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Abstract

Separate from their feelings of national pride, Americans may also feel proud of the state where
they live. I explore the political consequences of these feelings of state pride. I propose that when
people feel proud of the state they reside in, they are more willing to empower their state
governments to take action to address state challenges. Using survey responses from a module
of the 2020 Cooperative Election Study, I find that people who express greater pride in their state
are more likely to advocate for state spending on social programs. Feelings of state pride are also
associated with support for policy devolution and the belief that state governments should have
more influence over policymaking within the federal system. State governments have incentives to
try to cultivate feelings of state pride, as those who feel proud of their state are more willing to
empower their state government to effect change.
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Feelings of state pride

Texans who love their state can buy a waffle iron to make Texas-shaped waffles.
Michiganders can express their state pride with an oven mitt imprinted with a map of
the Lower Peninsula. Stores in shopping malls offer up state-themed gifts, from local
foods to state-themed Christmas ornaments to state-shaped casserole dishes. People’s
interest in owning state-themed items suggests that many people feel more than just a
connection to the place where they live — they also feel proud of their state. When
people place state-shaped stickers on their cars, choose to get a state tribute tattoo, or
opt to hang a state flag from their porch, they display their feelings of state pride for
others to see. Evidence from surveys confirms that people see their state as a point of
pride. Most people describe their state as one of the very best states to live in
(McCarthy 2014). A majority of Americans prefer staying in their state to moving
to any other state (Saad 2014). When asked to choose the best state in a series of head-
to-head state matchups, people picked the state where they live over any other state
four out of five times (White and Sanders 2021).
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Are these feelings of state pride consequential for state governments? I propose that
when people feel proud of the state where they live, they are more likely to want to
empower their state government to take leadership on policy initiatives. Using survey
responses to a module of the 2020 Cooperative Election Study, I explore the political
consequences of feelings of state pride. I find that when people feel proud of their state,
they are more likely to think that policymaking authority should be devolved from the
national government and entrusted to state officeholders. Those with greater state
pride are also more likely to support increased state government spending on social
programs in the state. I also show that these effects are distinctive to state pride, and
not merely a product of general satisfaction with the job performance of state
officeholders or the strength of identification as a state resident.

Most people feel at least some pride in the state they live in — and these feelings
affect how they see their state government. State elections have been argued to be
increasingly nationalized, where people’s electoral choices reflect what is going on in
Washington, D.C,, rather than what is happening in their state (Abramowitz and
Webster 2016; Hopkins 2018; Rogers 2016; Sievert and Banda 2024; Zingher and
Richman 2019). If public expectations of state government reflect only partisan
politics at the national level, then we might worry about the responsiveness of state
governments to local circumstances. I find that people’s demands of state government
are informed by more than just partisan battles at the national level. When people love
their state and take pride in the place where they live, they are more willing to empower
state governments to address local challenges.

This research builds on recent studies that highlight the importance of state
identities. People’s attachments to the place where they live inform evaluations of
gubernatorial job performance, trust in state government, and the kinds of candidates
they prefer (Munis 2021; Pears and Sydnor 2022; Winburn et al. 2024). But while these
studies focus on the strength of people’s self-identification as residents of their states, I
show that the feelings of pride people feel about the place where they live are politically
important as well. Feeling proud of one’s state has distinctive effects from those
associated with self-identifying as a Texan or as a Michigander.

Scholars of federalism have argued that people’s loyalties to their states are a force
that can serve as a check against the centralization of power with the national
government (Levy 2007; Riker 1964). But many have doubted that Americans really
hold politically meaningful attachments to their state (Bulman-Pozen 2014; Feeley
and Rubin 2008; Levy 2007). I show that many feel proud of their state, and these
loyalties inform their preferences about the balance of power in a federal system. Calls
for devolution are not merely a reflection of people’s partisan and ideological goals —
they also reflect people’s esteem for the state where they live.

These findings help explain why state governments engage in symbolic efforts to
boost state morale. State officials act to promote their state in multiple ways. In their
state of the state addresses, governors highlight the features and accomplishments
that they think make their state great (Crew and Lewis 2011; Winburn et al. 2024).
State legislatures select unifying symbols in the form of mottos, flags, and state birds
to represent the state. All 50 states mandate state history as part of students’ social
studies curriculum. When elected officials invest in boosting state pride, it can
cultivate goodwill among state constituents in ways that can ultimately serve the
interests of state governments.

Pride in one’s nation has been argued to be a positive force in politics, at least so
long as it does not cross over into nationalistic hatreds toward others. To Almond and
Verba (1965), pride in one’s country is part of civic culture. When people feel pride in
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their community, they are more likely to participate in politics (Richey 2023).
Feelings of national pride can bring people together to pursue common interests
(Putnam 2000). These findings show that feelings of state pride also have political
rewards for state governments. When people think of their state and feel proud of its
people, culture, or history, they are more likely to say their state government should
be empowered to act on behalf of state residents.

National pride and state pride

National pride reflects the warm feelings people hold about the country where they
live (Smith and Jarkko 1998). When people express pride, it is seen as an expression of
their love for their country. National pride can serve as a unifying force, one that
inspires people to take action to help their country (Huddy 2023). Feelings of pride
find their roots in the emotional rewards people experience in response to the shared
symbols, collective experiences, and past accomplishments of the nation (Sullivan,
Fried, and Dietz 1992). Pride is different from social identification with a place in its
symbolic and affective nature (Schildkraut 2014). A national or state identity reflects
specific membership in a group and how people have internalized that membership
into how they see themselves. Pride is less about whether people see their state as
central to their personal identities, but instead reflects people’s affect toward the place
and what it represents (Theiss-Morse 2009; Wolak and Dawkins 2017). While
national identity often emphasizes the boundaries that separate people, national pride
reflects those things that bring people together (Schildkraut 2014; Theiss-Morse
2009).

Nearly all studies of pride and patriotism have focused on people’s feelings about
the country where they live. But we have reasons to believe that people may feel proud
of not just their country, but also their region or community (Flavin and Shufeldt
2024; Jiménez et al. 2021; Richey 2023; Schildkraut 2024). Work in political science has
increasingly recognized how important place can be to how people see themselves
(Cramer 2016; Jacobs and Munis 2019, 2020; Wong 2010). People may identify as
rural residents or city dwellers, and they may also describe the states where they live as
part of their social identities (Pears and Sydnor 2022; Schildkraut 2024). States are
meaningful political geographies in a federal system like the United States. The matters
that fall under state mandates are often issues that have the most direct influences on
people’s day-to-day lives. People have an affinity for their own state (Jacobs and Munis
2020) and many report psychological attachments to the state where they live
(Hopkins 2018; Pears and Sydnor 2022; Schildkraut 2024; Wong 2010). These state
identities are distinctive from national identity (Pears and Sydnor 2022). While past
studies highlight the importance of states to how people see themselves, I extend this
work to consider the distinctive consequences of people’s pride in the state where they
live. I focus on state pride as an expression of the love, affection, and positive feelings
people hold about their state, apart from the degree to which they self-identify as a
resident of that state.

The development of state pride

Do the states inspire feelings of pride and loyalty in their residents? Writing about the
political cultures of the states, Patterson (1968, p. 198) asserts, “We can assume that
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Americans feel identified with, and proud of, their nation and their states. In a federal
structure, the states are likely to constitute important focuses for identification,
loyalty, and pride.” But others have raised doubts that Americans feel pride about
the states where they live. Relative to the national government, states are often seen as
less important. State governments may be geographically closer to citizens, but
national politics is more likely to draw their interest and attention (Jennings and
Zeigler 1970). Dahl (1967, p. 968) argued, “It cannot even be said that the states, on
the whole, can tap any strong sentiments of loyalty or like-mindedness among their
citizens.”

Loyalty to one’s state is sometimes viewed as a relic of history. At the founding of
the nation, people’s primary loyalties were to the states where they lived. These
commitments were part of the motivation for the development of a federal design
of government (Levy 2007). But as time passed, people were less likely to place the
same importance on state attachments. With the centralization of power with the
national government, people’s loyalties to their nation prevailed. Writing in the 1960s,
Riker (1964, p. 105) saw a country where, “there seems to be little state nationalism
left.” Most Americans identify with their nation first and their state second (Hopkins
2018; Wong 2010). While regional attachments are strong and meaningful in many
other federal systems, they remain less salient in the context of the United States by
comparison (Feeley and Rubin 2008).

Yet recent studies show that many in the public hold meaningful attachments to
their states. While state identities tend to be less strongly held than national identity,
Americans say that their identification with their state is more important than other
group attachments like party identification (Hopkins 2018). These state attachments
are politically important. Those who strongly identify with their state offer warmer
evaluations of their governor and express higher trust in their state government (Pears
and Sydnor 2022; Winburn et al. 2024). Identification with one’s state is tied to
participation in state politics (Schildkraut 2024).

State pride is also something that elected officials in the states seem eager to
cultivate. Throughout history, state governments have invested in efforts to boost
their state’s image. In the early history of the states, the focus was on advertising the
virtues of the state to attract more workers and more residents. Over time, state
promotion offices expanded to encourage tourism and business investments in the
state. But these efforts were also thought to have local rewards: making residents feel
proud of where they live, encouraging a connection to the state, and discouraging
them from moving elsewhere (Ehrenhalt 2019; Haar 2023). Governors invoke enthu-
siasm and pride in their state in their annual State of the State addresses (Crew and
Lewis 2011; Drake and Marsicano 2018). Cultivating state pride can be an explicit goal
for governors, such as New Jersey governor Thomas Kean’s active campaigns to boost
state pride in his speeches and in television ads (Felzenberg 2006).

Feelings of state pride are promoted through shared symbols and state culture. Just
as national pride is attached to symbols like the American flag, the Fourth of July, and
the Founding Fathers, states also have their own symbols. States all have distinctive
state flags and state nicknames.' State legislatures recognize state flowers, state birds,
and state trees, but also may name state microbes, state firearms, state rock songs, and
state dinosaurs. Each state has its own license plate designs, and many feature symbols

'In Texas, students pledge allegiance to the state flag as well as the US flag at the start of class.
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of state pride, from the palmetto tree in South Carolina to oranges in Florida to
mountains in Colorado.? State governments look to choose symbols that represent
their state well. Several states — including Utah, Minnesota, Mississippi, Illinois, and
Michigan — have recently engaged in efforts to redesign their state flags. Some
revisions aim to create more inclusive images, but state officials are also interested
in a marketing angle, crafting easily-recognizable symbols that state residents might
want to display elsewhere in their lives (Smith and Almukhtar 2023). When state
legislatures vote to adopt new state symbols or redesign the state flag, they signal how
much importance they place on how people see their state.

Just as national pride finds its roots in symbols and socialization, the same kinds of
influences could contribute to the development of state pride. Americans’ high levels
of national pride find their earliest origins in schools, where schoolchildren recite the
Pledge of Allegiance and learn patriotic songs (Easton and Hess 1962; Hess and
Torney 1967). In social studies curricula, children learn about the history of the
country, often in ways that emphasize the country’s strengths and best qualities
(Easton and Hess 1962). Alongside these lessons, they also learn about the distinc-
tiveness of their state and its history of accomplishments. State governments have long
imposed requirements for state history to be included as part of the curricula for
schoolchildren. By 1930, lessons in state history were offered in a majority of the states
(Roberts 2019). Today, all 50 states require state history lessons in social studies
curricula (McCall and Ristow 2003).

Schoolchildren take field trips to their state capital and visit state history museums.
They learn about the development of their state and its place within the federal system.
These curricula are often designed with the goal of helping students develop a love for
their state (Bertin 1934; Brown 1955; Newman 1999; Stevens 1974). When requiring
schools to teach state history, state legislatures were motivated by more than just a
desire to teach young people about the place where they live — these requirements were
also explicitly promoted as a way to encourage young people to take pride in the state
and its past accomplishments (Bertin 1934; Brown 1955). In the words of Tyron (1936,
pp- 140-141), “To foster pride in one’s local community and state is a very worthy end
of instruction in state history, for one who is proud of his community is likely to be
active in making it a better place to live.”

Is state pride politically important?

To the extent to which state pride has been studied, most have considered its origins
rather than its consequences. Scholars disagree about the origins of state attachment
and state pride. Hopkins (2018) argues that feelings of state pride seem to be detached
from politics. When people are asked what makes them feel proud of their state, they
often name apolitical factors like the state’s food, people, culture, and geography
(Hopkins 2018; Schildkraut 2024). If people’s connections to their state are deter-
mined by apolitical factors like state culture or geography, then feelings of state pride
may never be connected back to state governments (Hopkins 2018; Patterson 1968).
Yet others find greater evidence that people’s feelings of pride are connected to
political conditions. While the quality of democracy in one’s state has limited effects

2State pride can also be rooted in any of the factors that make states distinct, whether that is local foods,
state landmarks, or major sports teams.
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on feelings of state pride (Flavin and Shufeldt 2024), state pride is higher among those
who live in states where their own political party is better represented in the electorate
and in state government (Flavin and Shufeldt 2024; Schildkraut 2024). When people
fail to feel pride in their state, they often cite political frustrations among their reasons
why they feel that way (Schildkraut 2024).°

While others have explored the origins of state attachments, I extend this work by
considering the political consequences of feelings of state pride. I believe that when
people feel proud of the state where they live, they will be more likely to support
empowering their state government. I focus on state pride as an expression of people’s
love for their state and the satisfaction they draw from their state’s strengths and
accomplishments (Huddy 2023; Schildkraut 2014; Theiss-Morse 2009). While place
identities reflect the degree to which people see the place where they live as part of their
own personal identity, feelings of pride instead reflect the esteem people have for the
place where they live. Pride is a positive emotion that affirms past commitments
(Marcus, Neuman, and MacKuen 2000). Because pride is tied to commitments to
group norms, pride can inspire loyalty as well as prosocial behaviors. Within orga-
nizations, feelings of pride are associated with higher levels of cooperation and greater
commitment to the organization (Tyler 1999). Within politics, positive moods can
contribute to greater trust in other people (Rahn 2000) and greater confidence in
government (Gross, Brewer, and Aday 2009; Wolak and Palus 2010).

I expect that when people are proud of their state, they will be more willing to
empower their state government to address challenges in the state. The first outcome I
consider is support for state government spending. I expect that state pride will be
associated with greater support for state policy activism through state government
spending. Pride has been argued to be associated with feelings of belonging and feelings
of solidarity, which can contribute to cooperation and investment in collective goals
(Huddy 2023). When people feel proud of the country they live in, it can contribute to
diffuse support for the political system and willingness to cooperate with the mandates
of the state (Almond and Verba 1965; Gangl, Torgler, and Kirchler 2016). If feelings of
state pride contribute to civic and cooperative behaviors, then people’s loyalties to their
state may contribute to support for state government activism. People who feel proud of
their state may feel concern for their fellow state residents, supporting state government
action to solve problems faced by people who live there. When people feel more pride in
the state where they live, I believe they will endorse greater state spending as a way of
improving collective outcomes for state residents.

As a second outcome, I consider people’s desires to devolve policy authority from
the national government to state governments. When people feel proud of their state,
I believe they will be more willing to grant it power within the federal system. People’s
loyalties to their states have long been thought to be important to the balance of
power in a federal system of government. In the early days of the country, some feared
that power would become concentrated with the national government. People’s
loyalties to their state were seen as a force that would help fortify the states against
the threat of an overreaching national government. In Federalist No. 46, James

*In the appendix, I model the correlates of state pride in this data. Like Hopkins (2018), I find few
consistent predictors of state attachments. I also confirm past work in finding limited evidence of demo-
graphic differences in feelings of state pride (Flavin and Shufeldt 2024; Schildkraut 2024). State pride is higher
among those who live in places where their own party controls state government, echoing results found by
Flavin and Shufeldt (2024).

https://doi.org/10.1017/spq.2024.31 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/spq.2024.31

138 Jennifer Wolak

Madison argued that since the states are closer to the people and play a greater role in
the matters that affect people’s day-to-day lives, “the first and most natural attach-
ment of the people will be to the government of their respective states.” Similar
sentiments have been echoed in federalism scholarship in the years since. Riker
(1964, p.136) noted, “Federalism is maintained by the existence of dual citizen
loyalties to the two levels of government.” Levy (2007, p. 466) proposed that, “If
the states are entirely unable to hold the loyalty of their people, then the major
freedom-protecting mechanisms of the federal system will be lost.”

Yet many scholars of federalism are skeptical that people truly hold meaningful
allegiance to their states (Bulman-Pozen 2014; Feeley and Rubin 2008; Levy 2007;
Young 2015). Even if people pledged their primary loyalties to their states in the first
decades of the nation, people’s loyalties are now thought to be to their nation rather
than to their state (Feeley and Rubin 2008). Riker (1964) argued that people’s weak
loyalties to their states have contributed to the concentration of federal power with
the national government. He proposed that when people feel greater loyalties to their
nation than their state, they will prefer a centralized model of governing over one
where states reserve greater policy authority. In Riker’s (1964, p. 104) words, “If
citizens, when asked their citizen-identification, reply T am an American’ to the
exclusion of Tam a Hoosier” or T am a Texan,” the scene is set for centralization. But if
they reply first and foremost Tam a Virginian’ or ‘T am a Buckeye,” then it is difficult
to imagine much centralization occurring.”

While state loyalties have been argued to shape the balance of federal power, the
possibility that state pride contributes to public demand for devolving power from the
national government has gone untested. I propose that when people feel proud of
their state, they will be more likely to say that state elected officials should be assigned
greater responsibility to tackle policy challenges and less likely to say that the national
government should take the lead. To the extent to which people’s feelings of state
pride are associated with demands for greater investment in state programs, then they
should also boost support for empowering state governments to take action in
support of these state investments.

Both support for state spending and support for policy devolution are connected to
empowering states to actively address issues important to state residents. But they differ
in their ideological content. Liberals are traditionally more likely to support government
spending to solve social problems than conservatives. Policy devolution, however,
traditionally draws more support from conservatives than from liberals (Glaser, Berry,
and Schildkraut 2023; Wolak 2016). I expect that state pride will be associated with
greater support for both state spending and devolving policy authority to state govern-
ment. If T fail to find effects, it will suggest that people’s pride in their state is not
important for politics. It may be that people do not necessarily feel much pride in the
state where they live, or that state pride matters little in a time when political debates
seem increasingly nationalized (Hopkins 2018). To the degree to which state pride is
rooted in nonpolitical factors like state culture, climate, or geography (Hopkins 2018), it
may have few consequences for citizens” demands of state government.

The political consequences of state pride

To consider the consequences of feelings of state pride, I use survey responses to a
module of the 2020 Cooperative Election Study. To measure state pride, respondents

https://doi.org/10.1017/spq.2024.31 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/spq.2024.31

State Politics & Policy Quarterly 139

29% 26% I 24% I 9% . 12% .

Extremely proud Very proud Moderately proud  Only a little proud Not at all proud

State pride m National pride

Figure 1. Levels of State Pride and National Pride, 2020 CES.

were asked, “How proud are you to be a resident of the state of [name of state]?” Five
response options were given: “extremely proud,” “very proud,” “moderately proud,”
“only alittle proud,” and “not at all proud.” I find that most people express some pride
associated with the state where they live. Twenty-nine percent said they were
extremely proud, 26% answered very proud, and 24% said they felt very proud. An
absence of state pride was uncommon: only 9% said they feel only a little proud and
12% answered not proud at all. As shown in Figure 1, people expressed lower levels of
state pride than national pride. While 29% of people said they were extremely proud
of being a resident of their state, 44% said they were extremely proud of being
American.

I consider two outcomes: support for increased state spending and demand for
state influence within the federal system. To measure demand for greater state
spending, I rely on a set of items that asked people about whether they prefer
increases or decreases in state spending in five different policy domains: welfare,
health care, education, transportation and infrastructure, and law enforcement.*
I average these answers to create a scale that ranges from 0 to 1, where higher scores
indicate a stronger desire to increase state government spending. Support for policy
devolution is measured with an item that asked whether states should have more
responsibility over programs currently handled by the national government.

As control variables, I include items reflecting the partisan and ideological
preferences of respondents. Both support for state spending and views of policy
devolution have been thought to have expressly political origins, tied to people’s
partisan and ideological goals. Liberals are more likely to support government
spending on programs than conservatives. In the case of policy devolution, conser-
vatives tend to favor shifting power away from the national government and toward
subnational authorities (Glaser, Berry, and Schildkraut 2023; Rendleman and
Rogowski 2024; Wolak 2016). To control for this, I include measures of party

*Question wordings are included in the appendix.
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identification as well as demand for limited government. I expect that Republicans
and those who favor limited government will be more likely to support policy
devolution and less likely to support increases in state spending.

Past research suggests that people also think of state government power in
instrumental ways, where people prefer to empower the level of government that is
most likely to deliver desired partisan outcomes (Dinan and Heckelman 2020; Wolak
2016). To account for this, I include an indicator of whether state government is
controlled by the same party that the respondent identities with. Since some argue that
state pride can reflect partisan considerations (Flavin and Shufeldt 2024; Schildkraut
2024), this control allows me to consider the effects of state pride apart from any
portion of the feelings of pride that might be rooted in state partisan conditions. I also
include controls for demographic differences, including political interest, education,
age, gender, race, and ethnicity.

In Table 1, I present regression results.” I find that state pride is associated with
greater support for state spending on a range of state programs. Someone with the
lowest level of state pride scores just above the midpoint of the scale of support for
state spending (0.62), while a person who feels extremely proud of their state scores
0.06 points higher (0.68) on the 0 to 1 scale. This represents just over a third of a
standard deviation increase in support for state government spending.® When people
feel proud of the state where they live, they are more likely to say that their state
government should increase spending on social programs. Echoing past work that
has described pride as encouraging cooperation and prosocial behavior, I find that
those who feel greater state pride are more supportive of investments into programs
that would benefit fellow state residents.

I also find that state pride is associated with greater support for devolving policy
leadership to state government. Moving from the lowest level of state pride to the
highest level is associated with a 0.11 increase in support for devolving greater power
to the states, which is an effect size of just under half of a standard deviation. People
who feel proud of the state where they live are more likely to think that their state
government should be given more responsibility over matters currently handled by
the national government. Past research on the origins of support for policy devolution
has focused on partisan and ideological preferences about the balance of federal power
(Dinan and Heckelman 2020; Glaser, Berry, and Schildkraut 2023; Rendleman and
Rogowski 2024; Wolak 2016). But these findings show that feelings of pride in one’s
state also drive demand for policy devolution. These findings provide evidence in
support of longstanding arguments in the federalism literature about how state
loyalties can potentially serve as a check against the centralization of power with
the national government (Bulman-Pozen 2014; Feeley and Rubin 2008; Levy 2007;
Riker 1964). When people feel state pride, they would prefer to see their state
government take a greater role in policymaking rather than the national government.

When considering the control variables, I fail to find effects associated with
partisan control of state government. In the case of partisanship, self-identified

>I apply survey weights and report standard errors clustered by state. Results are robust to a multilevel
modeling approach.

SWe would expect increasing state spending on welfare, health, and education to be more popular among
liberals, and greater spending on law enforcement to popular among conservatives. But when considering the
effects of state pride on increased spending on law enforcement alone, state pride remains a significant
predictor.
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Table 1. State pride and empowering state government

Support for increased state spending  Support for policy devolution

0.062* 0.106*
State pride (0.015) (0.034)
—0.007 0.002
Own-party control of state govt. (0.013) (0.019)
—0.011* 0.006
Partisanship (0.004) (0.005)
—0.188* 0.213*
Limited government (0.028) (0.042)
0.013 —0.034
Political interest (0.026) (0.036)
—0.072* —0.033
Education (0.017) (0.038)
0.045 0.055*
Black (0.025) (0.024)
0.018 0.050
Latino (0.017) (0.031)
0.008 0.017
Female (0.010) (0.020)
0.000 0.000
Age (0.000) (0.000)
0.757* 0.450*
Constant (0.027) (0.037)
R? 0.265 0.120
N 847 847
Data from 2020 Cooperative Election Study. Regression with state-clustered standard errors. Standard errors in paren-
theses.
*p <0.05.

Democrats are more likely to support increased state government spending than
Republicans. The magnitude of this effect is comparable to that of state pride, where
the difference in support for state spending between a strong Democrat and a strong
Republican is 0.07 points. I also considered whether the effects of state pride are
conditional on partisanship. In models shown in the Supplementary Materials, I find
that the effects of state pride on the desire to empower state governments do not
depend on partisan preferences. Feelings of state pride have the same effect on
demand for policy devolution among Democrats as among Republicans. Likewise,
state pride contributes to greater support for state spending similarly across party
lines.”

I find that those who prefer a model of limited government are less likely to
support state spending than those who prefer an activist government. Moving from
the minimum to the maximum level of support for limited government is associated
with a 0.19 point drop in support for state spending on the 0 to 1 scale, about a
standard deviation change. Consistent with prior literature, those who favor limited
government are about 0.21 points more likely to express a desire to devolve greater

71 fail to find significant interaction effects when state pride is interacted with the seven-point party
identification measure. I also considered whether the effects of state pride differ when people live in a state
where their own party controls state government, but fail to find a significant interaction effect. I also find no
evidence that the effects of state pride are conditional on whether a person lives in a state that favored their
party’s presidential candidate in the 2020 Electoral College vote.
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policy influence to the states compared to those who most strongly reject limited
government, which approaches a standard deviation effect size. Yet even after
accounting for people’s ideological preferences for activist versus limited govern-
ment, state pride remains a significant predictor of both outcomes. The effects of state
pride are modest in magnitude compared to the influence of core values, but
nonetheless show that people think about state spending in more than just partisan
and ideological terms. When people feel proud of the state where they live, they are
more supportive of increasing the reach and influence of their state government.

Robustness checks

I have argued that feelings of state pride are distinctive from people’s self-
identification as state residents. State identities reflect people’s feelings of closeness
to their state and the people who live there (Jiménez et al. 2021; Pears and Sydnor
2022; Schildkraut 2024). While place identities reflect how much people define
themselves personally by the places where they live, pride reflects the emotional
rewards people draw from the shared culture and distinctive features of the place
where they live. Feelings of pride tend to be correlated with place identities, but they
do not have identical origins or consequences (Huddy 2023; Jiménez et al. 2021;
Schildkraut 2024). A person might identify as a resident of a state but not feel much
enthusiasm or warmth toward the state. I believe that the consequences of state pride
are distinctive from those associated with state identification. Pride has civic conse-
quences that go behind the social effects of place identity. While place identities are
tied to feelings of closeness to other group members, feelings of pride and patriotism
are particularly likely to inform views of government and support for the political
system (Huddy 2023).

As a robustness check, I consider whether the effects of state pride are distinctive
from those associated with state identification. To measure state identity, I use an
item asking respondents how important the state where they live is to their personal
identity. Consistent with past scholarship on national pride and national identity
(Huddy and Khatib 2007; Miller and Ali 2014; Theiss-Morse 2009), I find that place
identity and state pride are correlated, but nonetheless distinctive. The correlation
between state identity and state pride is relatively strong (r = 0.50), though weaker
than the correlation between strength of national identity and a comparable measure
of national pride (r = 0.69).

In Table 2, I find that state pride has effects that are distinctive from those of state
identity. State pride remains associated with greater support for state spending and
policy devolution to the states even after accounting for the effects of feeling attached
to the state where one lives. Just as national pride has effects distinctive from those of
national identity (Huddy and Khatib 2007; Schildkraut 2014), the effects of state
pride are distinctive from those of just feeling a psychological attachment to the state
where one lives. I find that those who strongly identify as residents of their state are
more likely to support state government spending on social programs. This is
consistent with past studies of social identity, which show that when people identify
as a member of a group, they are more likely to be invested in the success of the group
and concerned about other group members (Theiss-Morse 2009). However, I find
that those with strong state identities are no more likely to favor devolving power to
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Table 2. The effects of state pride controlling for state identity and approval

Controlling for approval of state
Controlling for state identity government

Support forincreased  Support for policy ~Support for increased  Support for policy

state spending devolution state spending devolution
0.041* 0.090* 0.065* 0.081*
State pride (0.018) (0.036) (0.016) (0.040)
State identity 0.050* 0.036 - -
centrality (0.020) (0.035)
Approval of state - - —0.002 0.020*
government (0.005) (0.010)
Own-party control —0.008 0.001 —0.005 —0.018
of state govt. (0.012) (0.019) (0.013) (0.020)
—0.011* 0.005 —0.011* 0.006
Partisanship (0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
—0.185* 0.215* —0.189* 0.222*
Limited government (0.028) (0.042) (0.028) (0.043)
0.010 —0.036 0.013 —0.031
Political interest (0.026) (0.036) (0.026) (0.037)
—0.065* —0.028 —0.072* —0.036
Education (0.017) (0.038) (0.017) (0.037)
0.043 0.054* 0.045 0.055*
Black (0.024) (0.025) (0.025) (0.024)
0.016 0.048 0.018 0.046
Latino (0.017) (0.032) (0.017) (0.032)
0.006 0.015 0.008 0.018
Female (0.010) (0.020) (0.010) (0.019)
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Age (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
0.745* 0.441* 0.760" 0.424*
Constant (0.025) (0.038) (0.026) (0.039)
R? 0.271 0.122 0.265 0.127
N 847 847 846 846

2020 Cooperative Election Study. Regression with state-clustered standard errors. Standard errors in parentheses.
*p < 0.05.

state governments.® Feelings of pride in one’s state are associated with greater
demand for devolution, but the importance of identifying as a state resident is not.

As another robustness check, I consider whether feelings of state pride have effects
that are distinctive from those of general satisfaction with state government perfor-
mance. Hopkins (2018) argues that state pride has largely apolitical origins, reflecting
attributes like shared culture and history. But others argue that feelings of state pride
are also informed by political and economic conditions. People may feel more pride in
their state when the state government is performing well or when the economy is
strong (Flavin and Shufeldt 2024). In light of this, I also estimated models where I add
approval of state government as a strong control.” This allows me to see if state pride is
still associated with support for empowering state government even after accounting

8This is consistent with past studies of social identity, which show that when people identify as a member
of a group, they are more likely to be invested in the success of the group and concerned about other group
members (Theiss-Morse 2009).

°I average approval ratings for the governor and state legislature to create a measure of state government
approval.
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for any portion of state pride that rests on state government performance. In models
shown in Table 2, I find that even after accounting for people’s evaluations of the
performance of their state government, their feelings of pride for their state still predict
greater demand for state spending and state policy influence. The pride people feel in
their state is not merely capturing general affect toward state government. People’s
feelings of pride about the state where they live have political consequences that are
distinctive from mere satisfaction with government performance.

I also considered whether the effects of state pride are distinctive from those
associated with feelings of national pride, given that feelings of pride in one’s state
and one’s country are somewhat correlated (r = 0.34). In results reported in the
Supplementary Materials, I find that the effects of state pride are robust to a control for
national pride. Even though some have argued that Americans’ loyalty to their country
should diminish demand for devolving power to the states (Feeley and Rubin 2008;
Riker 1964), I find that feelings of national pride are not associated with support for
policy devolution or demand for state spending.'® These robustness checks provide
additional evidence in support of my argument that feelings of state pride contribute
to people’s desire to empower their state governments to take action. That said, with
this observational survey evidence, I am only able to explore correlations and not make
causal statements. It would be useful to explore in future work whether appeals to state
pride can directly change people’s attitudes toward their state governments.

Conclusions

In 2018, the staff of the website for the magazine Conde Nast Traveler interviewed a
small sample of Americans representing every state in the United States about what
makes them proud of their state, and what makes their state better than other states.'!
Some lauded their state’s weather or natural beauty. Many mentioned the people — such
as their diversity, their friendliness, their work ethic, or their open-mindedness. Others
pointed to the culture of the state, as reflected in the food, the music, or the number of
things there are to do. Consistent with arguments made by Hopkins (2018), people
mostly named factors divorced from politics. But in a second video from the magazine,
people were asked to name the worst thing about their state.!” While some mentioned
nonpolitical factors such as the weather as their state’s biggest flaw, many gave answers
tied to politics and government — consistent with arguments made by Schildkraut
(2024). Some mentioned attributes of the state’s political culture, such as how people
vote, corrupt politicians, and a history of racism and segregation. Others talked about
policy problems, whether it be drugs, jobs, taxes, poverty, or the roads.

I find that people’s views about how to solve these state problems are informed by
whether or not people feel pride in the state where they live. Those who feel greater
state pride are more likely to say that state governments should spend on social
programs for education, infrastructure, and health care. They are also more likely to
believe that control over these policy issues should be devolved away from the national

1%State pride also remains a significant predictor of both outcomes when controlling for approval of
Congress and the President.

"www.cntraveler.com/video/watch/many-people-many-places-50-people-tell-us-why-theyre-proud-of-
their-state.

Zwww.cntraveler.com/video/watch/many-people-many-places-50-people-tell-us-the-worst-thing-about-
their-state.
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government and instead handled by the states. When people feel proud of the state
where they live, they are more invested in having their state government take an active
role in policy-making and invest resources into state-supported services.

While others have raised doubts about whether feelings of state pride are politically
salient (Dahl 1967; Hopkins 2018), I show that feelings of state pride are related to
people’s views about empowering state governments. State politics has become
increasingly nationalized, where policy agendas and elections reflect national political
debates rather than matters distinctive to the states. Partisan debates at the national
level increasingly inform the choices people make in state-level elections (Abramowitz
and Webster 2016; Hopkins 2018; Rogers 2016; Sievert and Banda 2024). Outside of
politics, we also see that the states have become more similar to each other in other
ways as well. A suburban life of shopping at big-box stores, eating at chain restaurants,
and returning to a tract home can look pretty similar regardless of whether a person is
living in Ohio, Oregon, or Oklahoma. If state politics is nationalized, then we might
worry about whether state officeholders are motivated to attend to the needs and
desires of state constituents. The states may merely serve simply as another battle-
ground to fight the partisan battles being waged in Washington, D.C. (Bulman-Pozen
2014).

Yet even as these forces contribute to a homogenization of state experiences, people
nonetheless seem to recognize those things that make their state unique and different
from the rest. People’s feelings of pride, love, and affection for their state are not just
something expressed in t-shirt slogans or coffee mugs, but also in people’s views about
the role of their state government. Feelings of state pride may lead people to feel more
invested in their state’s success and concerned about the collective welfare of other
people in the state. These results show that how people feel about their state informs
the demands people make of their state government. Within a federal system, people’s
state loyalties have been thought to serve as an important check in the balance of
power between the national government and the state government (Levy 2007). Yet
many have been skeptical that these kinds of state attachments still exist (Bulman-
Pozen 2014; Feeley and Rubin 2008; Riker 1964). These results affirm that many feel
significant state pride — and that these feelings of pride affect public support for
devolving power to state governments.

State governments often engage in efforts to promote the state: advertising the
features of the state, celebrating state symbols, and educating young people about the
state’s history. This approach has been criticized for putting symbols ahead of
substance (Moore 1969). But trying to cultivate state pride can nonetheless be useful
to state governments. Feelings of state pride affect how people see their state govern-
ment and its place within the federal system. When people feel proud of the state they
live in, they are more likely to believe that the state government should have greater
policy influence and are more willing to support state government spending. The
effects of state pride are distinctive from people’s approval of state government as well
as their attachment to their state.

Feelings of pride can be a civic good. Pride is tied to civic cooperation and
investment in collective goals (Almond and Verba 1965; Gangl, Torgler, and Kirchler
2016; Putnam 2000). When people feel pride in their states and communities, they are
more likely to participate in politics (Richey 2023; Schildkraut 2024). We have reasons
to believe that feelings of state pride might also serve as a countervailing force against
the partisan battles that increasingly define American politics. Partisanship is increas-
ingly important to how people think about politics in their states (Hopkins 2018).
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Federalism is increasingly defined in partisan terms as well, as those unhappy with
partisan outcomes nationally are turning to the states to pursue their ideological goals
(Bulman-Pozen 2014).

These results show that people think about their states in more than just partisan
terms. People take pride in their state for its history, features, and accomplishments —
and this love for their state can contribute to a desire to invest back into the state. I find
that the effects of state pride on the desire to empower state governments is indepen-
dent of partisanship and partisan control of state government. In the case of American
identity, people often draw boundaries around who counts as American, excluding
some based on their language, their race, or where they are from (Schildkraut 2014;
Theiss-Morse 2009). Strength of national identity is stronger among those who are
demographically similar to that narrowed version of what it means to be American
(Theiss-Morse 2009). But state identities do not seem to be very well-predicted by
factors like party identification, ideology, education, age, or race (Hopkins 2018). If
state identities have less politicized origins, they may be less exclusive. To the extent to
which this is true, the pride people feel from being a resident of their state can prove to
be a unifying force for state electorates divided by partisan battles. At the national level,
reminders about what make people proud to be American can undercut partisan
animosities (Levendusky 2023). Feelings of state pride may also serve as a force that
brings people together over shared love of their state — even during a time of
heightened partisan animosities.

Supplementary material. The supplementary material for this article can be found at http://doi.org/
10.1017/spq.2024.31.
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