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Abstract

The degree to which people are satisfied with their lives is affected by many
factors. This chapter surveys studies that document the influence of one such
factor – formal institutions (i.e., written rules). Such rules, typically laws that
enable and constrain political, legal, and economic decision-making, have the
potential to affect how satisfied people are with their lives in at least two ways.
First, there can be direct effects in that rules either enable certain individual
choices or constitute constraints on the individual’s choice set; furthermore,
such effects can be of a “symbolic” kind: certain types of rules are valued for
their character. Second, there can be indirect effects in that rules shape the overall

N. Berggren
Research Institute of Industrial Economics (IFN), Stockholm, Sweden

Department of Economics (KEKE NF), University of Economics in Prague, Prague 3, Czechia
e-mail: niclas.berggren@ifn.se

C. Bjørnskov (*)
Research Institute of Industrial Economics (IFN), Stockholm, Sweden

Department of Economics, Aarhus University, Aarhus V, Denmark
e-mail: chbj@econ.au.dk

© Springer Nature Switzerland AG 2020
K. F. Zimmermann (ed.), Handbook of Labor, Human Resources and Population
Economics, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-57365-6_192-1

1

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/978-3-319-57365-6_192-1&domain=pdf
mailto:niclas.berggren@ifn.se
mailto:chbj@econ.au.dk
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-57365-6_192-1#DOI


character of society, through the actions that are, and that are not, taken by people.
This character – in the form of various outcomes of the rules that function as
mediators – can influence individual life satisfaction within a society. The present
review of the literature identifies empirical studies that link formal political, legal,
and economic institutions to subjective well-being – primarily in the form of life
satisfaction, but in some cases in the form of happiness. Some main results can be
summarized as follows: Political institutions are related to life satisfaction
through democracy and direct democracy; legal institutions seem able to boost
life satisfaction by being effective, fair, and inclusive; and economic institutions
that strengthen the role of markets in society are positively related to life
satisfaction (as are some “complementary” regulations of employment and
welfare-state policies). In all, it is demonstrated that the incorporation of formal
institutions into studies of life satisfaction is essential, and that careful design, or
reforms, of institutions has the potential to increase – or decrease – life satisfac-
tion in society.

Introduction

All constitutions of government . . . are valued only in proportion as they tend to promote the
happiness of those who live under them. This is their sole use and end. –Adam Smith in The
Theory of Moral Sentiments

One of the primary aims – perhaps the primary aim – of most individuals is to
experience satisfying lives, i.e., lives that, upon reflection, provide subjective well-
being. Likewise, when looking at the aggregate level, many would deem it desirable
with a high degree of average life satisfaction since it indicates that individuals in a
country or region tend to experience satisfying lives. Against this background, it
becomes important to identify key factors that determine life satisfaction in a society.

Reflecting the importance of this topic, there is a vast literature on what makes life
satisfying to people surveyed by, e.g., Diener et al. (2011). In the present contribu-
tion, the focus is on one key factor: formal institutions. North (1991, p. 97) uses the
following, widely accepted definition: “Institutions are the humanly devised con-
straints that structure political, economic and social interaction. They consist of both
informal constraints (sanctions, taboos, customs, traditions, and codes of conduct),
and formal rules (constitutions, laws, property rights).” This chapter is a review of
empirical studies that relate three types of formal institutions (political, legal, and
economic) to life satisfaction. In total, 37 studies on political institutions (e.g., the
degree of democracy), 15 studies on legal institutions (e.g., the strength of the rule of
law), and 61 studies on economic institutions (e.g., the level of economic freedom)
are included, with summaries of what type of relationship they each look at and their
main findings. The chapter does thus not explore the equally voluminous literature
on how informal institutions, including trust, norms, and ideology, affect well-being.

The main outcome variable of interest is life satisfaction, by which is meant how
people evaluate their life as a whole (rather than express their current feelings). It
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corresponds to the first of two elements of subjective well-being, which is defined as
“a person’s cognitive and affective evaluations of his or her life” (Diener et al. 2011,
p. 187). The main reason for focusing on life satisfaction is that formal institutions
primarily can be expected to influence more considered evaluations of well-being.
The second element of subjective well-being concerns affective evaluations, or
happiness, and while there are some studies that use it as outcome variable, and
while they are included in this review, directly emotive evaluations are perhaps not to
be expected to as clearly relate to large-scale and rather stable formal rules in society
(cf., Kahneman and Krueger 2006; Diener et al. 2013; Nikolova 2016).

The literature on both life satisfaction and happiness is based on subjective,
survey-based measures. The typical life satisfaction question is: “All things consid-
ered, how satisfied are you with your life as a whole these days?” The replies are
typically given on a 1–10 scale. An alternative approach for measuring life satisfac-
tion is to use the Cantril ladder scale, based on the question: “Please imagine a
ladder, with steps numbered from 0 at the bottom to 10 at the top. The top of the
ladder represents the best possible life for you and the bottom of the ladder represents
the worst possible life for you. On which step of the ladder would you say you
personally feel you stand at this time?” (from the Gallup World Poll). The typical
happiness question is: “Taking all things together, would you say you are (i) Very
happy, (ii) Rather happy, (iii) Not very happy, or (iv) Not at all happy?”. Both of
these form part of the World Values Survey. For more on different measures of well-
being and their comparability, see Bjørnskov (2010) and ▶ “Measuring Subjective
WellBeing” and ▶ “The Economics of Happiness”.

The remainder of the chapter contains the following: a brief, overall theoretical
framework (section “ABrief Theoretical Framework”); a clarification of the basis for
the selection of the included studies (section “The Selection Criteria for Included
Literature”); a presentation, in three subsections, of the findings by type of formal
institution (section “Institutions and Life Satisfaction: Empirical Evidence”); and a
summary (section “Summary”), including an assessment of what steps researchers in
this field may wish to take next.

A Brief Theoretical Framework

As clarified by Diener et al. (2011), on the micro level, there are three main
theoretical approaches to explaining life satisfaction. The first is needs-based and
posits that life satisfaction is achieved when various needs are met. The second is
activity-based and states that life satisfaction appears when a person is engaged in
activities that are experienced as meaningful. The third is about genetic and
personality-predisposition theories, indicating that there is a rather stable level of
life satisfaction that is rooted in one’s personality. The approach here is macro-
oriented in the sense that it connects rules that typically apply at the country or state
level to the way individuals experience their lives.

With regard to needs, these can be of different kinds – one way of classifying
them is into materialist and post-materialist needs. As for the first kind, people tend
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to want material resources to feel safe and secure and, beyond that, such resources to
purchase goods and services they believe will make their lives better. It is clear that
formal institutions are among the most important determinants of economic devel-
opment (Acemoglu et al. 2005) and, as such, central for the satisfaction of needs
requiring economic resources. Likewise, institutions affect the distribution of mate-
rial resources, and needs may also relate to one’s status and relative standing in
society (cf. Berggren 1999; Acemoglu and Robinson 2000; Bennett and Nikolaev
2016, 2017a). As for the second kind, Inglehart (2008) stresses that many societies,
especially in the West, have undergone a change in what kind of values that
dominate, from ones that emphasize the material side of life to post-materialist
ones that emphasize self-expression and autonomy. Needs that relate to this kind
of values can be expected to be affected by formal institutions as well, in the sense
that rules determine the action space of individuals – whether what they think needs
to be done can (legally) be done, both in politics, in civil society, and in the economy
– and in the sense that needs may refer to the character of rules. This character can,
e.g., relate to procedural utility (Frey et al. 2004) – do the rules allow one to
participate? – or to issues of fairness and justice – are the rules general or discrim-
inatory? While the satisfaction of material needs is an indirect effect of formal
institutions – it is the resources that human productive efforts generate that satisfy
the needs, and these productive efforts are a function of formal institutions– the
satisfaction of post-materialist needs is a direct effect: the rules as such give rise to
satisfaction (or a lack thereof).

With regard to activities formal institutions are potentially important as well,
since such institutions enable and constrain many of the activities that humans can
engage in. In particular, effective judicial institutions entail protection from threats to
one’s life, livelihood, and property and thus, reduce uncertainty. One may also
expect freedom as an aspect of institutions to be particularly important here: By
allowing a very broad set of activities, the probability that individuals, whose
preferences as to what to do with and in life differ, will find meaningful things to
do should be high as a result (Inglehart 2008). This can occur in different spheres of
society – people may find it meaningful to participate in politics and (be allowed to)
vote; they can find enjoyment in doing a certain kind of work and in running their
own business; etc.

Hence, there are theoretical reasons to expect formal institutions to affect life
satisfaction (and, perhaps to a lesser extent, happiness). They are illustrated in Fig. 1.

The top arrow illustrates the direct influence of formal institutions on life satis-
faction – e.g., the result of satisfying post-materialist needs or of engaging in
activities that are intrinsically meaningful to the individual. The two bottom arrows
illustrate the indirect influence of formal institutions on life satisfaction – i.e., formal
institutions generating various outcomes that in turn affect how people experience
their lives. It bears noting that in the empirical literature, the direct and indirect
effects of institutions cannot always be separated.
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The Selection Criteria for Included Literature

This section contains a specification of the basis for selecting studies to include in
this review. The selection criteria for included literature relating formal institutions
to life satisfaction are:

• Only empirical studies are included; purely theoretical work is not covered. This
does not rule out that there are theoretical parts of the empirical studies – indeed,
that is generally the case – but the theoretical parts are not highlighted here.

• The empirical studies use survey findings as the source of data.
• The unit of analysis, when it comes to life satisfaction, is either the individual or

an aggregate of individuals (typically in a region or country), in which case
average values are used.

• Most studies have life satisfaction as the dependent variable. The majority uses
the standard life-satisfaction question, but some use the Cantril ladder scale.
Studies using the standard happiness question as the dependent variable are
also included, but these are relatively few. Studies dealing with domain satisfac-
tion (e.g., job satisfaction) or with features of society (e.g., satisfaction with
institutions themselves or with organizations) are not included. Nor do we
cover studies of more objective well-being indicators such as life expectancy,
health, and income (see instead, e.g., Ruseski and Maresova 2014, Nikolaev and
Bennett 2016, Pitlik and Rode 2016, and Hall et al. 2018).

• The main explanatory variables are indicators of formal institutions (i.e., “written
rules”) in politics, the legal sphere and in the economic realm. These can be of a
de jure or a de facto type – either the measure indicates objective properties (e.g.,
the existence of a certain rule as a matter of legal fact) or the degree to which a
rule functions in practice in accordance with its rationale. Informal institutions,
i.e., culturally transmitted norms that do not take written form but which can
nevertheless influence behavior, are not included – not because the relationship
between such institutions and life satisfaction is uninteresting (quite the opposite)
but because of space and focus. Some further comments regarding the three types
of formal institutions that are looked at:

Fig. 1 Links between formal institutions and life satisfaction
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– Political formal institutions refer to the rules enabling and constraining the
political system and, in the usual case in the studies covered here, to a certain
political system or practice enabled by a set of underlying rules (e.g., “democ-
racy,” “referendum,” “bicameral legislature,” etc.).

– Legal formal institutions refer to the rules enabling and constraining the legal
system (while being part of the legal system but constituting rules on a
“higher” level). In the usual case in the studies covered here, what is analyzed
tends to be specific legal rules or practices enabled by underlying rules (e.g.,
“rule of law,” “human rights,” “judicial independence,” “judicial review,”
etc.). In a basic sense, all formal institutions are legal institutions, but they
are sorted into the three groups depending on the societal sphere in which they
mainly apply.

– Economic formal institutions refer to the rules enabling and constraining
economic activities and, in the usual case in the studies covered here, to a
certain economic system or practice enabled by the underlying rules (e.g.,
“economic freedom,” “protection of property rights,” “free trade” or “regula-
tion,” etc.). Note that economic outcomes, such as GDP/capita, unemployment
or economic growth, are not part of economic institutions (even though
institutions can affect life satisfaction via economic outcomes). When it
comes to economic policy, it is sometimes hard to separate it from economic
institutions that typically constrain policy choices, but in general, institutions
are considered a more long-term and stable type of rule than policies, which
tend to often be changed according to the present agenda of those in power
(Williamson 2000). Institutions rather than policies are primarily included.

– It is sometimes also difficult to separate the three types of institutions, espe-
cially the legal and economic ones, since the latter tend to have a distinct legal
component. Furthermore, many studies include more than one type of institu-
tion, in which case it is presented as studying each type of institution
separately.

• The stated causal direction of the studies surveyed here is from formal institutions
to life satisfaction, not the other way around. This is not to say that the latter
causal direction is uninteresting or ruled out – it is just a matter of retaining a clear
focus. However, it bears noting that in most studies, it is not possible to rule out
reverse causality or other aspects of endogeneity, which is reason for caution
when interpreting the results.

• As for the type of publications that are included, they are articles published in
scientific journals with peer review and book chapters published by academic
publishers. Unpublished work is not part of the review.

• The main literature search has been carried out by means of Google Scholar. Only
works in English have been considered.

• A temporal restriction has been applied, restricting the search to publications from
2000 onwards. Dolan et al. (2008) provide a survey of the earlier literature
(cf. Bennett et al. 2016).

• Both individual-level and aggregate-level studies are included.
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Institutions and Life Satisfaction: Empirical Evidence

This section presents 37 studies on political institutions and life satisfaction (section
“Political Institutions”), 15 studies on legal institutions and life satisfaction (section
“Legal Institutions”) and 61 studies on economic institutions and life satisfaction
section “Economic Institutions”). Some of these studies are presented in several
places, when they include analyses of two or three types of institutions; hence, the
total number of studies is lower than 113.

The structure is such that each subsection begins with an empirical illustration.
Next, a table summarizes the studies very briefly by giving (in alphabetical order)
authors, the years of publication, the titles, the main dependent variable(s), the main
explanatory variable(s), and the main findings. Obviously, this kind of summary
abstracts from most details of each work; the point is to provide an accessible list of
relevant studies for anyone who is interested in how formal institutions relate to life
satisfaction. Readers are strongly recommended to locate the studies and read them
carefully; not least, it is advisable to do so before drawing conclusions about the
conditions under which institutions are associated with life satisfaction. Each study
is different, and many elements can affect the results. That being said, after each
table, a tentative assessment of what the literature finds is offered.

Political Institutions

Figure 2 illustrates the simplest association between political institutions and life
satisfaction by reporting the most recent data on life satisfaction from the World

Fig. 2 Democracy and life satisfaction
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Happiness Report (Helliwell et al. 2019). The scores are averaged across countries
that are autocratic and democratic, respectively, according to the dichotomous
measure in Bjørnskov and Rode (2020). The average in the former group is 4.85
while it is 5.81 in the latter, indicating that an association may exist.

In Table 1, studies relating formal political institutions to life satisfaction or
happiness are presented.

The main findings can be summarized as follows:

• Democracy: Quite a few studies indicate that democracy is not related to life
satisfaction in a robust manner; however, it seems to be the case that when
democracy does relate to life satisfaction in a significant way, it usually occurs
in high-income countries or among high-income individuals in a country. This
may be taken to imply that democracy matters once people have reached a certain
level of material comfort and safety. On the other hand, there are signs that former
Communist countries experienced more life satisfaction after turning to
democracy.

• Direct democracy: A number of studies indicate that direct democracy can have
beneficial effects on life satisfaction, both by political decisions being more
aligned with the preferences of people in general and by procedural utility
(valuing the ability to participate). However, these studies tend to use data from
a rather special country, Switzerland; and even for that country, there are some
studies that do not find such a positive effect. Still, results from US states give
some support for a positive effect of popular initiatives, pointing at a possible role
of direct democracy for life satisfaction. To the extent that it matters, it does so in
a positive way.

• Other political institutions:
– Electoral system: In the OECD, proportional representation is associated with

higher life satisfaction than a majoritarian system. However, this result may
not generalize: in a larger sample a combination of Parliamentarism and
proportional elections does not yield superior outcomes in terms of life
satisfaction.

– Executive: In the OECD, there is more life satisfaction if the executive is
chosen by the legislature than if it is a President, but taking other studies into
account, this result does not seem to generalize in a robust way.

– Decentralization: In the OECD, a unitary system is associated with higher life
satisfaction than a federal system; but studies with larger samples find that
regional self-rule is positive for life satisfaction. In Indonesia, the presence of
local elections cannot be shown to yield more happiness.

– Chambers in the legislature: Bicamerialism is related to more life satisfaction
than when the legislature only has one chamber.
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Legal Institutions

Next, Fig. 3 illustrates the association between the measure of legal quality from the
large dataset on aspects of economic freedom in Gwartney et al. (2019), plotted
against the same data on life satisfaction as in Fig. 2. This plot, depicting a
correlation of 0.65, also indicates that a clear association may exist.

Table 2 summarizes studies that connect formal legal institutions to life satisfac-
tion and happiness.

The main findings can be summarized as follows:

• Rule of law/quality of the legal system: The general picture is that a strong rule of
law is associated with more life satisfaction; it is also the case that it is related to
less life-satisfaction inequality.

• Equality: The life satisfaction of working women is higher where there is greater
legal equality between men and women; and women of childbearing age are
better off from abortion rights and contraception – but mutual consent divorce
laws decrease women’s life satisfaction. The life satisfaction of gay men, but also
of people in general, is higher when there is legal equality between straight and
gay people.

Economic Institutions

The final Fig. 4a, b illustrate the association between ratings of two types of
economic institutions – the rating of the size of government (where a high number
indicates a smaller government) (Fig. 4a) and the average rating of monetary policy,
openness, and regulatory policy (Fig. 4b) – and life satisfaction; both measures are
from Gwartney et al. (2019). While the association between life satisfaction and the

Fig. 3 Legal quality and life satisfaction
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average rating of monetary policy, openness and regulatory policy appears strong
(r ¼ 0.60), there is more variability in the association between the rating of the size
of government and satisfaction (r ¼ �0.10).

In Table 3, studies on how formal economic institutions relate to life satisfaction
or happiness are introduced.

The main findings can be summarized as follows:

• Economic freedom: The two most common indicators of economic freedom are
two indices, the Economic Freedom of the World index from the Fraser Institute
and the Index of Economic Freedom from the Heritage Foundation. The prepon-
derance of empirical evidence suggests that more economic freedom is related to
more life satisfaction. The more the formal institutions give room for markets to
work, the more satisfied people tend to be with their lives. There are some signs
that this pattern is stronger for countries at lower levels of development (where
the starting point is usually also lower economic freedom) and for people with
initial low levels of life satisfaction. All results concerning the different areas of
economic freedom are listed in Table 3 and the individual studies. A final caveat
applies: While these indices overall are indicators of the degree to which eco-
nomic institutions are market-oriented, they do contain a few outcome measures
(with regard to monetary stability) that are not, per se, institutional.

Fig. 4 (a) The rating of the
size of government and life
satisfaction. (b) Average
rating of monetary policy,
openness and regulatory
policy and life satisfaction

Institutions and Life Satisfaction 23



Ta
b
le

3
S
tu
di
es

on
ec
on

om
ic
in
st
itu

tio
ns

an
d
lif
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

A
ut
ho

rs
,y

ea
r

of
pu

bl
ic
at
io
n

T
itl
e

D
ep
en
de
nt

va
ri
ab
le
(s
)

M
ai
n
ex
pl
an
at
or
y
va
ri
ab
le
(s
)

S
am

pl
e,
ye
ar
s

M
ai
n
re
su
lts

B
av
et
ta
an
d

N
av
ar
ra

(2
01
1)

E
co
no

m
ic
fr
ee
do

m
an
d
th
e
pu

rs
ui
t
of

ha
pp

in
es
s

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n,

ha
pp

in
es
s,

av
er
ag
e
of

th
e

tw
o

In
de
x
of

E
co
no

m
ic
F
re
ed
om

60
co
un

tr
ie
s,
20

04
–

20
08

E
co
no

m
ic
fr
ee
do

m
is
po

si
tiv

el
y

re
la
te
d
to

al
l
m
ea
su
re
s
of

w
el
l-

be
in
g

B
en
ne
tt
an
d

N
ik
ol
ae
v

(2
01

7b
)

E
co
no

m
ic
fr
ee
do

m
an
d
ha
pp

in
es
s

in
eq
ua
lit
y:

fr
ie
nd

s
or

fo
es
?

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

in
eq
ua
lit
y

(s
ta
nd

ar
d

de
vi
at
io
n)

E
co
no

m
ic
F
re
ed
om

of
th
e

W
or
ld

in
de
x

92
co
un

tr
ie
s,
19

81
–

20
12

E
co
no

m
ic
fr
ee
do

m
is

si
gn

ifi
ca
nt
ly

co
rr
el
at
ed

w
ith

lo
w
er

in
eq
ua
lit
y
of

lif
e

sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n.

D
ec
om

po
si
ng

th
e

in
de
x,

th
e
le
ga
l
sy
st
em

,a
nd

so
un

d
m
on

ey
ar
e
co
rr
el
at
ed

w
ith

lo
w
er

le
ve
ls
of

lif
e-
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

in
eq
ua
lit
y

B
jø
rn
sk
ov

(2
01

4)
D
o
ec
on

om
ic
re
fo
rm

s
al
le
vi
at
e
su
bj
ec
tiv

e
w
el
l-
be
in
g
lo
ss
es

of
ec
on

om
ic
cr
is
es
?

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

E
co
no

m
ic
F
re
ed
om

of
th
e

W
or
ld

In
de
x

29
E
ur
op

ea
n

co
un

tr
ie
s,
19

75
–2
01
1

H
ig
h
le
ve
ls
of

re
gu

la
to
ry

fr
ee
do

m
an
d
qu

al
ity

se
em

ro
bu

st
ly

to
in
su
re

co
un

tr
ie
s
ag
ai
ns
t
lif
e-

sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n
lo
ss
es

du
ri
ng

ec
on

om
ic
cr
is
es

B
jø
rn
sk
ov

et
al
.(
20

07
)

T
he

bi
gg

er
th
e
be
tte
r?

E
vi
de
nc
e
of

th
e
ef
fe
ct

of
go

ve
rn
m
en
t
si
ze

on
lif
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

ar
ou

nd
th
e
w
or
ld

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

G
ov

er
nm

en
t
co
ns
um

pt
io
n/

G
D
P

74
co
un

tr
ie
s,
19

97
–

20
01

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n
de
cr
ea
se
s
w
ith

hi
gh

er
go

ve
rn
m
en
t
co
ns
um

pt
io
n.

F
or

lo
w
-
an
d
m
id
dl
e-
in
co
m
e,
an
d

m
al
es
,t
hi
s
re
su
lt
is
st
ro
ng

er
w
he
n

th
e
go

ve
rn
m
en
ti
s
le
ft
w
in
g,

w
hi
le

go
ve
rn
m
en
tc
on

su
m
pt
io
n
ap
pe
ar
s

to
be

le
ss

ha
rm

fu
l
fo
r
w
om

en
w
he
n
th
e
go

ve
rn
m
en
t
is

pe
rc
ei
ve
d
to

be
ef
fe
ct
iv
e

24 N. Berggren and C. Bjørnskov



B
jø
rn
sk
ov

et
al
.(
20

08
a)

C
ro
ss
-c
ou

nt
ry

de
te
rm

in
an
ts
of

lif
e

sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n:

ex
pl
or
in
g

di
ff
er
en
t
de
te
rm

in
an
ts

ac
ro
ss

gr
ou

ps
in

so
ci
et
y

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

G
ov

er
nm

en
t
co
ns
um

pt
io
n/

G
D
P

90
,0
00

in
di
vi
du

al
s,

70
co
un

tr
ie
s,
19

97
–

20
00

M
or
e
go

ve
rn
m
en
t
co
ns
um

pt
io
n

ro
bu

st
ly

de
cr
ea
se
s
lif
e

sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n
in

th
e
le
ft
-w

in
g
an
d

ri
gh

t-
w
in
g
sa
m
pl
es

an
d
th
e
lo
w
-

an
d
m
id
dl
e-
in
co
m
e
gr
ou

ps

B
jø
rn
sk
ov

et
al
.(
20

08
b)

O
n
de
ce
nt
ra
liz
at
io
n

an
d
lif
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

G
ov

er
nm

en
t
co
ns
um

pt
io
n/

G
D
P

60
,0
00

in
di
vi
du

al
s,

66
co
un

tr
ie
s,
19

97
–

20
01

G
ov

er
nm

en
t
co
ns
um

pt
io
n
is

ne
ga
tiv

el
y
re
la
te
d
to

lif
e

sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

B
jø
rn
sk
ov

et
al
.(
20

10
)

F
or
m
al
in
st
itu

tio
ns

an
d
su
bj
ec
tiv

e
w
el
l-

be
in
g:

re
vi
si
tin

g
th
e

cr
os
s-
co
un

tr
y

ev
id
en
ce

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

P
ri
nc
ip
al
co
m
po

ne
nt

“e
co
no

m
ic
fa
ct
or
”
(i
nc
l.

ho
ne
st
an
d
ef
fi
ci
en
t

go
ve
rn
m
en
t,
le
ga
l
qu

al
ity
,

la
w

an
d
or
de
r)

14
9
co
un

tr
ie
s,
19

81
–

20
05

In
st
itu

tio
na
l
qu

al
ity

is
po

si
tiv

el
y

as
so
ci
at
ed

w
ith

lif
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n.

T
he

ef
fe
ct
s
of

ec
on

om
ic
-l
eg
al

in
st
itu

tio
ns

on
ha
pp

in
es
s

do
m
in
at
e
th
os
e
of

po
lit
ic
al

in
st
itu

tio
ns

in
lo
w
-i
nc
om

e
co
un

tr
ie
s.
B
ot
h
m
at
te
r
in

m
id
dl
e-

an
d
hi
gh

-i
nc
om

e
co
un

tr
ie
s

B
oa
ri
ni

et
al
.

(2
01

3)
C
an

go
ve
rn
m
en
ts

bo
os
t
pe
op

le
’s
se
ns
e

of
w
el
l-
be
in
g?

T
he

im
pa
ct
of

se
le
ct
ed

la
bo

r
m
ar
ke
t
an
d

he
al
th

po
lic
ie
s
on

lif
e

sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

L
if
e
ev
al
ua
tio

n
w
ith

C
an
tr
il

la
dd

er
sc
al
e

G
en
er
os
ity

of
un

em
pl
oy

m
en
t

be
ne
fi
ts
,s
tr
ic
tn
es
s
of

em
pl
oy

m
en
t
pr
ot
ec
tio

n
le
gi
sl
at
io
n

37
,0
00

–5
4,
00

0
in
di
vi
du

al
s,
34

O
E
C
D

co
un

tr
ie
s,
20

05
–2
00

9

U
ne
m
pl
oy

m
en
t
be
ne
fi
ts
an
d
th
e

st
ri
ct
ne
ss

of
em

pl
oy

m
en
t

pr
ot
ec
tio

n
le
gi
sl
at
io
n
ar
e

po
si
tiv

el
y
re
la
te
d
to

lif
e

sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

B
oy

d-
S
w
an

et
al
.(
20

16
)

T
he

ea
rn
ed

in
co
m
e

ta
x
cr
ed
it,

m
en
ta
l

he
al
th

an
d
ha
pp

in
es
s

H
ap
pi
ne
ss
,s
el
f-

es
te
em

E
ar
ne
d
in
co
m
e
ta
x
cr
ed
it

5,
60

0
U
.S
.w

om
en
,

19
87

–1
99

4
E
xp

an
si
on

of
th
e
ta
x
cr
ed
it
is

re
la
te
d
to

hi
gh

er
ha
pp

in
es
s
an
d

se
lf
-e
st
ee
m

am
on

g
(e
sp
ec
ia
lly

m
ar
ri
ed
)
w
om

en

(c
on

tin
ue
d)

Institutions and Life Satisfaction 25



Ta
b
le

3
(c
on

tin
ue

d)

A
ut
ho

rs
,y

ea
r

of
pu

bl
ic
at
io
n

T
itl
e

D
ep
en
de
nt

va
ri
ab
le
(s
)

M
ai
n
ex
pl
an
at
or
y
va
ri
ab
le
(s
)

S
am

pl
e,
ye
ar
s

M
ai
n
re
su
lts

B
ru
lé
an
d

V
ee
nh

ov
en

(2
01

4)

F
re
ed
om

an
d

ha
pp

in
es
s
in

na
tio

ns
:

w
hy

th
e
F
in
ns

ar
e

ha
pp

ie
r
th
an

th
e

F
re
nc
h

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n,

ha
pp

in
es
s,
lif
e

ev
al
ua
tio

n
w
ith

C
an
tr
il
la
dd

er
sc
al
e

S
oc
ia
l
fr
ee
do

m
(p
ar
t
of

w
hi
ch

is
ec
on

om
ic
fr
ee
do

m
)

33
co
un

tr
ie
s,
20

00
–

20
09

T
he
re

is
a
sm

al
l,
po

si
tiv

e
re
la
tio

ns
hi
p
be
tw
ee
n
so
ci
al

fr
ee
do

m
an
d
th
e
in
di
ca
to
rs
of

w
el
l-
be
in
g

C
ar
r
an
d

C
hu

ng
(2
01

4)
E
m
pl
oy

m
en
t

in
se
cu
ri
ty

an
d
lif
e

sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n:

th
e

m
od

er
at
in
g
in
fl
ue
nc
e

of
la
bo

r
m
ar
ke
t

po
lic
ie
s
ac
ro
ss

E
ur
op

e

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

E
m
pl
oy

m
en
t
se
cu
ri
ty
,

ge
ne
ro
si
ty

of
la
bo

r-
m
ar
ke
t

po
lic
ie
s

22
co
un

tr
ie
s,
20

10
P
er
ce
iv
ed

em
pl
oy

m
en
t
in
se
cu
ri
ty

is
ne
ga
tiv

el
y
as
so
ci
at
ed

w
ith

lif
e

sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n,

bu
t
th
e
st
re
ng

th
of

th
e
re
la
tio

ns
hi
p
is
in
ve
rs
el
y

re
la
te
d
to

th
e
ge
ne
ro
si
ty

of
la
bo

r
m
ar
ke
t
po

lic
ie
s

C
he
ng

et
al
.

(2
01

6)
H
ou

si
ng

pr
op

er
ty

ri
gh

ts
an
d
su
bj
ec
tiv

e
w
el
lb
ei
ng

in
ur
ba
n

C
hi
na

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

H
om

e
ow

ne
rs
hi
p,

pr
op

er
ty

ri
gh

ts
5,
20

0
C
hi
ne
se

in
di
vi
du

al
s,
20

11
F
ul
l
ow

ne
rs
hi
p
ha
s
a
st
ro
ng

er
po

si
tiv

e
as
so
ci
at
io
n
w
ith

lif
e

sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n
th
an

pa
rt
ia
l
pr
op

er
ty

ri
gh

ts
;
pa
rt
ia
l
pr
op

er
ty

ri
gh

ts
ar
e

m
or
e
st
ro
ng

ly
re
la
te
d
w
ith

lif
e

sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n
th
an

m
in
or

pr
op

er
ty

ri
gh

ts

D
lu
ho

sc
h

(2
02

0)
T
he

ge
nd

er
ga
p
in

gl
ob

al
iz
at
io
n
an
d

w
el
l-
be
in
g

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

T
ra
de

op
en
ne
ss

60
,0
00

in
di
vi
du

al
s,

43
co
un

tr
ie
s,
20

10
–

20
12

T
he

w
el
l-
be
in
g
of

w
om

en
is

re
la
tiv

el
y
st
ro
ng

er
ne
ga
tiv

el
y

af
fe
ct
ed

by
a
m
ar
gi
na
li
nc
re
as
e
in

im
po

rt
pe
ne
tr
at
io
n
in

co
un

tr
ie
s

w
hi
ch

ra
nk

co
m
pa
ra
tiv

el
y
lo
w
in

im
po

rt
pe
ne
tr
at
io
n.

T
ra
de

fr
ee
do

m
is
po

si
tiv

el
y
re
la
te
d
to

lif
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n
in

co
un

tr
ie
s
w
ith

hi
gh

im
po

rt
pe
ne
tr
at
io
n
an
d

w
ea
kl
y
so

in
co
un

tr
ie
s
w
ith

lo
w

im
po

rt
pe
ne
tr
at
io
n

26 N. Berggren and C. Bjørnskov



D
lu
ho

sc
h
an
d

H
or
go

s
(2
01

3)

T
ra
di
ng

up
th
e

ha
pp

in
es
s
la
dd

er
H
ap
pi
ne
ss

T
ra
de
,t
ra
de

op
en
ne
ss

28
,0
00

in
di
vi
du

al
s,

32
co
un

tr
ie
s,
19

99
–

20
04

D
is
tin

gu
is
hi
ng

ac
tu
al
tr
ad
e
fl
ow

s
an
d
th
e
op

tio
n
va
lu
e
of

tr
ad
e,
th
e

fo
rm

er
sl
ig
ht
ly

de
pr
es
s
ha
pp

in
es
s

w
hi
le
th
e
la
tte
r
si
gn

ifi
ca
nt
ly

pr
om

ot
es

ha
pp

in
es
s
(m

os
tly

in
lo
w
-i
nc
om

e
co
un

tr
ie
s)

E
vr
en
se
l

(2
01

5)
H
ap
pi
ne
ss
,e
co
no

m
ic

fr
ee
do

m
an
d
cu
ltu

re
L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

E
co
no

m
ic
fr
ee
do

m
25

0,
00

0
in
di
vi
du

al
s,

86
co
un

tr
ie
s,
19

90
–

20
05

H
ig
he
r
ec
on

om
ic
fr
ee
do

m
in
cr
ea
se
s
S
W
B
in

m
ai
nl
y

C
hr
is
tia
n
co
un

tr
ie
s,
w
hi
le
th
is

ef
fe
ct
is
ne
ga
tiv

e
fo
r
m
ai
nl
y

M
us
lim

an
d
B
ud

dh
is
t/H

in
du

co
un

tr
ie
s

E
vr
en
se
l

(2
01

8)
C
on

tr
ad
ic
to
ry

ef
fe
ct
s

of
re
lig

io
si
ty

on
su
bj
ec
tiv

e
w
el
l-
be
in
g

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n,

ha
pp

in
es
s

In
de
x
of

E
co
no

m
ic
F
re
ed
om

96
co
un

tr
ie
s,
19

90
–

20
14

E
co
no

m
ic
fr
ee
do

m
is
ge
ne
ra
lly

po
si
tiv

el
y
re
la
te
d
to

lif
e

sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n,

bu
t
no

t
in

a
ro
bu

st
w
ay

to
ha
pp

in
es
s

F
la
vi
n
et
al
.

(2
01

4)
A
ss
es
si
ng

th
e
im

pa
ct

of
th
e
si
ze

an
d
sc
op

e
of

go
ve
rn
m
en
t
on

hu
m
an

w
el
l-
be
in
g

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

G
ov

er
nm

en
t
co
ns
um

pt
io
n/

G
D
P,
em

pl
oy

m
en
tp
ro
te
ct
io
n

re
gu

la
tio

n

48
,0
00

in
di
vi
du

al
s,

21
co
un

tr
ie
s,
19

81
–

20
07

A
tl
ea
st
in
ad
va
nc
ed

de
m
oc
ra
ci
es
,

go
ve
rn
m
en
t
si
ze

an
d
la
bo

r-
m
ar
ke
t
re
gu

la
tio

n
ar
e
po

si
tiv

el
y

re
la
te
d
to

lif
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

F
la
vi
n
et
al
.

(2
01

9)
L
ab
or

m
ar
ke
t

re
gu

la
tio

n
an
d

su
bj
ec
tiv

e
w
el
l-
be
in
g

in
lo
w
-i
nc
om

e
co
un

tr
ie
s

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n,

lif
e
ev
al
ua
tio

n
w
ith

C
an
tr
il

la
dd

er
sc
al
e

L
ab
or
-m

ar
ke
t
re
gu

la
tio

n
82

,0
00

in
di
vi
du

al
s,

72
lo
w
-i
nc
om

e
co
un

tr
ie
s,
19

91
–2
01

4

P
eo
pl
e
(e
sp
ec
ia
lly

th
os
e
w
ith

lo
w

in
co
m
es
)
liv

e
m
or
e
sa
tis
fy
in
g

liv
es

in
co
un

tr
ie
s
th
at
m
or
e

st
ri
ng

en
tly

re
gu

la
te
th
ei
r
la
bo

r
m
ar
ke
t

G
eh
ri
ng

(2
01

3)
W
ho

be
ne
fi
ts
fr
om

ec
on

om
ic
fr
ee
do

m
?

U
nr
av
el
in
g
th
e
ef
fe
ct

of
ec
on

om
ic
fr
ee
do

m
on

su
bj
ec
tiv

e
w
el
l-

be
in
g

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n,

ha
pp

in
es
s

E
co
no

m
ic
F
re
ed
om

of
th
e

W
or
ld

in
de
x

86
co
un

tr
ie
s.
,1

99
0–

20
05

T
he
re

is
a
po

si
tiv

e
ov

er
al
l
ef
fe
ct

of
ec
on

om
ic
fr
ee
do

m
,i
n

pa
rt
ic
ul
ar

fr
om

le
ga
l
qu

al
ity
,

so
un

d
m
on

ey
,a
nd

le
ss

re
gu

la
tio

n

(c
on

tin
ue
d)

Institutions and Life Satisfaction 27



Ta
b
le

3
(c
on

tin
ue

d)

A
ut
ho

rs
,y

ea
r

of
pu

bl
ic
at
io
n

T
itl
e

D
ep
en
de
nt

va
ri
ab
le
(s
)

M
ai
n
ex
pl
an
at
or
y
va
ri
ab
le
(s
)

S
am

pl
e,
ye
ar
s

M
ai
n
re
su
lts

G
ra
afl
an
d

(2
02

0)
W
he
n
do

es
ec
on

om
ic

fr
ee
do

m
pr
om

ot
e

w
el
l-
be
in
g?

O
n
th
e

m
od

er
at
in
g
ro
le
of

lo
ng

-t
er
m

or
ie
nt
at
io
n

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

E
co
no

m
ic
F
re
ed
om

of
th
e

W
or
ld

in
de
x,

lo
ng

-t
er
m

or
ie
nt
at
io
n

38
co
un

tr
ie
s,
20

11
–

20
17

E
co
no

m
ic
fr
ee
do

m
is
po

si
tiv

el
y

re
la
te
d
to

lif
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n,

es
pe
ci
al
ly

w
he
re

pe
op

le
va
lu
e
th
e

lo
ng

te
rm

G
ra
afl
an
d
an
d

C
om

pe
n

(2
01

5)

E
co
no

m
ic
fr
ee
do

m
an
d
lif
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n:

m
ed
ia
tio

n
by

in
co
m
e

pe
r
ca
pi
ta
an
d

ge
ne
ra
liz
ed

tr
us
t

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

E
co
no

m
ic
fr
ee
do

m
12

0
co
un

tr
ie
s,
20

07
–

20
09

T
he
re

ar
e
so
m
e
in
di
ca
tio

ns
th
at

so
un

d
m
on

et
ar
y
po

lic
y,
op

en
ne
ss

to
tr
ad
e
an
d
le
ss

re
gu

la
tio

n
ha
ve

a
po
si
tiv

e
ef
fe
ct
on

lif
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n,

bu
t
th
es
e
ef
fe
ct
s
ar
e
no

t
ro
bu

st
.

G
ra
afl
an
d
an
d

L
ou

s
(2
01

8)
E
co
no

m
ic
fr
ee
do

m
,

in
co
m
e
in
eq
ua
lit
y
an
d

lif
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n
in

O
E
C
D

co
un

tr
ie
s

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

E
co
no

m
ic
fr
ee
do

m
,

in
eq
ua
lit
y

21
co
un

tr
ie
s,
19

90
–

20
14

M
ed
ia
tio

n
te
st
s
sh
ow

th
at
in
co
m
e

in
eq
ua
lit
y
m
ed
ia
te
s
th
e
in
fl
ue
nc
e

of
fi
sc
al
fr
ee
do

m
,f
re
e
tr
ad
e,
an
d

fr
ee
do

m
fr
om

go
ve
rn
m
en
t

re
gu

la
tio

n
on

lif
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n,

w
hi
ch

in
cr
ea
se

in
eq
ua
lit
y

G
ro
pp

er
et
al
.

(2
01

3)
E
co
no

m
ic
fr
ee
do

m
an
d
ha
pp

in
es
s

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

E
co
no

m
ic
F
re
ed
om

of
th
e

W
or
ld

in
de
x

12
0
co
un

tr
ie
s,
20

05
T
he
re

is
a
po

si
tiv

e
re
la
tio

ns
hi
p

be
tw
ee
n
lif
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n
an
d

ec
on

om
ic
fr
ee
do

m
.T

he
im

pa
ct
of

bo
th

ec
on

om
ic
fr
ee
do

m
an
d
G
D
P

pe
r
ca
pi
ta
ap
pe
ar
s
to

di
m
in
is
h
as

th
e
ot
he
r
in
cr
ea
se
s,
bu

t
th
e

co
m
bi
ne
d
ef
fe
ct
of

si
m
ul
ta
ne
ou

sl
y
in
cr
ea
si
ng

bo
th
,

pa
rt
ic
ul
ar
ly

fo
r
po

or
er

an
d
le
ss

fr
ee

na
tio

ns
,i
s
po

si
tiv

e

28 N. Berggren and C. Bjørnskov



G
ru
be
r
an
d

M
ul
la
in
at
ha
n

(2
00

5)

D
o
ci
ga
re
tte

ta
xe
s

m
ak
e
sm

ok
er
s

ha
pp

ie
r?

H
ap
pi
ne
ss

C
ig
ar
et
te
ta
xe
s

36
,0
00

A
m
er
ic
an
s,

19
73

–1
99

8;
10

1,
00

0
C
an
ad
ia
ns
,1

98
5–

19
98

E
xc
is
e
ta
xe
s
m
ak
e
pr
ed
ic
te
d

sm
ok

er
s
ha
pp

ie
r

H
am

er
m
es
h

et
al
.(
20

17
)

D
oe
s
la
bo

r
le
gi
sl
at
io
n

be
ne
fi
tw

or
ke
rs
?
W
el
l-

be
in
g
af
te
r
an

ho
ur

re
du

ct
io
n

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

A
re
du

ct
io
n
in

w
or
k
ho

ur
s

11
,0
00

Ja
pa
ne
se
,

19
84

–1
99

9;
58

,0
00

K
or
ea
ns
,2

00
3–
20

09
;

1,
00

0
K
or
ea
ns
,1

99
9–

20
09

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n
in
cr
ea
se
d

re
la
tiv

el
y
am

on
g
th
os
e
w
or
ke
rs

m
os
t
lik

el
y
to

ha
ve

be
en

af
fe
ct
ed

by
th
e
le
gi
sl
at
io
n

H
es
sa
m
i

(2
01

0)
T
he

si
ze

an
d

co
m
po

si
tio

n
of

go
ve
rn
m
en
t
sp
en
di
ng

in
E
ur
op

e
an
d
its

im
pa
ct
on

w
el
l-
be
in
g

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

G
ov

er
nm

en
t
ex
pe
nd

itu
re
s/

G
D
P

15
3,
00

0
in
di
vi
du

al
s,

12
E
U

co
un

tr
ie
s,

19
90

–2
00

0

T
he
re

is
an

in
ve
rs
el
y
U
-s
ha
pe
d

re
la
tio

ns
hi
p
be
tw
ee
n
go

ve
rn
m
en
t

si
ze

an
d
w
el
l-
be
in
g

H
es
sa
m
i

(2
01
1)

G
lo
ba
liz
at
io
n’
s

w
in
ne
rs
an
d
lo
se
rs
–

ev
id
en
ce

fr
om

lif
e

sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n
da
ta
,

19
75

–2
00

1

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

G
lo
ba
liz
at
io
n
(K

O
F
in
de
x)

15
E
U

co
un

tr
ie
s,

19
75

–2
00

1
G
lo
ba
liz
at
io
n
ha
s
es
pe
ci
al
ly

in
cr
ea
se
d
th
e
su
bj
ec
tiv

e
w
el
l-

be
in
g
of

hi
gh

-s
ki
lle
d
w
or
ke
rs
,

ri
gh

t-
w
in
g
vo

te
rs
,h

ig
h-
in
co
m
e

ea
rn
er
s,
an
d
of

re
sp
on

de
nt
s
th
at

tr
us
t
th
e
W
T
O
,t
he

W
or
ld

B
an
k,

an
d
th
e
IM

F

H
ev
en
st
on

e
(2
01
1)

F
le
xi
cu
ri
ty
,h
ap
pi
ne
ss
,

an
d
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n,

ha
pp

in
es
s

F
le
xi
cu
ri
ty

(g
en
er
os
ity

of
un

em
pl
oy

m
en
t
be
ne
fi
ts
an
d

ac
tiv

e
la
bo

r-
m
ar
ke
t
po

lic
ie
s,

st
ri
ct
ne
ss

of
em

pl
oy

m
en
t

pr
ot
ec
tio

n
le
gi
sl
at
io
n)

10
co
un

tr
ie
s,
20

05
–

20
07

F
le
xi
cu
ri
ty

is
th
e
op

tim
al

ap
pr
oa
ch

in
th
e
ba
se
lin

e
ca
se
;b

ut
th
er
e
is
so
m
e
in
di
ca
tio

n
th
at
a

ge
ne
ro
us

ap
pr
oa
ch
,m

ix
in
g
th
e

tw
o
po

lic
ie
s,
m
ig
ht

of
fe
r

m
ar
gi
na
lly

be
tte
r
ou

tc
om

es

(c
on

tin
ue
d)

Institutions and Life Satisfaction 29



Ta
b
le

3
(c
on

tin
ue

d)

A
ut
ho

rs
,y

ea
r

of
pu

bl
ic
at
io
n

T
itl
e

D
ep
en
de
nt

va
ri
ab
le
(s
)

M
ai
n
ex
pl
an
at
or
y
va
ri
ab
le
(s
)

S
am

pl
e,
ye
ar
s

M
ai
n
re
su
lts

Ja
ck
so
n

(2
01

7)
F
re
e
to

be
ha
pp

y:
ec
on

om
ic
fr
ee
do

m
an
d
ha
pp

in
es
s
in

U
S

st
at
es

H
ap
pi
ne
ss

E
co
no

m
ic
F
re
ed
om

of
N
or
th

A
m
er
ic
a
in
de
x

36
,5
00

in
di
vi
du

al
s,

50
U
S
st
at
es
,1

98
1–

20
10

E
co
no

m
ic
fr
ee
do

m
an
d
its

th
re
e

ar
ea
s
si
ze

of
go

ve
rn
m
en
t,

ta
xa
tio

n,
an
d
la
bo

r-
m
ar
ke
t

re
gu

la
tio

n
in

U
S
st
at
es

ha
ve

a
po

si
tiv

e
ef
fe
ct
on

bo
th

in
di
vi
du

al
ha
pp

in
es
s
an
d
st
at
e
av
er
ag
e

ha
pp

in
es
s,
bo

th
cr
os
s-
se
ct
io
na
lly

an
d
in

a
pa
ne
l

K
im

an
d
K
im

(2
01

2)
D
oe
s
go

ve
rn
m
en
t

m
ak
e
pe
op

le
ha
pp

y?
E
xp

lo
ri
ng

ne
w

re
se
ar
ch

di
re
ct
io
ns

fo
r

go
ve
rn
m
en
t’
s
ro
le
s
in

ha
pp

in
es
s

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

G
ov

er
nm

en
t
co
ns
um

pt
io
n/

G
D
P,
re
gu

la
to
ry

qu
al
ity

13
1
co
un

tr
ie
s,
20

00
–

20
08

S
iz
e
of

go
ve
rn
m
en
t
is
ne
ga
tiv

el
y,

an
d
re
gu

la
to
ry

qu
al
ity

po
si
tiv

el
y,

re
la
te
d
to

lif
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

K
no

ll
an
d

P
itl
ik

(2
01

6)
W
ho

be
ne
fi
ts
fr
om

bi
g

go
ve
rn
m
en
t?
A
lif
e

sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n
ap
pr
oa
ch

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

G
ov

er
nm

en
t
ex
pe
nd

itu
re
s/

G
D
P

25
E
ur
op

ea
n
co
un

tr
ie
s

H
ig
he
r
ex
pe
nd

itu
re
s
al
m
os
t

al
w
ay
s
ha
ve

a
ne
ga
tiv

e
ef
fe
ct
on

w
el
l-
be
in
g,

w
hi
ch

is
st
ro
ng

er
fo
r

hi
gh

in
co
m
e
gr
ou

ps
th
an

fo
r
lo
w

in
co
m
e
gr
ou

ps

K
no

ll
et
al
.

(2
01

3)
A
no

te
on

th
e
im

pa
ct

of
ec
on

om
ic

re
gu

la
tio

n
on

lif
e

sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

R
eg
ul
at
io
n,
at
tit
ud

es
to
w
ar
ds

m
ar
ke
ts

76
co
un

tr
ie
s
26

4,
00

0
in
di
vi
du

al
s,
20

09
–

20
11

T
he
re

ar
e
po

si
tiv

e
ef
fe
ct
s
of

lo
w

re
gu

la
tio

n
an
d
pr
o-
m
ar
ke
t

at
tit
ud

es
on

lif
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n.

P
eo
pl
e
w
ho

ar
e
op

po
se
d
to

m
ar
ke
t-
or
ie
nt
ed

po
lic
ie
s

so
m
et
im

es
be
ne
fi
t
m
os
t
fr
om

de
re
gu

la
tio

n

30 N. Berggren and C. Bjørnskov



L
in

et
al
.

(2
01

7)
H
ap
pi
ne
ss

an
d

gl
ob

al
iz
at
io
n:

a
sp
at
ia
l

ec
on

om
et
ri
c
ap
pr
oa
ch

L
if
e
ev
al
ua
tio

n
w
ith

C
an
tr
il

la
dd

er
sc
al
e

G
lo
ba
liz
at
io
n

14
5
co
un

tr
ie
s,
20

12
G
lo
ba
liz
at
io
n
is
po

si
tiv

el
y
re
la
te
d

to
lif
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n.

A
ls
o,

an
in
cr
ea
se

in
ha
pp

in
es
s
in

on
e

na
tio

n
ex
er
ts
an

up
w
ar
d
pr
es
su
re

on
th
e
ha
pp

in
es
s
in

ne
ig
hb

or
in
g

co
un

tr
ie
s

L
ue
ck
e
an
d

K
na
be

(2
02

0)
H
ow

m
uc
h
do

es
ot
he
rs
’
pr
ot
ec
tio

n
m
at
te
r?

E
m
pl
oy

m
en
t

pr
ot
ec
tio

n,
fu
tu
re

la
bo

r
m
ar
ke
t

pr
os
pe
ct
s
an
d
w
el
l-

be
in
g

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

E
m
pl
oy

m
en
t
pr
ot
ec
tio

n
le
gi
sl
at
io
n
(E
P
L
)

7,
00

0
in
di
vi
du

al
s,

23
E
ur
op

ea
n

co
un

tr
ie
s,
20

11
–2

01
2

E
P
L
af
fe
ct
s
th
e
pe
rc
ei
ve
d

em
pl
oy

ab
ili
ty

of
fi
xe
d-
te
rm

w
or
ke
rs
po

si
tiv

el
y
bu

t
pe
rm

an
en
t

w
or
ke
rs
ne
ga
tiv

el
y.
S
tr
ic
te
r

pr
ot
ec
tio

n
fo
r
pe
rm

an
en
t
w
or
ke
rs

is
po

si
tiv

el
y
re
la
te
d
to

fi
xe
d-
te
rm

w
or
ke
rs
’
pe
rc
ei
ve
d
ri
sk

of
jo
b

lo
ss
.E

ff
ec
ts
,d

ir
ec
tly

or
vi
a
th
es
e

m
ed
ia
to
rs
,o

n
lif
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n
ar
e

no
t
st
at
is
tic
al
ly

si
gn

ifi
ca
nt

N
ad
ee
m

et
al
.

(2
01

9)
H
ap
pi
ne
ss

fl
ig
ht

w
ith

in
st
itu

tio
na
l

ca
pa
bi
lit
ie
s:
ev
id
en
ce

of
th
e
ef
fe
ct
s
of

ec
on

om
ic
fr
ee
do

m
on

su
bj
ec
tiv

e
w
el
l-
be
in
g

in
de
ve
lo
pi
ng

co
un

tr
ie
s

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

E
co
no

m
ic
fr
ee
do

m
of

th
e

W
or
ld

in
de
x
an
d
its

fi
ve

ar
ea
s

30
co
un

tr
ie
s,
19

95
–

20
14

E
co
no

m
ic
fr
ee
do

m
is
po

si
tiv

el
y

re
la
te
d
to
lif
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n.
A
sm

al
l

go
ve
rn
m
en
t,
th
e
ru
le
of

la
w

an
d

op
en
ne
ss

ar
e
po

si
tiv

e
in

ge
ne
ra
l,

w
he
re
as

so
un

d
m
on

ey
an
d

re
gu

la
to
ry

fr
ee
do

m
ar
e
ne
ga
tiv

e
in

lo
w
-
an
d
m
id
dl
e-
in
co
m
e

co
un

tr
ie
s

(c
on

tin
ue
d)

Institutions and Life Satisfaction 31



Ta
b
le

3
(c
on

tin
ue

d)

A
ut
ho

rs
,y

ea
r

of
pu

bl
ic
at
io
n

T
itl
e

D
ep
en
de
nt

va
ri
ab
le
(s
)

M
ai
n
ex
pl
an
at
or
y
va
ri
ab
le
(s
)

S
am

pl
e,
ye
ar
s

M
ai
n
re
su
lts

N
ik
ol
ae
v

(2
01

4)
E
co
no

m
ic
fr
ee
do

m
an
d
qu

al
ity

of
lif
e:

ev
id
en
ce

fr
om

th
e

O
E
C
D
’s
Y
ou

r
B
et
te
r

L
if
e
In
de
x

Y
ou

r
B
et
te
r
L
if
e

in
de
x
(i
nc
lu
di
ng

lif
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n)

E
co
no

m
ic
F
re
ed
om

of
th
e

W
or
ld

in
de
x

34
O
E
C
D

co
un

tr
ie
s,

20
10

E
co
no

m
ic
fr
ee
do

m
is
st
ro
ng

ly
an
d
po

si
tiv

el
y
co
rr
el
at
ed

w
ith

m
os
t
of

th
e
11

ar
ea
s
of

w
el
l-

be
in
g.

T
he

st
ro
ng

es
t
ef
fe
ct
is

as
so
ci
at
ed

w
ith

co
m
m
un

ity
,

sa
fe
ty
,a
nd

lif
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n.

A
hi
gh

le
ve
lo
fe
co
no

m
ic
fr
ee
do

m
is

as
so
ci
at
ed

w
ith

hi
gh

er
lif
e

sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n
am

on
g
al
lq

ui
nt
ile
s
of

in
co
m
e
ea
rn
er
s

N
ik
ol
ae
v

(2
01

5)
E
co
no

m
ic
fr
ee
do

m
an
d
su
bj
ec
tiv

e
w
el
l-

be
in
g

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

E
co
no

m
ic
F
re
ed
om

of
th
e

W
or
ld

in
de
x

58
co
un

tr
ie
s,
12

3,
00

0
in
di
vi
du

al
s,
19

81
–

20
12

B
et
te
r
le
ga
ls
ys
te
m
an
d
pr
ot
ec
tio

n
of

pr
iv
at
e
pr
op

er
ty
,s
ou

nd
m
on

et
ar
y
po

lic
ie
s,
an
d
lo
w
er

le
ve
ls
of

bu
si
ne
ss

re
gu

la
tio

ns
ha
ve

a
po

si
tiv

e
ef
fe
ct
on

lif
e

sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n.

F
re
ed
om

to
tr
ad
e

in
te
rn
at
io
na
lly

is
ne
ga
tiv

el
y

co
rr
el
at
ed

w
ith

lif
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

N
ik
ol
ae
v
an
d

B
en
ne
tt

(2
01

7)

E
co
no

m
ic
fr
ee
do

m
an
d
em

ot
io
na
l
w
el
l-

be
in
g

E
m
ot
io
na
l
w
el
l-

be
in
g

E
co
no

m
ic
F
re
ed
om

of
th
e

W
or
ld

in
de
x

15
,0
00

in
di
vi
du

al
s,

12
co
un

tr
ie
s,
19

90
–

19
94

In
di
vi
du

al
s
liv

in
g
in

m
or
e

ec
on

om
ic
al
ly

fr
ee

co
un

tr
ie
s
ar
e

m
or
e
lik

el
y
to

re
po

rt
fe
el
in
gs

of
po

si
tiv

e
af
fe
ct
an
d
le
ss

lik
el
y
to

re
po

rt
fe
el
in
gs

of
ne
ga
tiv

e
af
fe
ct

O
’C
on

no
r

(2
01

7)
H
ap
pi
ne
ss

an
d

w
el
fa
re
-s
ta
te
po

lic
y

ar
ou

nd
th
e
w
or
ld

L
if
e
ev
al
ua
tio

n
w
ith

C
an
tr
il

la
dd

er
sc
al
e

T
ot
al
pu

bl
ic
so
ci
al
pr
ot
ec
tio

n
ex
pe
nd

itu
re
s/
G
D
P

10
4
co
un

tr
ie
s,
20

05
–

20
12

S
oc
ia
l
sp
en
di
ng

is
po

si
tiv

el
y

as
so
ci
at
ed

w
ith

lif
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n
in

su
bs
am

pl
es

of
de
ve
lo
pe
d,

tr
an
si
tio

n,
an
d
le
ss
-d
ev
el
op

ed
co
un

tr
ie
s

32 N. Berggren and C. Bjørnskov



O
by

de
nk

ov
a

an
d

S
al
ah
od

ja
ev

(2
01

7)

G
ov

er
nm

en
t
si
ze
,

in
te
lli
ge
nc
e
an
d
lif
e

sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

L
if
e
ev
al
ua
tio

n
w
ith

C
an
tr
il

la
dd

er
sc
al
e

G
en
er
al
go

ve
rn
m
en
t

co
ns
um

pt
io
n/
G
D
P,
IQ

14
7
co
un

tr
ie
s,
20

00
–

20
15

T
he

in
te
ra
ct
io
n
te
rm

be
tw
ee
n

na
tio

n
IQ

an
d
go

ve
rn
m
en
t
si
ze

is
po

si
tiv

e
an
d
si
gn

ifi
ca
nt
,

su
gg

es
tin

g
th
at
go

ve
rn
m
en
t
si
ze

in
cr
ea
se
s
lif
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n
m
os
t
in

hi
gh

-I
Q

co
un

tr
ie
s
an
d
le
as
t
in

co
un

tr
ie
s
w
ith

lo
w
er

le
ve
ls
of

co
gn

iti
ve

ab
ili
tie
s

O
ch
se
n
an
d

W
el
sc
h

(2
01

2)

W
ho

be
ne
fi
ts
fr
om

la
bo

r-
m
ar
ke
t

in
st
itu

tio
ns
?
E
vi
de
nc
e

fr
om

su
rv
ey
s
of

lif
e

sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

L
ab
or
-m

ar
ke
t
in
st
itu

tio
ns

37
0,
00

0
in
di
vi
du

al
s,

10
E
ur
op

ea
n

co
un

tr
ie
s,
19

75
–2
00

2

M
or
e
em

pl
oy

m
en
t
pr
ot
ec
tio

n
an
d

a
hi
gh

er
be
ne
fi
t
re
pl
ac
em

en
t
ra
te

in
cr
ea
se

th
e
lif
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n
of

th
e

av
er
ag
e
ci
tiz
en
.E

m
pl
oy

m
en
t

pr
ot
ec
tio

n
is
va
lu
ed

es
pe
ci
al
ly

by
em

pl
oy

ed
pe
rs
on

s
of

in
te
rm

ed
ia
te

ag
e
bu

t
is
le
ss

be
ne
fi
ci
al
fo
r

w
om

en
/h
ou

se
w
iv
es

an
d
fo
r
ol
de
r

pe
rs
on

s

O
de
rm

at
t
an
d

S
tu
tz
er

(2
01

5)

S
m
ok

in
g
ba
ns
,

ci
ga
re
tte

pr
ic
es

an
d

lif
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

C
ig
ar
et
te
ta
xa
tio

n
an
d

sm
ok

in
g
ba
ns

63
0,
00

0
in
di
vi
du

al
s,

40
E
ur
op

ea
n
co
un

tr
ie
s

an
d
re
gi
on

s,
19

90
–

20
11

H
ig
he
r
ci
ga
re
tte

pr
ic
es

re
du

ce
th
e

lif
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n
of

lik
el
y
sm

ok
er
s.

S
m
ok

in
g
ba
ns

ar
e
ba
re
ly

re
la
te
d

to
su
bj
ec
tiv

e
w
el
l-
be
in
g,

bu
t

in
cr
ea
se

th
e
lif
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n
of

sm
ok

er
s
w
ho

w
ou

ld
lik

e
to

qu
it

sm
ok

in
g

O
is
hi

et
al
.

(2
01

2)
P
ro
gr
es
si
ve

ta
xa
tio

n
an
d
th
e
su
bj
ec
tiv

e
w
el
l-
be
in
g
of

na
tio

ns

L
if
e
ev
al
ua
tio

n
w
ith

C
an
tr
il

la
dd

er
sc
al
e

P
ro
gr
es
si
ve

ta
xa
tio

n,
av
er
ag
e

ta
x
ra
te
,g

en
er
al
go

ve
rn
m
en
t

co
ns
um

pt
io
n/
G
D
P

60
,0
00

in
di
vi
du

al
s,

54
co
un

tr
ie
s,
20

07
R
es
id
en
ts
of

na
tio

ns
w
ith

a
m
or
e

pr
og

re
ss
iv
e
ta
xa
tio

n
po

lic
y

re
po

rt
ed

hi
gh

er
le
ve
ls
of

su
bj
ec
tiv

e
w
el
l-
be
in
g
on

av
er
ag
e.

T
he

ta
x
ra
te
fo
r
av
er
ag
e
ea
rn
er
s

an
d
go

ve
rn
m
en
t
sp
en
di
ng

w
er
e

no
t
as
so
ci
at
ed

w
ith

w
el
l-
be
in
g

(c
on

tin
ue
d)

Institutions and Life Satisfaction 33



Ta
b
le

3
(c
on

tin
ue

d)

A
ut
ho

rs
,y

ea
r

of
pu

bl
ic
at
io
n

T
itl
e

D
ep
en
de
nt

va
ri
ab
le
(s
)

M
ai
n
ex
pl
an
at
or
y
va
ri
ab
le
(s
)

S
am

pl
e,
ye
ar
s

M
ai
n
re
su
lts

O
is
hi

et
al
.

(2
01

8)
P
ro
gr
es
si
ve

ta
xa
tio

n,
in
co
m
e
in
eq
ua
lit
y
an
d

ha
pp

in
es
s

H
ap
pi
ne
ss

P
ro
gr
es
si
ve

ta
xa
tio

n,
in
co
m
e

in
eq
ua
lit
y

60
,0
00

A
m
er
ic
an
s,

19
72

–2
01

4
D
ur
in
g
ye
ar
s
w
ith

hi
gh

er
pr
og

re
ss
iv
e
ta
xa
tio

n
ra
te
s,

A
m
er
ic
an
s
in

th
e
lo
w
es
t
40

%
of

th
e
in
co
m
e
di
st
ri
bu

tio
n
te
nd

ed
to

be
ha
pp

ie
r,
w
he
re
as

th
e
ri
ch
es
t

20
%

w
er
e
no

t
si
gn

ifi
ca
nt
ly

le
ss

ha
pp

y.
M
ed
ia
tio

na
l
an
al
ys
es

co
nfi

rm
ed

th
at
th
e
as
so
ci
at
io
n
of

pr
og

re
ss
iv
e
ta
xa
tio

n
w
ith

th
e

ha
pp

in
es
s
of

le
ss

w
ea
lth

y
A
m
er
ic
an
s
ca
n
be

ex
pl
ai
ne
d
by

lo
w
er

in
co
m
e
in
eq
ua
lit
y
in

ye
ar
s

w
ith

hi
gh

er
pr
og

re
ss
iv
e
ta
xa
tio

n

O
tt
(2
01

0a
)

G
oo

d
go

ve
rn
an
ce

an
d

ha
pp

in
es
s
in

na
tio

ns
:

te
ch
ni
ca
l
qu

al
ity

pr
ec
ed
es

de
m
oc
ra
cy

an
d
qu

al
ity

be
at
s
si
ze

L
if
e
ev
al
ua
tio

n
w
ith

C
an
tr
il

la
dd

er
sc
al
e

T
ec
hn

ic
al
qu

al
ity

of
go

ve
rn
an
ce
,s
iz
e
of

go
ve
rn
m
en
t
(a
re
a
1
of

th
e

E
co
no

m
ic
F
re
ed
om

of
th
e

W
or
ld

in
de
x)

12
7
co
un

tr
ie
s,
20

06
T
he

re
la
tio

ns
be
tw
ee
n
qu

al
ity

of
go

ve
rn
m
en
t
an
d
av
er
ag
e

ha
pp

in
es
s
do

no
t
de
pe
nd

on
si
ze

of
go

ve
rn
m
en
t,
w
hi
le
th
e

re
la
tio

ns
be
tw
ee
n
si
ze

of
go

ve
rn
m
en
t
an
d
ha
pp

in
es
s
fu
lly

de
pe
nd

on
th
e
qu

al
ity

of
go

ve
rn
m
en
t

O
tt
(2
01

0b
)

G
re
at
er

ha
pp

in
es
s
fo
r

a
gr
ea
te
r
nu

m
be
r:

so
m
e

no
nc
on

tr
ov

er
si
al

op
tio

ns
fo
r

go
ve
rn
m
en
ts

L
if
e
ev
al
ua
tio

n
w
ith

C
an
tr
il

la
dd

er
sc
al
e

T
ec
hn

ic
al
qu

al
ity

of
go

ve
rn
an
ce
,g

ov
er
nm

en
t

ex
pe
nd

itu
re
s/
G
D
P,

go
ve
rn
m
en
t
co
ns
um

pt
io
n/

G
D
P

13
1
co
un

tr
ie
s,
20

06
T
he

re
la
tio

n
be
tw
ee
n
th
e
qu

al
ity

of
go

ve
rn
m
en
t
an
d
ha
pp

in
es
s
is

in
de
pe
nd

en
t
of

th
ei
r
si
ze
,w

hi
le

th
e
re
la
tio

n
be
tw
ee
n
si
ze

an
d

ha
pp

in
es
s
de
pe
nd

s
fu
lly

on
th
e

qu
al
ity

34 N. Berggren and C. Bjørnskov



O
tt
(2
01
1)

G
ov

er
nm

en
t
an
d

ha
pp

in
es
s
in

13
0
na
tio

ns
:
go

od
go

ve
rn
an
ce

fo
st
er
s

hi
gh

er
le
ve
l
an
d
m
or
e

eq
ua
lit
y
of

ha
pp

in
es
s

L
if
e
ev
al
ua
tio

n
w
ith

C
an
tr
il

la
dd

er
sc
al
e,
its

in
eq
ua
lit
y

T
ec
hn

ic
al
qu

al
ity

of
go

ve
rn
an
ce
,g

ov
er
nm

en
t

ex
pe
nd

itu
re
s/
G
D
P,

go
ve
rn
m
en
t
co
ns
um

pt
io
n/

G
D
P

13
0
co
un

tr
ie
s,
20

06
T
he

re
la
tio

n
be
tw
ee
n
th
e
si
ze

of
go

ve
rn
m
en
t
an
d
av
er
ag
e

ha
pp

in
es
s
de
pe
nd

s
he
av
ily

on
th
e

qu
al
ity

of
go

ve
rn
m
en
t;
go

od
-b
ig

go
ve
rn
m
en
ta
dd

s
to
ha
pp

in
es
s
bu

t
ba
d-
bi
g
go

ve
rn
m
en
t
do

es
no

t

O
va
sk
a
an
d

T
ak
as
hi
m
a

(2
00

6)

E
co
no

m
ic
po

lic
y
an
d

th
e
le
ve
l
of

se
lf
-

pe
rc
ei
ve
d
w
el
l-
be
in
g:

an
in
te
rn
at
io
na
l

co
m
pa
ri
so
n

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n,

ha
pp

in
es
s

E
co
no

m
ic
F
re
ed
om

of
th
e

W
or
ld

in
de
x

68
co
un

tr
ie
s,
19

90
–

20
01

T
w
o
va
ri
ab
le
s
st
oo

d
ou

t
in

th
e

ec
on

om
et
ri
c
an
al
ys
is
:
ec
on

om
ic

fr
ee
do

m
an
d
lif
e
ex
pe
ct
an
cy
.

E
ve
n
a
m
od

er
at
e
in
cr
ea
se

in
th
es
e

va
ri
ab
le
s
ha
d
a
di
sc
er
ni
bl
e,

po
si
tiv

e
ef
fe
ct
on

re
po

rt
ed

w
el
l-

be
in
g

O
va
sk
a
an
d

T
ak
as
hi
m
a

(2
01

0)

D
oe
s
a
ri
si
ng

tid
e
lif
t

al
l
th
e
bo

at
s?

E
xp

la
in
in
g
th
e

na
tio

na
l
in
eq
ua
lit
y
of

ha
pp

in
es
s

S
ta
nd

ar
d

de
vi
at
io
n
of

lif
e

sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n
an
d

ha
pp

in
es
s

E
co
no

m
ic
F
re
ed
om

of
th
e

W
or
ld

in
de
x

72
co
un

tr
ie
s,
19

90
–

20
01

T
he

lo
w
er

ra
nk

s
of

po
pu

la
tio

n,
i.e
.,
in
di
vi
du

al
s
le
ss

ha
pp

y
an
d

sa
tis
fi
ed

w
ith

th
ei
r
lif
e,
be
ne
fi
t

si
gn

ifi
ca
nt
ly

fr
om

ac
ce
ss

to
ec
on

om
ic
(a
nd

po
lit
ic
al
)
fr
ee
do

m
.

In
cr
ea
se
d
fr
ee
do

m
s
im

pr
ov

e
th
e

w
or
st
-o
ff
in
di
vi
du
al
s’
w
el
l-
be
in
g

m
or
e
th
an

th
at
of

th
e
re
st
of

th
e

po
pu

la
tio

n,
an
d
th
er
ef
or
e,
re
du

ce
th
e
in
eq
ua
lit
y
of

na
tio

na
l
w
el
l-

be
in
g

P
ac
ek

an
d

R
ad
cl
if
f

(2
00

8)

W
el
fa
re

po
lic
y
an
d

su
bj
ec
tiv

e
w
el
l-
be
in
g

ac
ro
ss

na
tio

ns
:
an

in
di
vi
du

al
-l
ev
el

as
se
ss
m
en
t

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n,

ha
pp

in
es
s

W
el
fa
re
-s
ta
te

ge
ne
ro
si
ty

43
,0
00

in
di
vi
du

al
s,

22
co
un

tr
ie
s,
19

81
–

20
00

M
or
e
in
cl
us
iv
e
w
el
fa
re

po
lic
ie
s

im
pr
ov

e
le
ve
ls
of

su
bj
ec
tiv

e
w
el
l-

be
in
g

(c
on

tin
ue
d)

Institutions and Life Satisfaction 35



Ta
b
le

3
(c
on

tin
ue

d)

A
ut
ho

rs
,y

ea
r

of
pu

bl
ic
at
io
n

T
itl
e

D
ep
en
de
nt

va
ri
ab
le
(s
)

M
ai
n
ex
pl
an
at
or
y
va
ri
ab
le
(s
)

S
am

pl
e,
ye
ar
s

M
ai
n
re
su
lts

P
ac
ek

et
al
.

(2
01

9)
W
el
l-
be
in
g
an
d
th
e

de
m
oc
ra
tic

st
at
e:
ho

w
th
e
pu

bl
ic
se
ct
or

pr
om

ot
es

hu
m
an

ha
pp

in
es
s

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n,

ha
pp

in
es
s

B
ei
ng

a
pu

bl
ic
em

pl
oy

ee
,

em
pl
oy

m
en
ti
n
pu

bl
ic
se
ct
or
/

to
ta
l
em

pl
oy

m
en
t

32
,0
00

in
di
vi
du

al
s,

23
O
E
C
D

co
un

tr
ie
s,

19
81

–2
01

4

A
tt
he

in
di
vi
du

al
le
ve
l,
th
os
e
w
ho

ha
ve

pu
bl
ic
-s
ec
to
r
jo
bs

ar
e

ha
pp

ie
r
an
d
m
or
e
sa
tis
fi
ed

w
ith

th
ei
r
liv

es
:
ov

er
al
l
ag
gr
eg
at
e

le
ve
ls
of

su
bj
ec
tiv

e
w
el
l-
be
in
g

va
ry

po
si
tiv

el
y
w
ith

pu
bl
ic

em
pl
oy

m
en
t

P
er
ov

ic
an
d

G
ol
em

(2
01

0)
In
ve
st
ig
at
in
g

m
ac
ro
ec
on

om
ic

de
te
rm

in
an
ts
of

ha
pp

in
es
s
in

tr
an
si
tio

n
co
un

tr
ie
s:
ho

w
im

po
rt
an
t
is

go
ve
rn
m
en
t

ex
pe
nd

itu
re
?

H
ap
pi
ne
ss

G
ov

er
nm

en
t
ex
pe
nd

itu
re
s/

G
D
P

31
,0
00

in
di
vi
du

al
s,

13
tr
an
si
tio

n
co
un

tr
ie
s,
19

95
–2
00

9

G
ov

er
nm

en
t
si
ze

po
si
tiv

el
y
an
d

si
gn

ifi
ca
nt
ly

in
fl
ue
nc
es

ha
pp

in
es
s

in
tr
an
si
tio

n
co
un

tr
ie
s

P
ry
or

(2
00

9)
H
ap
pi
ne
ss

an
d

ec
on

om
ic
sy
st
em

s
H
ap
pi
ne
ss

E
co
no

m
ic
sy
st
em

(A
ng

lo
-

S
ax
on

;
N
or
di
c;
W
es
te
rn

E
ur
op

ea
n;

S
ou

th
er
n

E
ur
op

ea
n)

21
O
E
C
D

co
un

tr
ie
s,

19
90

–1
99

9
N
o
si
gn

ifi
ca
nt

re
la
tio

ns
hi
ps

be
tw
ee
n
ha
pp

in
es
s
an
d
ty
pe

of
ec
on

om
ic
sy
st
em

ar
e
fo
un

d

R
ad
cl
if
f

(2
01

3)
L
ab
or

un
io
ns

an
d

ec
on

om
ic
re
gu

la
tio

n
L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

L
ab
or
-m

ar
ke
t
re
gu

la
tio

n
58

,0
00

in
di
vi
du

al
s,

36
O
E
C
D

co
un

tr
ie
s,

19
81

–2
00

7

L
ab
or
-m

ar
ke
t
re
gu

la
tio

ns
ar
e

po
si
tiv

el
y
re
la
te
d
to

lif
e

sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n,

in
di
vi
du

al
ly

an
d

na
tio

na
lly

36 N. Berggren and C. Bjørnskov



R
am

(2
00

9)
G
ov

er
nm

en
t
sp
en
di
ng

an
d
ha
pp

in
es
s
of

th
e

po
pu

la
tio

n:
ad
di
tio

na
l

ev
id
en
ce

fr
om

la
rg
e

cr
os
s-
co
un

tr
y
sa
m
pl
es

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n,

ha
pp

in
es
s

G
ov

er
nm

en
t
sp
en
di
ng

13
8
co
un

tr
ie
s,
19

95
–

20
07

E
vi
de
nc
e
is
la
ck
in
g
fo
r
a

si
gn

ifi
ca
nt

ne
ga
tiv

e
as
so
ci
at
io
n

be
tw
ee
n
go

ve
rn
m
en
t
ex
pe
nd

itu
re

an
d
ha
pp

in
es
s
in

br
oa
d
cr
os
s-

co
un

tr
y
co
nt
ex
ts

R
od

e
(2
01

3)
D
o
go

od
in
st
itu

tio
ns

m
ak
e
ci
tiz
en
s
ha
pp

y,
or

do
ha
pp

y
ci
tiz
en
s

bu
ild

be
tte
r

in
st
itu

tio
ns
?

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

E
co
no

m
ic
F
re
ed
om

of
th
e

W
or
ld

in
de
x

87
co
un

tr
ie
s,
19

95
–

20
08

C
iti
ze
ns

in
de
ve
lo
pi
ng

co
un

tr
ie
s

va
lu
e
ac
ce
ss

to
so
un

d
m
on

ey
,a
nd

fr
ee

tr
ad
e,
w
hi
le
ci
tiz
en
s
in

de
ve
lo
pe
d
co
un

tr
ie
s
va
lu
e
a
w
el
l-

fu
nc
tio

ni
ng

le
ga
l
sy
st
em

R
od

e
et
al
.

(2
01

3)
E
co
no

m
ic
fr
ee
do

m
,

de
m
oc
ra
cy

an
d
lif
e

sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

E
co
no

m
ic
F
re
ed
om

of
th
e

W
or
ld

in
de
x

87
co
un

tr
ie
s,
19

95
–

20
08

E
co
no

m
ic
fr
ee
do

m
is
po

si
tiv

el
y

re
la
te
d
to

lif
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

S
ch
al
em

bi
er

(2
01

6)
T
he

im
pa
ct
of

ex
po

su
re

to
ot
he
r

co
un

tr
ie
s
on

lif
e

sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n:

an
in
te
rn
at
io
na
l

ap
pl
ic
at
io
n
of

th
e

re
la
tiv

e
in
co
m
e

hy
po

th
es
is

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

K
O
F
in
de
x
of

gl
ob

al
iz
at
io
n

(i
nf
or
m
at
io
na
l
fl
ow

,
in
te
rn
at
io
na
l
co
nt
ac
t)

55
,7
00

in
di
vi
du

al
s,

44
co
un

tr
ie
s,
20

03
–

20
08

P
eo
pl
e
in

ri
ch
,o

pe
n
co
un

tr
ie
s
ar
e

ge
ne
ra
lly

m
or
e
sa
tis
fi
ed

w
ith

th
ei
r

liv
es

th
an

pe
op

le
in

ri
ch
,c
lo
se
d

co
un

tr
ie
s.
C
lo
se
d
lo
w
-
an
d

m
id
dl
e-
in
co
m
e
co
un

tr
ie
s

ge
ne
ra
lly

ha
ve

a
hi
gh

er
lif
e

sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n
th
an

th
ei
r
op

en
co
un

te
rp
ar
ts
.T

he
ef
fe
ct
of

ex
po

su
re

is
ex
pl
ai
ne
d
by

an
in
te
rn
at
io
na
l
co
m
pa
ri
so
n
ef
fe
ct

(c
on

tin
ue
d)

Institutions and Life Satisfaction 37



Ta
b
le

3
(c
on

tin
ue

d)

A
ut
ho

rs
,y

ea
r

of
pu

bl
ic
at
io
n

T
itl
e

D
ep
en
de
nt

va
ri
ab
le
(s
)

M
ai
n
ex
pl
an
at
or
y
va
ri
ab
le
(s
)

S
am

pl
e,
ye
ar
s

M
ai
n
re
su
lts

S
pr
uk

an
d

K
eš
el
je
vi
ć

(2
01

6)

In
st
itu

tio
na
l
or
ig
in
s
of

su
bj
ec
tiv

e
w
el
l-
be
in
g:

es
tim

at
in
g
th
e
ef
fe
ct
s

of
ec
on

om
ic
fr
ee
do

m
on

na
tio

na
l
ha
pp

in
es
s

H
ap
pi
ne
ss

In
de
x
of

ec
on

om
ic
fr
ee
do

m
13

9
co
un

tr
ie
s,
19

96
–

20
11

H
ig
he
r
le
ve
ls
of

ec
on

om
ic

fr
ee
do

m
le
ad

to
gr
ea
te
r
su
bj
ec
tiv

e
w
el
l-
be
in
g.

C
om

pa
re
d
to

th
is

cr
os
s-
se
ct
io
na
l
re
su
lt,

ev
id
en
ce

fr
om

a
lim

ite
d
pa
ne
l
of

co
un

tr
ie
s

su
gg

es
ts
hi
gh

er
le
ve
ls
of

ec
on

om
ic
fr
ee
do

m
ov

er
tim

e
te
nd

to
re
du

ce
th
e
le
ve
l
of

ha
pp

in
es
s

V
ee
nh

ov
en

(2
00

0)
F
re
ed
om

an
d

ha
pp

in
es
s:
a

co
m
pa
ra
tiv

e
st
ud

y
in

46
na
tio

ns
in

th
e
ea
rl
y

19
90

s

H
ap
pi
ne
ss

E
co
no

m
ic
fr
ee
do

m
46

co
un

tr
ie
s,
ea
rl
y

19
90

s
O
pp

or
tu
ni
ty

fo
r
fr
ee

tr
ad
e
is

po
si
tiv

el
y
re
la
te
d
to

ha
pp

in
es
s
in

po
or

na
tio

ns
,b

ut
no

t
in

ri
ch

na
tio

ns
.T

he
re
la
tio

n
be
tw
ee
n

ec
on

om
ic
fr
ee
do

m
an
d
ha
pp

in
es
s

is
st
ro
ng

es
t
in

na
tio

ns
w
he
re

ca
pa
bi
lit
y
to

ch
oo

se
is
lo
w
es
t

W
ol
fe

an
d

P
at
el
(2
01

8)
S
at
is
fa
ct
io
n

gu
ar
an
te
ed
?
L
if
e

sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n,

in
st
itu

tio
na
l
fa
ct
or
s

an
d
se
lf
-e
m
pl
oy

m
en
t

L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

S
el
f-
em

pl
oy

m
en
t,
sh
ar
ed

pr
os
pe
ri
ty
,b

us
in
es
s
fr
ee
do

m
(H

er
ita
ge

F
ou

nd
at
io
n)

22
,6
00

in
di
vi
du

al
s,

17
co
un

tr
ie
s,
20

14
S
el
f-
em

pl
oy

ed
in
di
vi
du

al
s
re
po

rt
hi
gh

er
lif
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n.

T
hi
s

re
la
tio

ns
hi
p
is
st
ro
ng

er
in

co
un

tr
ie
s
w
ith

hi
gh

er
sh
ar
ed

pr
os
pe
ri
ty
.G

re
at
er

bu
si
ne
ss

fr
ee
do

m
en
ha
nc
es

th
e
m
od

er
at
in
g

in
fl
ue
nc
e
of

sh
ar
ed

pr
os
pe
ri
ty

on
th
e
re
la
tio

ns
hi
p
be
tw
ee
n
se
lf
-

em
pl
oy

m
en
t
an
d
lif
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

A
ll
st
ud

ie
s
co
nt
ai
n
re
su
lts

fo
r
ot
he
r
ex
pl
an
at
or
y
va
ri
ab
le
s,
bu

t
th
es
e
ar
e
no

t
as

a
ru
le
re
po

rt
ed

he
re
,s
in
ce

th
e
fo
cu
s
is
on

po
lit
ic
al
in
st
itu

tio
ns
.T

he
lis
tin

g
is
in

al
ph

ab
et
ic
al
or
de
r

38 N. Berggren and C. Bjørnskov



• Size of government: Most, but not all, studies indicate a negative relationship
between the size of government and life satisfaction or happiness. There are
indications that the relationship might have the shape of an inverse U (for EU
countries) and that it is conditional on factors such as IQ, whether the country is a
transition country or not, the quality of government and, on the individual level,
where in the income distribution one is placed. Social spending seems to be a
subcategory related to life satisfaction in a positive way, however (which could
reflect omitted-variable bias if such estimates capture important but uncontrolled-
for aspects of the Nordic countries, such as high social trust).

• Globalization: There are indications that actual trade may affect life satisfaction
negatively, while the freedom to trade does so positively. Globalization overall
seems positively related to life satisfaction, but within the EU, the effect of
globalization varies and is especially positive for those who earn more, are
more skilled and are more right-wing. When looking at flows of information
and international contacts, openness appears beneficial for rich countries but bad
for poor countries. However, the latter result may have to do with the ability to
compare one’s own country to other countries. A caveat is in order when
interpreting these results: The KOF index of globalization measures both institu-
tions enabling integration across borders and actual integration. Hence, the
findings for globalization overall may reflect both institutional aspects and
flows being enabled by the institutions.

• Labor-market institutions: Within the OECD and Europe, both the generosity of
unemployment benefits and the strictness of employment protection legislation
are positively related to life satisfaction; but there are some signs that a more
liberal regulation in combination with generous benefits (“flexicurity”) is supe-
rior. More stringent labor-market regulation tends, along similar lines, to be
related to more satisfying lives in both low-income countries (especially
pertaining to low-income earners) and advanced democracies.

• Taxation:
– An expansion of the earned income tax credit in the United States is associated

with higher happiness.
– Excise taxes on cigarettes make predicted smokers in the United States and

Canada happier but life satisfaction of likely smokers in Europe lower.
– More progressive taxation in the United States is related to higher happiness

among people in the 40% lowest part of the income distribution (reflecting
lower inequality).

Summary

Life satisfaction is undoubtedly a central goal for individuals, but it has also been
considered important as an aspect of society by policymakers and others since the
work of Adam Smith (1776/1982). A key question is whether anything can be done
to stimulate life satisfaction among individuals in a society. One natural candidate for
an influence on life satisfaction is formal institutions. Unlike informal institutions,
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i.e., culturally evolved practices and norms, formal institutions are more easily
changed, if policymakers so wish (Roland 2004; North 2005). By consulting
existing research on how formal institutions relate to life satisfaction, potential
reformers of institutions may find useful information.

The present review of a large number of studies indicates, first with regard to
political institutions, that democracy as such and direct democracy as an instance of
allowing citizens the option to participate in collective decision-making seems able
to boost life satisfaction, at least under certain conditions. For example, democracy
seems more potent in high-income and transition countries. In advanced countries,
proportional representation also seems to bring with it a higher satisfaction with life.
Bicameralism appears to have a positive effect as well. Second, with regard to legal
institutions, it is quite clear that the higher the quality of the legal system, i.e., the
better functioning the rule of law is, the more life satisfaction there is. Likewise,
more equal treatment of citizens, irrespective of gender or sexual orientation, has the
same effect. Third, with regard to economic institutions, the general pattern is that
more economic freedom – i.e., a larger role for markets – brings with it more life
satisfaction. So does globalization overall (even though actual trade can have a
negative effect). However, when looking at more specific institutions, it seems like
a more stringent employment protection and a larger welfare state can stimulate well-
being.

While these results may be interpreted to contain recipes for institutional reform,
there are good reasons to be cautious – as clarified at length by Frey and Stutzer
(2000c, 2010, 2012). One reason is the knowledge problem. While empirical
research of the kind surveyed here, with over 100 published studies, give certain
indications of how institutions and life satisfaction relate to each other, it bears
noting that few results are fully robust across studies, indicating the need to consider
local conditions in each case (a point made forcefully and more generally by Rodrik
2015). But even so, this literature consists of cross-country studies and are not
experimental or randomized, which makes it uncertain whether they capture causal
relations or mere conditional correlations. Knowing that is arguably of central
importance for policymaking. To take one example from one of the few studies
that attempt to tackle the issue of causality: Rode (2013) finds that economic
freedom brings about life satisfaction – but also that there are indications that life
satisfaction brings about (a political climate willing to implement) economic free-
dom. In addition, omitted variable bias arguably remains a problem in the literature,
and particularly two specific groups of countries – Latin American and the Nordic
countries – often drive what appear to be clear results (Bjørnskov 2003). A number
of findings in the satisfaction literature are therefore likely to be spurious, owing to
the special history of Latin America or the extreme trust culture of the Nordics.
Moreover, even if social science had produced causally credible and robust results, it
does not necessarily mean that policymakers or others in the public debate would
grasp the results in a fully correct way.

Yet another factor is the subjective measures of well-being that are employed in
the literature. It still remains a somewhat open question how reliable they are and
what they precisely measure. In addition, one may ask how comparable they are over
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time and space (see, e.g., chapters ▶ “Measuring Subjective WellBeing” by Frijters,
this volume and ▶ “The Economics of Happiness” by Graham and Nikolova, this
volume). Without denying that this type of questions has some merit, by writing a
chapter of studies using survey-based replies to questions of life satisfaction and
happiness reveal that the authors, just like the authors of the studies reviewed,
consider the measures sufficiently meaningful to form the basis of serious research.
All of these points may constitute reason for skepticism with regard to advocating
“life-satisfaction maximization” as a policy goal.

Another reason is the incentive problem. For example, policymakers will likely be
tempted to manipulate the indicator of well-being; likewise, respondents may, if they
know their answers will form part of the basis for policymaking, exaggerate or in
other ways give incorrect replies to survey questions. As emphasized by Frey and
Stutzer (2000c), such strategic incentives may invalidate satisfaction surveys and
thereby undermine the knowledge basis for political reforms.

A necessary condition for institutional reforms to be undertaken with a high
probability of generating higher subjective well-being seems to be knowledge about
the effects of (changes in) formal institutions. In that regard, the research covered
here is a useful first step – but perhaps not at this point, and perhaps not in the near
future, a sufficient condition for research to be used for the purpose of using public
policy to maximize well-being.

While the literature has come a long way, important gaps and challenges never-
theless remain. We particularly point out a number of methodological challenges
above, and trying to solve them should, in our view, stand at the center of future
research efforts. When carrying out cross-country analysis, using panel data and
instrumental variables is one way forward, even though they certainly do not
constitute panacea. It is hard to find valid instruments, not least instruments that
satisfy the exclusion restriction, but this is a challenge that we hope future research
will take on (cf. Rode 2013). Also, it may be fruitful to make sure to separate the
direct and indirect effects of institutions more clearly – for an example in which trade
flows are differentiated from trade institutions, see Dluhosch and Horgos (2013).
Moreover, increased use of unit-root testing is called for: If the institutional measures
are subject to nonstationary behavior over time, the relationship with life satisfaction
can be tainted by mean reversion over time unless we know whether the variables are
cointegrated. We also welcome studies using the epidemiological method
(Fernández 2011), whereby institutional features of the ancestral country of immi-
grants are used to predict their individual levels of life satisfaction. An attractive
feature of this method is the ruling out of reverse causality.

Yet, the most promise ahead is perhaps found by taking a more experimental
route, including lab, field, and natural experiments. Even though they entail a risk of
low external validity, they enable credible causal inference. When it comes to lab and
field experiments, there are examples of how institutions can be “created” and
changed in a controlled manner, which could be used to investigate effects on
variables like life satisfaction – see, e.g., Cassar et al. (2014) for an example of a
field experiment where the quality of the legal institutions (the risk of being cheated)
is varied to investigate how trust changes. As for natural experiments, they offer
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another way to avoid endogeneity problems – for example, it should be possibly to
apply regression discontinuity design methods to identify exogenous events and to
investigate how they affect life satisfaction. Whenever there are distinct institutional
reforms or shocks, especially if induced by natural forces or the like, these can be
used for causal inference. There is clearly more and exciting work to be done on
institutions and life satisfaction.
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