***
(.028)
Church attendance .032%**
(.003)
Health of respondent 153%**
(.004)




StateLevel Variables

State income .000**
(.000)
State population -.000***
(.000)
Year -.002
(.002)
New England -.085**
(.043)
Mid-Atlantic -.092***
(.018)
East North Central -.027
(.022)
West North Central -.070***
(.026)
South Atlantic -.012
(.034)
East South Central -.026
(.032)
West South Central -.035*
(.025)
Mountain -.012
(.042)
Constant 5.212*
(3.268)
Observations 47921
R-squared 0.2912

Entries are unstandarized regression coefficiestéde-
clustered robust standard errors in parentheses)
significant at .10; **significant at .05 level; ***
significant at .01 level
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Tablelll:

Life Satisfaction, Ideology, and Party in Gover nment

[ (a) [ (b)
Political Variables
Government Ideology .018*** n/a
(.000)
Democratic Party Control n/a .010
(.000)
Interaction Termswith Income
Government Ideology -.001** n/a
(.000)
Democratic Party Control n/a -.000
(.000)
Individual Level Factors
Income .012*** .009**
(.004) (.004)
Financial Satisfaction A403*** AQ2%**
(.005) (.005)
Education -.011** -.010**
(.005) (.005)
Respondent unemployed -.314%** -.313***
(.041) (.041)
Sex .093*** .093***
(.014) (.014)
Children O I i -.113***
(.016) (.016)
African-American -.228*** -.232%**
(.033) (.033)
Other-non white -.009 -.009
(.017) (.017)
Age -.039%** -.039***
(.003) (.003)
Age squared .000*** .000***
(.000) (.000)
Widowed 221%** 222%**
(.036) (.036)
Divorced .045 .047
(.038) (.038)
Married 295%** 297***
(.028) (.028)
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Church attendance .033*** .033***
(.003) (.003)
Health of respondent 153*** 152%**
(.004) (.004)
State Level Variables
State income .000* .000**
(.000) (.000)
State population -.000*** -.000***
(.000) (.000)
Year -.006** -.005
(.002) (.004)
New England -.09Q9*** -.0Q97***
(.043) (.045)
Mid-Atlantic -.085*** -.084***
(.018) (.019)
East North Central -.040*** -.045**
(.017) (.017)
West North Central -.085*** -.082***
(.023) (.022)
South Atlantic -.042* -.055*
(.028) (.033)
East South Central -.064** -.075**
(.030) (.034)
West South Central -.063*** -.078***
(.018) (.022)
Mountain -.011 -.017
(.040) (.040)
Constant 15.078*** 12.462*
(4.350) (8.260)
Observations 47921 47509
R-squared 0.2913 0.2911

Entries are unstandarized regression coefficiexttdg-clustered robust standard errors

in parentheses)

significant at .10; **significant at .05 level; **$ignificant at .01 level
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TablelV:

I nteractions between | ncome and Political Variables

[(a) [ (b) [ (©
Political Variables
Transfer payments A27%* | nla n/a
(.031)
Government Ideology n/a .000*** | n/a
(.000)
Democratic Party n/a n/a .000*
Control (.000)
Interaction Termswith Income
Transfer payments -.008** | n/a n/a
(.004)
Government Ideology n/a -.000*** | n/a
(.000)
Democratic Party n/a n/a -.000*
Control (.000)
Individual Level Factors
Income 017** 0171%* .008**
(.008) (.004) (.004)
Financial Satisfaction | .406*** 405 A405%**
(.005) (.005) (.005)
Education -.008* -.008** -.008*
(.005) (.005) (.005)
Respondent -.315% | . 3]15%* | - 314rr*
unemployed (.041) (.041) (.041)
Sex 091 *** 091 xx* 091 *x*
(.014) (.014) (.014)
African-American -.236%** | - 237*** - 242%%*
(.031) (.031) (.032)
Other-non white -.016* -.018* -.018*
(.016) (.016) (.016)
Age -.039%* | - 039*** | -.040%**
(.003) (.003) (.003)
Age squared .000*** | .000*** .000***
(.000) (.000) (.000)
Widowed 161%x* 163%+* 163*+*
(.036) (.036) (.036)
Divorced .000 .001 .002
(.039) (.039) (.040)

31



Married .238*** .239%** 247 x**
(.026) (.027) (.027)
Church attendance 031*** | 031*** 031 ***
(.003) (.003) (.003)
Health of respondent 53R | 154%F* 153***
(.004) (.004) (.004)
State Level Variables
State income .000** .000** .000**
(.000) (.000) (.000)
State population -.000*** | -.000** -.000**
(.000) (.000) (.000)
New England -.114%** | - 091** -.088**
(.047) (.045) (.046)
Mid-Atlantic -.128*** -.083*** -.082**
(.028) (.019) (.022)
East North Central -.052*** | - 036** -.043**
(.015) (.019) (.018)
West North Central -.089*** | - Q77*** -.076***
(.022) (.024) (.024)
South Atlantic -.042** -.036* -.049*
(.020) (.029) (.033)
East South Central -.064** | -.063** -.074%**
(.036) (.029) (.033)
West South Central -.050** | -.061*** -.Q77***
(.022) (.018) (.023)
Mountain -.004 -.004 -.012
(.035) (.040) (.039)
Year 1985 .031 .048* .029
(.038) (.037) (.055)
Year 1986 .044* .059* .041
(.037) (.039) (.058)
Year 1987 .045* .054* .035
(.034) (.035) (.052)
Year 1988 .022 .027 011
(.034) (.036) (.042)
Year 1989 .046* .049* .039
(.030) (.033) (.045)
Year 1990 .045 .047 .038
(.037) (.038) (.045)
Year 1991 .001 .005 -.003
(.040) (.041) (.044)
Year 1992 -.021 -.011 -.017
(.032) (.032) (.039)
Year 1993 -.027 -.021 -.023
(.031) (.030) (.035)
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Year 1994 -.060** | -.057** -.055**
(.028) (.028) (.033)
Year 1995 .006 .008 .008
(.037) (.038) (.037)
Year 1996 -.000 .001 .005
(.034) (.034) (.033)
Year 1997 -.016 -.014 -.014
(.032) (.032) (.033)
Constant 2.067*** | 2.242%** | 2.268***
(.142) (.107) (.115)
Observations 48206 48206 47790
R-squared 0.2907 0.2907 0.2905

Entries are unstandarized regression coefficiesttdd-

clustered robust standard errors in parentheses)

* significant at .10;**significant at .05 level; **significant at

.01 level

33



TableV:

Analysis of Residual Mean Life Satisfaction

(a) (b) (©) (d) (e)
Transfer payments 136** | n/a n/a n/a n/a
(.057)
TANF policy n/a .018* n/a n/a n/a
(.012)
Economic Regulation n/a n/a .039** | n/a n/a
(.023)
Government Ideology n/a n/a n/a .000** | n/a
(.000)
Democratic Party n/a n/a n/a n/a .000*
Control (.000)
State population -.000** | -.000* -.000** -.000* -.000*
(.000) (.000) (.000) (.000) (.000)
State income .000** .000 .000 -.000 -.000
(.000) (.000) (.000) (.000) (.000)
Racial diversity 245** 138 .194* .186* 126
(.141) (.143) (.141) (.140) (.160)
Social capital 052*** | 029* .033* .038** .052**
(.020) (.020) (.020) (.020) (.026)
New England -.040 -.032 -.008 -.024 -.030
(.039) (.036) (.039) (.040) (.038)
Mid-Atlantic - 103** | - 059** -.069*** | - 052** -.040*
(.036) (.031) (.027) (.024) (.027)
East North Central -.046*** | -.033** -.021 -.033* -.040**
(.116) (.018) (.031) (.023) (.022)
West North Central -.139%* | - 0139*** | -.097** - 1210 | - 127%*
(.030) (.030) (.042) (.032) (.026)
South Atlantic -.047* | -.041 -.017 -.054* -.064**
(.031) (.038) (.044) (.034) (.035)
East South Central -.074* | -.054 -.037 -.081** -.089**
(.047) (.053) (.053) (.045) (.047)
West South Central -.091** | -.098** -.069* -.100** -.120%**
(.040) (.037) (.044) (.037) (.039)
Mountain -.039 -.065* -.018 -.048 -.041
(.041) (.042) (.048) (.044) (.044)
Constant -.187 .051 -.148 .035* -.039
(.174) (.113) (.170) (.115) (.149)
Observations 48 48 48 48 47
R-squared 0.4057 0.3738 0.3781 0.3897 0.3465

Entries are unstandarized regression coefficientsugt standard errors).
* significant at .10;**significant at .05 level; **significant at .01 level
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