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Abstract: Public-sector unions are generally thought to increase the size of government through collective bargaining. This
article challenges this idea for the case of teacher unions in the United States and argues that while collective bargaining
institutions sometimes lead to increased education spending, this is not the norm. Using a new longitudinal data set
spanning all states before and after they granted collective bargaining rights to teachers, the article shows that although
states that mandate districts to bargain with teachers have higher education expenditures than states that do not, the
differences precede collective bargaining. Difference-in-differences analyses find no evidence that introducing collective
bargaining rights led to average increases in the level of resources devoted to education. Although existing theories cannot
explain these null findings, the article shows one reason behind them is that most laws granting collective bargaining rights
to teachers were not unambiguously prolabor, but included both pro- and anti-union provisions.

Replication Materials: The data, code, and any additional materials required to replicate all analyses in this arti-
cle are available on the American Journal of Political Science Dataverse within the Harvard Dataverse Network, at:
http://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/WGWMAV.

A long theoretical tradition in political economy
holds that organized bureaucrats exert pressure
from inside the government to expand its

size, and that collective bargaining is a key mechanism
by which they attain this (e.g., Anzia and Moe 2015;
Downs 1964; Freeman 1984; Levi 1977; Moe 2006;
Niskanen 1971; Peterson 1976; Shefter 1985; Swenson
1991b). The argument that collective bargaining weakens
politicians—who cannot afford to endure strikes and
public service disruptions1—and empowers unions to
extract sizable material benefits, such as more jobs, better
job protections, and higher compensation, lies at the
heart of existing theories of what public-sector unions do
and where their power stems from. It shapes how we think
about interest groups, policymaking, education politics,
and bureaucracies; and informs the debate on how to
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1See Wellington and Winter (1969, 1125), Levi (1977, 11), Swenson (1991b), and Anzia and Moe (2015, 116: “public sector unions . . .
exercise power . . . through collective bargaining: formal negotiations with management, backed by implicit threats of strike”).

2Freeman (1984) provides a comprehensive literature review.

regulate these unions’ legal rights. In the United States,
conservatives have argued that cutting public employees’
collective bargaining rights should help reduce fiscal
deficits—think of Scott Walker in Wisconsin—whereas
liberals have argued that maintaining these rights enables
public employees to obtain fair compensation.

Surprisingly, whether collective bargaining enables
public employees to increase the size of government
remains an open empirical question. Dozens of cross-
sectional studies comparing U.S. governments at a single
point in time demonstrate that those that have collec-
tive bargaining institutions employ more workers, pay
higher salaries, and spend more than those that do not.2

However, as emphasized by Moe (2011, 211), we can-
not rely on these studies to make causal claims because
they do not account for the role of unobservable factors
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that could have led both to the emergence of bargaining
institutions and to greater public spending. Studies that
employ longitudinal data and account for such charac-
teristics represent a considerable improvement, but these
studies are scant (Anzia and Moe 2015; Frandsen 2016;
Hoxby 1996; Lovenheim 2009), they arrive at conflicting
conclusions, and they raise questions about their internal
and/or external validity due to (a) the use of difference-in-
differences methods without examining whether the pre-
treatment trends support the identifying parallel trends
assumption;3 (b) reliance on data from the U.S. Census
of Governments,4 which Lovenheim (2009) has shown
produce upwardly biased estimates of union effects, or
data from the Current Population Survey (CPS),5 which
is not designed to provide a representative sample of local
or state governments; and/or (c) coverage of a minor-
ity of states with collective bargaining rights for public
employees.6

This article uses a new longitudinal data set con-
structed from historical sources to overcome the lim-
itations of prior research and assess whether granting
collective bargaining rights to public employees leads to
increases in the size of government. Focusing on the case
of education, and building on a literature that leverages
state-level variation in the timing of institutional reforms
(e.g., Besley and Case 2003; Folke, Hirano, and Snyder
2011; Fowler 2013), I examine what happened to the
level of resources devoted to education when states passed
laws ending prohibitions on teachers’ collective bargain-
ing and establishing districts’ obligation to bargain with
teacher unions. These mandatory collective bargaining
laws, passed in 33 states from the 1960s on, have been
persuasively identified as the main determinant of the
emergence of modern teacher unions (Moe 2011). They
led to a strong increase in union membership and collec-
tive bargaining agreements (Moe 2011; Saltzman 1985),
and increased unions’ capacity for political mobilization
(Flavin and Hartney 2015), usually in favor of Democrats.
But did these laws also increase the level of resources de-
voted to education?

The results, which are robust to various tests and
specifications, indicate that the positive correlation be-
tween collective bargaining rights and the size of gov-
ernment is spurious—at least for teachers, who com-
prise the largest group of unionized public employees.

3See, for example, Hoxby (1996)and Anzia and Moe (2015).

4See, for example, Hoxby (1996) and Anzia and Moe (2015).

5See, for example, Frandsen (2016).

6See, for example, Hoxby (1996), Lovenheim (2009), Anzia and
Moe (2015) and Frandsen (2016).

First, consistent with cross-sectional studies, I document
that in 1990, states with mandatory collective bargain-
ing laws had more teachers per student, higher salaries,
and higher per-pupil education expenditures, but I show
that they already did so well before the emergence of col-
lective bargaining rights or modern teacher unions. Sec-
ond, nonparametric difference-in-differences estimates
that exploit variation in the timing of mandatory bar-
gaining laws across states provide no support for the ar-
gument that, on average, the laws led to increases in the
level of resources devoted to education. That is, the differ-
ences are historical, and the introduction of mandatory
bargaining with teachers, on average, did not exacerbate
them. Why not?

I argue that a key reason why the laws did not lead
to average increases in education spending is that, con-
trary to existing theories’ assumption that the laws favored
unions, in most states, the content of the laws not only
gave teachers collective bargaining rights, but also intro-
duced provisions designed to limit unions’ power. Im-
portant among these were provisions establishing costly
penalties against strikes. The inclusion of a bundle of pro-
and anti-union provisions is consistent with accounts of
the design of private-sector bargaining institutions (Gold-
field 1989; Levi et al. 2017; Swenson 1991a;), and with po-
litical economy and policy feedback theories that predict
institutional capture and “counter-mobilization” (Ace-
moglu and Robinson 2008; Hacker and Pierson 2014;
Jacobs and Weaver 2015; Schickler 2001; Swenson 2002,
2004) by organized groups who stood to lose from unions’
empowerment. Because strikes typically constitute the
primary weapon available to unions during collective ne-
gotiations, I hypothesize that in states whose laws in-
cluded new strike penalties, unions had limited ability to
extract material concessions from such negotiations.

The empirical analysis supports this argument. When
we disaggregate the average null findings, we find that
those mandatory bargaining laws that did not include new
strike penalties did lead to increased spending, as conven-
tional wisdom predicts. This, however, was the case in 14
of the 33 states that passed these laws. In the remaining 19
states, the laws that granted teachers collective bargaining
rights also included strike penalties designed to raise the
cost of striking, and these laws did not lead to increases
in education expenditures.

The findings challenge core beliefs about what public-
sector unions do and where their power stems from, and
help identify a set of empirically substantiated conditions
under which unions are more likely to obtain what they
want. They also underscore the importance of future re-
search on the historical determinants of current education
policy and provision, as well as speak to the debate on who
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FIGURE 1 Legal Status of Collective Bargaining as of 1990, First Year When a
Mandatory Collective Bargaining Law Was Passed, and Type of Strike
Penalty in the Law, by State

shapes policy in democratic regimes, and what that im-
plies for outcomes we care about (here, fiscal outcomes).

Beyond their theoretical relevance, these findings in-
form the heated debate on how to regulate public-sector
unions. Granting collective bargaining rights to teachers
may have led to an increase in unions’ membership and
capacity for political organization—and precisely because
of that, Republicans have political reasons to undo, and
Democrats to maintain, these rights. But arguments that
rely on an economic rationale to curtail or uphold these
rights lack strong empirical evidence to support them.

Collective Bargaining Laws: Pro- and
Anti-Labor Provisions

Following a long history of prohibitions against public
employees’ engagement in collective bargaining, begin-
ning in the 1960s a wave of state laws established local
and state governments’ obligation to bargain with them.
By 1990, a total of 33 states had laws mandating school
districts to bargain with teachers;7 10 states allowed
but did not require bargaining; and seven states, mostly
southern, prohibited it. Figure 1 maps these rights; Figure
A1 in the supporting information shows the timing of
the laws and the rising coverage of collective bargaining
agreements (CBAs).

The mandatory bargaining laws of the 1960s and
1970s have usually been characterized as “prolabor” (e.g.,
Ahlquist 2012; Anzia and Moe 2015, 2016; DiSalvo 2010;

7In mandatory-bargaining states, almost all teachers became cov-
ered by collective bargaining agreements (Moe 2011; Saltzman
1982, 1985, 1988).

Flavin and Hartney 2015; Levi 1977; Moe 2011; Saltz-
man 1985; Walker 2014), and in some important re-
spects, they were. In mandatory bargaining states, almost
all teachers became covered by CBAs (Moe 2011; Saltz-
man 1982, 1985, 1988). The laws triggered an upsurge
in teacher union membership rates (Freeman 1984; Moe
2011; Saltzman 1982, 1985, 1988), which rose from 6% in
the late 1950s to 60% in the early 1980s. This growth posi-
tioned teacher unions as large interest groups with ties to
the Democratic Party and the ability to mobilize voters,
lobby lawmakers, and campaign for their preferred candi-
dates (Berkman and Plutzer 2005; Moe 2011).8 Addition-
ally, the laws conferred some organizational advantages
to unions (e.g., access to teachers’ contact information
and automatic deduction of union dues from teachers’
salaries) that facilitated unions’ political mobilization of
teachers (Flavin and Hartney 2015).

Notwithstanding their role in the emergence of
teacher unions as relevant political actors in elections and
legislatures, it is not obvious that mandatory bargaining
laws empowered unions at the bargaining table. Strikes
are typically unions’ main form of leverage during collec-
tive bargaining (Ashenfelter and Johnson 1969; Freeman
1984; Levi 2003), especially in the public sector, where
they can paralyze public service provision, inconvenience
voters, and thus pressure politicians to find “a quick end
to the strike . . . with little concern for the cost of set-
tlement” (Wellington and Winter 1969, 1125; see also fn.
1). When public-sector unions engage in collective bar-
gaining “backed by implicit threats of strike,” we should

8Unions’ success in influencing policy is unclear. See the conflicting
findings of Berkman and Plutzer (2005), Shen and Wong (2006),
and Moe (2006).
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TABLE 1 Partisan Balance when States Passed Mandatory Collective Bargaining Laws

State Partisan Balance States
Party with Power to

Veto Legislation
Party with Power to

Pass New Laws

Unified Republican Government SD, DE, VT, IN Republicans Republicans
Democratic Governor but veto-proof

Republican Legislature
NJ, ND, KS Republicans Republicans

Republican Governor and
non-veto-proof Democratic
Legislature

MI, NY, NV, AK, PA,
OR, IA, NH, WA, IL

Republicans neither party

Democratic Governor and
non-veto-proof Republican
Legislature

WI, CT, ME, ID, MN Democrats neither party

Republican Governor but veto-proof
Democratic Legislature

MA, RI, MD Democrats Democrats

Unified Democratic Government HI, OK, FL, MT, CA,
TN, OH

Democrats Democrats

expect them to obtain more jobs, higher salaries, better
benefits, and/or greater job stability, all of which require
increased public spending (Anzia and Moe 2015, 116).

The reason why unions’ ability to exert pressure dur-
ing collective bargaining should not be taken for granted is
that rational politicians and interest groups who are con-
cerned about public-sector strikes, or about the empower-
ment of unions generally, may try to influence the design
of labor laws to limit unions’ power. This expectation
stems from political economy and policy feedback theo-
ries that argue policy proposals with the potential to rad-
ically redistribute power toward one interest group will
likely trigger a countermobilization by organized groups
who stand to lose from such redistribution (Acemoglu
and Robinson 2008; Hacker and Pierson 2014; Jacobs
and Weaver 2015; Schickler 2001; Swenson 2002, 2004),
leading to laws that look like a patchwork catering to mul-
tiple competing interests (Schickler 2001; Swenson 2002,
2004). Indeed, there is evidence from the United States
and other advanced democracies that business groups
seeking to deter labor militancy shaped private-sector bar-
gaining institutions in ways that went against unions’ in-
terests (Goldfield 1989; Levi et al. 2017; Swenson 1991a).

Whereas past theories of how public-sector manda-
tory bargaining laws impacted the size of government as-
sume that the laws were unambiguously prolabor (Anzia
and Moe 2015; Moe 2009, 2011; Saltzman 1985), I con-
sider the content of these laws to inform expectations
about the conditions under which they favored unions at
the bargaining table. Three facts suggest that the laws were
neither passed by an unambiguously prolabor coalition
nor were unambiguously prolabor in content: (1) the laws

had extensive bipartisan support; (2) a key goal of many
laws was to deter public-sector strikes; and (3) to attain
this, the laws often introduced new strike penalties aimed
at increasing the cost of going on strike. My goal here is
not to provide a full account of the dynamics that shaped
these laws, but to bring back to light important facts that
have not informed existing theories of how mandatory
bargaining laws impacted the size of government.

Bipartisan Support

Contrary to common perceptions that public-sector bar-
gaining laws were passed by Democrats to empower
unions (DiSalvo 2010, 8; McCartin 2007, 79; Moe 2009,
158), Anzia and Moe (2016) show that the laws had ex-
tensive bipartisan support. Table 1 complements their
analysis of roll-call votes by classifying states depending
on which party had the power to (a) veto legislation or
(b) unilaterally pass legislation when states introduced
mandatory bargaining laws covering teachers.

The analysis underscores that both parties supported
these laws. First, in 17 of the 33 states that introduced
mandatory bargaining laws, Republicans could have ve-
toed these laws, but did not. Second, Democrats had
the power to unilaterally pass new legislation in only
10 of the 33 states that passed these laws; Republicans
had this power in seven states; and, in the remanining
states, both parties had to negotiate the content of the laws
because neither had a legislative supermajority to over-
ride the veto of a governor from the opposite party. Why
did both parties—especially Republicans—support these
laws?
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Laws to Deter Strikes

Many mandatory bargaining laws sought to deter strikes
by public employees (Levi 1977; Miller and Canak 1991;
Saltzman 1982). Once uncommon, public-sector strikes
increased in the early 1960s and reached 250 strikes per
year in 1966–68, leaving entire cities without schooling,
public transportation, and other services. Politicians from
both parties who were concerned about the reputational
and electoral costs of service disruptions (Levi 1977),
and business groups concerned about the economic costs
and disorder caused by public-sector strikes (Miller and
Canak 1988, 1991, 1995), became interested in new laws
to deter them.

Almost all of the mandatory bargaining laws of the
1960s and 1970s prohibited public-sector strikes—a ma-
jor departure from the private sector’s National Labor Re-
lations Act of 1935. But legal prohibitions alone were in-
sufficient to deter strikes. The problem lawmakers needed
to address was that the strike penalties inherited from the
1940s—dismissal or jail time for strikers—were not useful
deterrents because they could not be credibly enforced by
a government desperate to end a service shutdown (Levi
1977, 11).

Collective bargaining laws were conceived in this con-
text as a new approach to deter strikes. On one hand,
lawmakers hoped that bargaining rights would appease
insurgent bureaucrats (Levi 1977, 18–19; see also Anzia
and Moe 2016, 767; Saltzman 1982, 161). Simultaneously,
in most states the laws introduced new strike penalties that
could be more credibly enforced by governments.

The experience of New York State illustrates these
dynamics. In 1966, following a 12-day transit strike, Re-
publican Governor Nelson Rockefeller appointed a com-
mittee to “make legislative proposals for protecting the
public against the disruption of vital public services by
illegal strikes, while at the same time protecting the rights
of public employees” (Taylor 1967, 631).

The result was New York’s mandatory collective bar-
gaining law of 1967. George Taylor, who headed the com-
mittee, explains the challenges they faced when drafting
the law:

The ban on strikes becomes more or less mean-
ingless in the absence of penalties which actually
deter stoppages. The results are even worse when
. . . impractical penalties cannot be invoked and
the impotence of government is revealed. Not
only are new negotiating procedures essential,
but a difficult question must be faced: What
penalties would serve as deterrents to strikes?
(Taylor 1967, 618)

To deter strikes, the Taylor Law simultaneously es-
tablished collective bargaining rights and strike penalties
“harsh enough to deter strikes, but not too harsh to be
imposed: strikers lose two days’ pay for each day on strike,
while unions lose dues deduction privileges” (Saltzman
1982, 167). Union officials criticized the law because its
“focus was on . . . prohibitions against strikes by pub-
lic employees [and] on penalty provisions” (New York
Times 1968). Business applauded the stipulation of cred-
ible penalties, especially the use of fines:

The vexatious problem of [strikes] . . . requires
new approaches. This does not necessarily mean
that public employee strikes should be banned
even more. Less can sometimes work better than
more. . . . The law should impose heavy fines for
each day the strike continues. Where jail sentences
make martyrs, fines threaten to make paupers of
unions. (Business Week 1968, emphasis added)

New Strike Penalties

As shown in Figure 1, a total of 19 of the 33 mandatory
bargaining laws introduced new penalties that, like New
York’s Taylor Law, imposed monetary and organizational
sanctions for striking. These included wage losses for em-
ployees, monetary fines for unions, union decertification,
suspension of CBAs, and/or loss of automatic dues deduc-
tion. Inclusion of these penalties became widespread after
the escalation of strikes in 1966: Two-thirds of the laws
passed after 1966 included the new penalties, compared
to none prior to 1966. Consistent with the widespread
concern about strikes, the new approach was equally en-
dorsed by unified Republican and unified Democratic
governments.

Prior research shows that mandatory bargaining laws
reduced public-sector strikes (Currie and McConnell
1994; Freeman 1984; Stern and Olson 1982), especially
where credible strike penalties were established (Olson
1986). Still, this reduction is also consistent with the ar-
gument that the laws empowered unions and thus reduced
their need to strike. We therefore need to turn to the ev-
idence to determine whether mandatory bargaining laws
empowered unions at the bargaining table.

Expectations

Because strikes and threats of strike are unions’ primary
weapon during collective bargaining (e.g., Ahlquist 2012;
Anzia and Moe 2015, 116; Levi 2003, 56; Swenson 1991b:
382; Wellington and Winter 1969), I hypothesize that,
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in states whose laws included the new strike penalties,
unions were limited in their ability to extract material
concessions from bargaining. Thus, it is not obvious that,
on average, mandatory bargaining laws led to increases in
the level of resources devoted to education: The overall
effect will depend on the effect of laws with new strike
penalties (19) and without them (14 states).

Original Longitudinal Data Set

Which states adopted mandatory bargaining laws was
not determined at random. Historically, these states were
more industrialized, had fewer minorities, and had more
favorable legislation for private-sector workers (Table
A1 in the supporting information), all predictive of
greater redistribution and public spending. We need to
account for these and other potential confounders to
isolate the effect of mandatory bargaining laws on the
size of government. Whereas the cross-sectional litera-
ture nets out the role of observable factors such as GDP or
private-sector unionization, studies that employ longitu-
dinal evidence preceding and following the introduction
of collective bargaining rights can additionally account
for unobservable time-invariant factors such as cultural
values and historical attitudes toward labor rights and
redistribution.9

Longitudinal studies, however, are an oddity in the
extant literature because of the limited availability of dig-
itized data preceding public-sector collective bargaining.
The few longitudinal studies that have been published
arrive at conflicting conclusions (e.g., Hoxby 1996 and
Anzia and Moe 2015 find positive effects; Lovenheim 2009
and Frandsen 2016 find no effect) and employ data that
raise questions about their external and/or internal valid-
ity. First, existing studies rely on the U.S. Census of Gov-
ernments (COG) to measure the size of government, us-
ing measures of public-sector employment, salaries, and
spending collected by the COG from local governments.
Reliance on these data raises questions about the general-
izability of these studies’ findings because COG data are
only available since 1972, and thus cannot be used to ex-
amine the impact of collective bargaining institutions that
emerged before that year. However, 20 of the 33 manda-
tory bargaining laws covering teachers were introduced
before 1972.10 To overcome this limitation, I employ an

9Including a dummy for southern states is insufficient; the same
pattern of historical differences exists within the South (Table A2
in the supporting information).

10Frandsen (2016) attempts to overcome this limitation with Cur-
rent Population Survey (CPS) data on teachers’ salaries aggregated

original longitudinal data set containing information on
the level of resources devoted to education in all 50 states
before and after any of them introduced collective bar-
gaining rights for teachers.

Additionally, some studies rely on the COG to mea-
sure local-level unionization rates and the timing of lo-
cally negotiated CBAs (e.g., Anzia and Moe 2015; Hoxby
1996). This raises internal validity questions, given Loven-
heim’s (2009) finding that these data contain nonclassical
measurement error that produces upwardly biased esti-
mates of unions’ impact. To remedy this problem, Loven-
heim (2009) hand-collects data on the timing of CBAs di-
rectly from Public Employment Relations Board offices,
but understandably, his data collection effort is limited
to three midwestern states. In this article, as in Frandsen
(2016), what is important is to measure accurately the
timing of mandatory collective bargaining laws, which
are determined at the state level. Frandsen (2016) relies
on the NBER Public Sector Collective Bargaining Law
Dataset, which contains annual information since 1959
on whether a state allows, requires, or prohibits collective
bargaining with teachers, police officers, and firefighters.
As explained below, I use this source too, but I combine
it with additional sources to reduce the probability of
measurement error.

Public Education Resources

To overcome the external validity limitations of extant
research, I use official education statistics not previously
digitized to construct a new longitudinal data set con-
taining annual data from 1959 to 1990 on the three
main measures of public education resources examined
in the extant literature—student–teacher ratios,11 av-
erage teacher salaries,12 and per-pupil current opera-
tional expenditures13—plus a fourth measure of interest,
per-pupil nonwage current expenditures, which includes
employer contributions to retirement systems or social
security, administrative costs, and expenditures for mis-
cellaneous school services.14 Additionally, the data set

at the state level and beginning in 1962. However, the CPS is de-
signed to provide a representative sample of households at the
national level, not of teachers at the state level.

11Student–teacher ratios are the number of full-time-equivalent
teachers employed in public schools divided by the number of
students enrolled in public schools in that state.

12Average teacher salaries are the total amount paid in salaries to all
public schoolteachers divided by the number of teachers in a state.

13These are the total current operational expenditures (regardless
of funding source) that are devoted to public schools in a state
divided by the number of public school students in that state.
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includes decennial information on per-pupil current ex-
penditures since 1919 and teacher salaries since 1939,
enabling me to assess the role of mandatory bargaining
laws in historical perspective—something not done previ-
ously. All measures are aggregated at the state level because
the treatment of interest is the passage of state mandatory
bargaining laws, which are what politicians can influence
most directly. For 1959–85, I hand-entered the data from
33 reports published by the U.S. Department of Education
(DOE) under the following series: Statistics of State School
Systems; Statistical Summary of State School Systems; Fall
Statistics of Public Schools: Pupils, Teachers, Instruction
Rooms, and Expenditures; and Fall Statistics of Public El-
ementary and Secondary Day Schools. These reports are
the predecessors of the Common Core of Data (CCD),
which today constitutes the DOE’s primary database on
K–12 education. CCD data from 1986 to 1990 were down-
loaded from the DOE’s website. Further details about the
data set are included in Appendix B1 in the supporting
information.

Mandatory Collective Bargaining Laws

For each state, the NBER Public Sector Collective Bar-
gaining Law Dataset (Valetta and Freeman 1988) provides
annual data beginning in 1959 on whether collective bar-
gaining with teachers was required, allowed but not re-
quired, or not allowed. I used this data set as the starting
point to identify whether a mandatory collective bargain-
ing law was in place in each state at the beginning of each
school year (which is when the dependent variables are
measured), but in order to minimize measurement error
on the timing of mandatory collective bargaining laws, I
cross-checked the NBER data set with at least two addi-
tional sources per state: the Negotiation Research Digest
(National Education Association [NEA] 1972) and Saltz-
man’s (1982) Ph.D. dissertation. Whenever the timing of
the laws coincides across all three sources, I assume the
information they provide is correct. When the informa-
tion from at least one source is missing, or when they do
not all coincide—typically because of disagreements on
whether a statute implies a duty to bargain—I use ad-
ditional state-specific sources, such as law journals and
information from states’ Public Employment Relations
Boards. Of the 33 states that adopted mandatory bar-
gaining laws, the final coding coincides with Valetta and
Freeman (1988) in 24 cases, with NEA (1972) and Saltz-
man (1982) in six cases, and with information from state

14Salaries and expenditures are expressed in 2010 dollars (nominal
values adjusted using the Consumer Price Index), and log adjusted
(unadjusted values are right-skewed).

Public Employment Relations Boards in three cases. All
sources and coding decisions are detailed in Appendix B2
in the supporting information.

Strike Penalties

To test the proposed mechanism, I classified manda-
tory bargaining laws by whether they established credible
strike penalties. Following the earlier discussion, a state
law was considered not to establish credible penalties if
it established no penalties whatsoever or if it only estab-
lished penalties that a government wanting to end a shut-
down could not enforce (i.e., dismissal and/or jailing).
A law was considered to establish credible penalties if it
established any monetary or organizational penalties for
striking (e.g., wage loss, fines, union decertification, sus-
pension of CBAs, and/or suspension of automatic union
dues deduction).

Differences in Spending Precede
Collective Bargaining

I begin by inspecting the historical evolution of public
education resource levels across states from 1959 to 1990,
grouping states by whether in 1990 they required collec-
tive bargaining, allowed but did not require it, or did not
allow it. The analysis, shown in Figure 2, reveals that in
1990, many more resources were devoted to education
in states that required collective bargaining than in states
that did not: More teachers were employed per student;
salaries were 18% higher; per-pupil current expenditures
were 29% higher; and per-pupil nonwage current ex-
penditures were 32% higher. However, these differences
were already present in 1959—before collective bargain-
ing rights emerged.

Were more resources devoted to education in 1959 in
states that eventually required collective bargaining be-
cause of the presence of stronger teacher unions in those
states even prior to formal bargaining? To assess this, I ex-
amine salary data from 1939, when less than 5% of teach-
ers belonged to unions; and per-pupil current expendi-
tures data from 1919, when the American Federation of
Teachers (AFT) was barely beginning to operate and the
NEA was dominated by school administrators, not teach-
ers. Figure A4 in the supporting information (SI) reveals
that expenditures in 1919 were 68% higher, and salaries in
1939 were 41% higher, in states that eventually required
collective bargaining. That is, the differences predate both
the introduction of bargaining rights and the existence of
modern teacher unions.
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FIGURE 2 Average Level of Resources Devoted to Public Education in 1959–90, by Legal Status
of Collective Bargaining in 1990
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The differences are also not just capturing differences
between non-southern and southern states.15 To see this,
we can leverage the fact that, within the South (but not
within the non-South), there is considerable variation in
the legal status of collective bargaining: Five states re-
quired it by 1990, six allowed it but did not require it,
and five did not allow it. When we restrict the analysis to
southern states, the patterns remain: States that by 1990
required collective bargaining had lower student-teacher
ratios, higher teacher salaries, and higher education ex-
penditures well before they required bargaining (SI Figure
A2 and Table A3).

One possible interpretation for why the historical
differences depicted in Figure 2 did not widen over
time as mandatory bargaining laws were introduced is
that the laws’ passage in some states led other states
to match the material improvements granted to teach-
ers to prevent unionization. However, three observations

15I follow the extant literature and use the Census definition of
South.

suggest this interpretation may not be quite right. First,
Figure 3 displays in black the average level of public ed-
ucation resources within states that passed mandatory
bargaining laws before and after they passed these laws.
It shows that no sharp breaks in trend were observed in
these states following the passage of mandatory bargain-
ing laws. In the absence of visible changes in treated states,
it is unclear why states that did not introduce mandatory
bargaining laws would have felt compelled to make special
concessions to teachers (see also SI Figure A3 for state-
specific graphs). Second, Figure 2 shows that the trends of
states that eventually introduced mandatory bargaining
and states that did not moved together throughout the en-
tire period from 1959 through 1990. If threat effects had
been in place, the nonbargaining states should have fol-
lowed the bargaining states not simultaneously but with a
lag. Third, the more likely reason why the trends of these
different groups of states moved closely together is that
they responded similarly to common economic shocks,
as suggested by the fact that their trends moved together
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FIGURE 3 Average Level of Resources Devoted to Public Education Before and After
Mandatory Collective Bargaining Laws, 1959–90
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even before the 1960s, when public-sector bargaining was
inconceivable (SI Figure A4).

Overall, Figure 2 illustrates why we cannot assume
that the current differences in public education resources
between states that require collective bargaining and states
that do not were caused by bargaining. States that were
historically inclined to devote more resources to educa-
tion were eventually more likely to require collective bar-
gaining with teachers. Cross-sectional comparisons that
do not account for these historical differences will likely
overestimate the impact of collective bargaining rights.

Still, perhaps mandatory bargaining laws exacer-
bated these preexisting differences—a possibility that
the preceding graphs cannot rule out. To determine the
laws’ impact, we can examine the evolution of public
education resources within states that passed mandatory
bargaining laws, to control for time-invariant state
characteristics that may be correlated with both the
level of resources and the passage of these laws, while
also netting out the influence of secular forces that
affected all states regardless of the presence of these laws.
Longitudinal data enable me to do this.

Collective Bargaining Laws Did Not,
on Average, Increase Spending

To assess the effect of mandatory collective bargaining
laws on the level of public education resources among
states that passed these laws, I estimate the following non-
parametric difference-in-differences model:

Ys ,t = �s + �t +
10∑

n=−6

�n I n
s ,t + �s ,t . (1)

Ys,t is an outcome of interest (student–teacher ratios,
log of real teacher salaries, log of real per-pupil current
expenditures, or log of real per-pupil nonwage current
expenditures) in state s at the beginning of school year
t; � s are dummies that account for time-invariant state
characteristics;16 �t are dummies that account for year
fixed effects; and I n

s ,t takes a value of 1 if state s at the be-
ginning of school year t is n years away from the coming

16Time-varying variables may be endogenous to the introduction
of the laws and therefore do not enter the model.
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into effect of a mandatory bargaining law, and 0 other-
wise.17 For any given n, �n is the average difference in
Y between states that were n years away from passing a
mandatory bargaining law and states that at that time
were not subject to a law, net of the state and year fixed
effects. Under the identifying assumption that this differ-
ence would have been zero in the posttreatment period
had a mandatory bargaining law not been passed, the �n

parameters for n�0 represent the average effect of a law
n years after its passage. If mandatory bargaining laws led
to an increase in the level of public education resources,
then we should find clear evidence that �n�0 for n�0

This model, similar to Lovenheim’s (2009), has three
main advantages over a standard (linear) difference-in-
differences model. First, it does not require an assumption
about the shape of the trends. Second, it assesses the im-
pact of the laws over time, allowing for gradual effects.
Third, it enables us to assess the plausibility of the iden-
tifying assumption by testing whether the pretreatment
trends of the treatment and control groups were paral-
lel. If they were, �n should equal zero for all n<0, but
if there was selection into the treatment based on pre-
treatment outcomes, we would find that �n�0 for some
n<0.

Indeed, we can take advantage of this feature of the
model to make an informed decision about how to con-
struct the counterfactual trends. In the main analysis, I
estimate the counterfactual at posttreatment time n us-
ing information only from states that later did pass such
a law but that at time n had not yet done so. This ap-
proach is informed by prior research showing that which
states adopted a law was not random, but that among
those that did pass a law, the specific timing of adop-
tion was driven by idiosyncratic factors (Farber 1988;
Saltzman 1988).18 Specifically, I estimate Equation (1)
with data from 32 of the 33 states that ever adopted a
mandatory bargaining law.19,20 Alternatively, we could
construct the counterfactual using information from all
states that at time n did not have a mandatory bargaining

17Because the dependent variables are measured at the beginning
of each school year, during September and October, I define the
timing of the treatment as the first school year in which a mandatory
bargaining law was already effective on September 1.

18Because I estimate the average treatment effect on the treated
(ATT), selection into mandatory bargaining laws based on expec-
tations of how such laws might impact the outcomes of interest will
not bias the causal estimates.

19Wisconsin is excluded because only 1 year of pretreatment data
are available.

20I use a window of 6 pretreatment years to maximize the number
of states that remain in the analysis, and 10 posttreatment years to
detect whether there were non-immediate effects.

law, also including states that never passed a law. With
this approach, the results reported below hold, but there
is some evidence of nonparallel pretreatment trends (SI
Figures A5–A6).21

Baseline Results

The passage of mandatory bargaining laws was not fol-
lowed by a steepening of the teacher salary or education
expenditure trends among states that passed these laws,
but perhaps the trends would have become flatter had
these laws not been passed. I use difference-in-differences
that leverage variation in the timing of mandatory bar-
gaining laws across states to estimate the counterfactual
trends.

The results do not support the claim that mandatory
bargaining laws led to generalized increases in the num-
ber of teachers per student, teacher salaries, per-pupil cur-
rent expenditures, or per-pupil nonwage current expendi-
tures. Figure 4 plots the �n coefficients from Equation (1)
and 95% confidence intervals with standard errors clus-
tered at the state level. First, none of the �n coefficients for
n<0 are statistically different from zero, which provides
support for the identifying assumption that states that in-
troduced mandatory bargaining laws early on would have
had, absent those laws, trends parallel to those of states
that were not yet subject to a mandatory bargaining law.

Further, none of the �n coefficients for n�0 are sta-
tistically different from zero. Some coefficients have the
opposite sign of what dominant theories predict, point-
ing to increases in student–teacher ratios and decreases
in salaries after the passage of mandatory bargaining
laws. The results echo Lovenheim’s (2009) and Frand-
sen’s (2016) null findings, and extend the generalizability
to all states.

Robustness

The null findings are not driven by a lack of power:
The confidence intervals are narrow and centered around
zero. Still, we can estimate a more parsimonious lin-
ear difference-in-differences model that is more likely to
identify significant effects:

Ys ,t = �s + �t + �Ts ,t + �s ,t . (2)

21This alternative appproach would probably underestimate the
impact of the laws because never-treated states benefited dispropor-
tionately from federal funding for education under the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965.
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FIGURE 4 Nonparametric Difference-in-Differences Effect of Mandatory Collective
Bargaining Laws on the Level of Resources Devoted to Education, 1959–1990
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Note: �n coefficients from Equation (1) and 95% confidence intervals (standard errors clustered at state level).

Ys,t, � s, and �t are defined as before; Ts,t takes a
value of 1 if a mandatory bargaining law was effective
in state s at the beginning of school year t, and a value
of 0 otherwise. The identifying assumption is the same
as before, but � provides a single measure of the average
effect of bargaining laws.

The results again provide evidence against the claim
that the introduction of mandatory bargaining laws led to
increases in the level of education resources (Table 2). This
is true for all four dependent variables. Again, most coef-
ficients’ signs imply effects in the opposite direction, and
the confidence intervals are small. Adding a state-specific
linear time trend to control for time-varying state char-
acteristics also yields precisely estimated zero coefficients
(SI Table A6).

The null results are also unlikely to be driven by weak
compliance with mandatory bargaining laws by districts,
because compliance was high (Flavin and Hartney 2015;
Saltzman 1982): Within 5 (10) years of a state passing
a mandatory bargaining law, 85% (99%) of teachers

in that state were covered by a collective bargaining
agreement (Figure 5). Using mandatory bargaining laws
as an instrument for CBA coverage, we can estimate the
effect of increasing the share of teachers covered by a
CBA from 0 to 100%. The results provide little support
for the claim that collective bargaining increases the
size of government: The coefficients for student–teacher
ratios and salaries have the opposite sign; and although
the coefficients for expenditures are positive, they do not
reach statistical significance (SI Table A7).

Finally, it is unlikely that the absence of positive aver-
age effects in Table 2 reflects a redistribution of resources
within mandatory bargaining states, from districts in that
state that did not unionize to districts in the same state
that did. Suppose that the salaries of teachers who became
covered by a CBA as a result of a mandatory bargaining
law increased by 5% (10%); for this assumption to be true,
given the average effect of –2.8%, the salaries of teachers
who did not unionize would have had to decline by 29%
(39%)—an implausible scenario.
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TABLE 2 Linear Difference-in-Differences Effect of Mandatory Collective Bargaining Laws on the
Level of Resources Devoted to Education, 1959–90

Dependent Variable

Student–Teacher
Ratio

Average Teacher
Salary

(log, 2010 $)

Per-Pupil Current
Expenditures
(log, 2010 $)

Per-Pupil Nonwage
Eurrent Expenditures

(log, 2010 $)
(1) (2) (3) (4)

CB Required at
Beginning of
SY

0.389 −0.028∗ −0.021 0.006
(0.2637) (0.0133) (0.0159) (0.0210)

[–0.148, 0.927] [–0.055, –0.001] [–0.053, 0.012] [–0.037, 0.048]
Constant 24.498∗∗ 10.529∗∗ 7.936∗∗ 7.135∗∗

(0.2893) (0.0113) (0.0168) (0.0230)
Observations 1,248 1,248 1,248 1,248
Adj. R-square 0.88 0.759 0.954 0.949
No. of clusters 32 32 32 32

Note: Equation (2) estimates. All regressions include state and year fixed effects. Standard errors clustered at the state level are in parentheses;
95% confidence intervals are in brackets. CB = collective bargaining; SY = school year.
∗p < .05, ∗∗p < .01.

FIGURE 5 Average Percentage of Teachers
Covered by CBAs Before and After
Mandatory Collective Bargaining
Laws, in Treatment and Control
Groups, 1958–77
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Note: Black trend for treated group; grey for control (for each

treated state in each year, the control group consists of states

that had not yet passed a mandatory bargaining law in that

year but that did so later). Data on CBA coverage are from

Saltzman (1982).

Protection Against Shocks?

Perhaps collective bargaining rights serve not to increase
material benefits but to protect existing jobs and benefits

during adverse shocks. I assess the plausibility of this
argument by exploring whether the adjustment of public
education resources during the 1980–82 recession—
back then, the most severe recession since the Great
Depression—varied depending on the legal status of
collective bargaining. Specifically, I estimate:

Ys ,t = �s +
10∑

n= −10

�n I n
t (year−1980=n)

+
10∑

n=−10

�n I n
t (year − 1980 = n).Ts + �s ,t . (3)

Ys,t and � s are defined as before; I n
t is an indicator

variable that takes a value of 1 in year t if t is n years
away from the onset of the 1980 crisis, and a value of
0 otherwise; and Ts equals 1 if state s had a mandatory
bargaining law before 1980, and 0 if it never passed such
a law. The �n coefficients indicate whether there was a
difference in the trend of mandatory bargaining and non-
mandatory bargaining states before (�n for n<0), during
(�0, �1, �2), and after (�n for n�3) the recession. If
mandatory bargaining laws protect the status quo, then
during the recession (for 0�n�2), we should see teacher
dismissals (�student−teacher ratio

n > 0) and/or reductions in
salaries and education expenditures across the board

(�
salaries; expenditures
n < 0), but less so in mandatory bargain-

ing states (�student−teacher ratio
n < 0; �

salaries; expenditures
n > 0).

The results provide no evidence of a differential
response to the recession in states that required collective
bargaining versus states that did not (SI Table A8).
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Consistent with Freeman and Han’s (2012) analysis of
state budgets during the Great Recession, these findings
cast doubt on the argument that collective bargaining
provides job protection during tough times.

Mechanism: The Role of Strike Penalties

Why did mandatory bargaining laws not lead to a gener-
alized increase in the level of education resources? I argue
that one reason lies in the fact that most laws contained
pro- and anti-union provisions, including among the lat-
ter provisions that raised the cost of striking. To test this
argument, I estimate a difference-in-differences model
that allows for heterogeneous treatment effects depend-
ing on whether mandatory bargaining laws established
credible strike penalties or not. Specifically, I reestimate
Equation (2) adding an interaction term between Ts,t and
a dummy variable No Credible Penaltiess that equals 1 if
state s introduced a mandatory bargaining law that did
not establish credible strike penalties:

Ys ,t = �s + �t + �Ts ,t + �Ts ,t .No Credible Penaltiess

+ �s ,t . (4)

Here, � is the effect of mandatory bargaining laws
among states where the laws established credible strike
penalties, and (� + �) is the effect among states where the
laws did not establish such penalties.

The results provide support for the proposed theory
(Table 3). Mandatory bargaining laws that did not estab-
lish credible strike penalties led to increases in per-pupil
expenditures (+2.6%). Fourteen of 33 laws fall in this cat-
egory. The remaining 19 laws established new penalties
designed to raise the cost of striking. The results suggest
these laws had no effect on student–teacher ratios or non-
wage expenditures, and led to declines in teacher salaries
(–4.3%) and total expenditures (–4.1%).

These results raise a puzzle: Why did teachers demand
collective bargaining rights if, at best, they led to small
increases in expenditures? While addressing this question
is beyond the scope of this article, we can suggest some
explanations. First, observing that states with bargaining
rights had higher salaries than those without them,
teachers may have concluded that the relationship was
causal. Second, the introduction of collective bargaining
rights led to increases in union membership and in teach-
ers’ capacity for political activism. That alone may have
been sufficient reason to want bargaining rights. Finally,
teachers may have demanded these rights not just to pur-
sue material ends but also in search of procedural fairness
(Goldfield and Bromsen 2013). In 1961–62, only 21%

of school districts followed systematic promotion pro-
cedures, and only 31% had formal grievance procedures
(NEA 1963). CBAs appear to have reverted this: About
90% of contracts negotiated from 1967 to 1971 estab-
lished such procedures (NEA 1968, 1970, 1971a, 1971b).
Whether such grievance procedures reduced patronage,
protected underperforming teachers, led districts to
recruit and retain better teachers, or had no impact on
teacher quality remains an important empirical question.

Summary and Implications

How does granting collective bargaining rights to pub-
lic employees impact the size of government? Using an
original longitudinal data set that encompasses all U.S.
states before and after they passed laws mandating dis-
tricts to engage in collective bargaining with teachers,
and leveraging variation in the timing of these laws across
states, this article shows that (1) states where districts
are required to bargain with unions have lower student–
teacher ratios, higher teacher salaries, and higher expendi-
tures than states where bargaining is not required, but the
differences precede collective bargaining rights or modern
teacher unions; (2) the introduction of mandatory collec-
tive bargaining laws did not, on average, increase the level
of resources devoted to education; (3) many mandatory
bargaining laws contained provisions designed to limit
unions’ ability to strike; (4) laws that did not contain
these provisions did lead to increased education spend-
ing; and (5) even then, the impact was small in historical
perspective.

The results have implications for several literatures in
American and comparative politics. First, they challenge
mainstream theories about public-sector unions. Much
research argues that collective bargaining is a key mech-
anism by which public-sector unions increase the size of
government (e.g., Anzia and Moe 2015; Freeman 1984;
Levi 1977; Moe 2006; Peterson 1976; Shefter 1985; Swen-
son 1991b), but few studies examine this argument with
data and methods that warrant causal claims. The find-
ings suggest that for teacher unions—the largest public-
sector unions in the United States—collective bargaining
is not as effective a mechanism to increase the size of
government as commonly argued. Sometimes it is, but
this is not the norm. One reason is that the collective
bargaining process is regulated by state laws that, instead
of being “prolabor” as past theories assume (e.g., Anzia
and Moe 2015; DiSalvo 2010; Levi 1977; Moe 2009, 2011;
Saltzman 1985), often contain both pro- and anti-union
provisions. Taking these laws’ content into consideration,
the article identifies a set of empirically substantiated
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TABLE 3 Heterogeneous Difference-in-Differences Effect of Mandatory Collective Bargaining Laws,
by Type of Strike Penalty, 1959–1990

Dependent Variable

Student–Teacher
Ratio

Average Teacher
Salary (log, 2010 $)

Per-Pupil Current
Expenditures
(log, 2010 $)

Per-Pupil Nonwage
Current Expenditures

(log, 2010 $)

CB Required at Beginning
of SY

0.509 –0.043∗∗ –0.041∗ –0.010
(0.3344) (0.0148) (0.0197) (0.0248)

CB Required at Beginning
of SY × No Credible
Strike Penalties

–0.389 0.048∗ 0.067∗ 0.050

(0.5757) (0.0183) (0.0324) (0.0392)

Constant 24.200∗∗ 10.659∗∗ 8.079∗∗ 7.275∗∗

(0.2356) (0.0100) (0.0157) (0.0273)
Observations 1,248 1,248 1,248 1,248
Adj. R-square 0.881 0.767 0.955 0.950
No. of clusters 32 32 32 32

Note: Equation (4) estimates. Standard errors clustered at state level are in parentheses. CB = collective bargaining; SY = school year.
∗p < .05, ∗∗p < .01.

conditions under which public-sector unions are more
likely to obtain what they want. It shows that collective
bargaining is more likely to increase the size of govern-
ment when labor laws do not limit unions’ ability to strike.

Even if collective bargaining is not a key mechanism
by which unions influence the size of government, unions
may influence governments’ payroll and budget through
other mechanisms, including electoral mobilization and
legislative lobbying (Moe 2006; Levi 1977). There is di-
rect evidence that teacher unions engage in these activities
(Flavin and Hartney 2015; Hartney and Flavin 2011; Moe
2011), and some evidence suggests that unions’ electoral
mobilization and lobbying activities help boost salaries
and spending (Anzia 2011; Berkman and Plutzer 2005).
Additionally, teachers mobilize politically to pursue a
broad range of education policies and to advance other so-
cial policies related, for instance, to civil rights, healthcare,
or immigration.22 A question that emerges from this study
is whether public-sector unions became politically active
because their collective bargaining power was limited.

In many ways, the preceding findings underscore
how much room there is to expand our understand-
ing of public-sector unions—what they do, where their
power stems from, and with what effects on policy. What
other factors besides the content of state labor laws af-
fect unions’ power during collective bargaining? Why did
teachers demand bargaining rights if their impact on jobs,
salaries, and spending was, at best, small? What would we
conclude about public-sector unions’ impact on other

22See http://www.nea.org/home/18526.htm.

outcomes (e.g., elections, quality of service provision, in-
come inequality, policy responsiveness, pension or health
benefits) if we had longitudinal data on these outcomes?

Second, while much research on the politics of edu-
cation focuses on teacher unions’ influence (e.g., Hartney
and Flavin 2011; Hecock 2006; Moe 2009, 2011; Murillo
1999), the findings presented underscore the importance
of future research on other actors and on more historical
determinants of current education policy and provision.
They show that even in those cases where mandating bar-
gaining with teachers led to greater education spending,
the bulk of the differences in spending we see today date
back at least to the early twentieth century and thus pre-
cede modern teacher unions.

Third, the article contributes to a growing litera-
ture that studies the question of who shapes policy in
democratic regimes by paying attention to specific poli-
cies and to the role of organized interest groups in shap-
ing these policies (Hacker and Pierson 2014). In the case
of U.S. public-sector collective bargaining laws, their in-
clusion of pro- and anti-union provisions supports the
view that policies are often shaped by multiple competing
interests (Dahl 1961; Schickler 2001; Swenson 2002, 2004)
rather than being primarily shaped by either business
or labor organizations. Accordingly, the same policy can
benefit a group in some respects but limit it in others
(e.g., strengthen unions’ capacity for electoral mobiliza-
tion but limit their strike power). That no single inter-
est group dominates policymaking is consistent with the
well-documented prevalence of the status quo (Gilens
and Page 2014). What this article shows is that the status

http://www.nea.org/home/18526.htm
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quo can prevail in democracies not only because of the
difficulty of agreement on policy reforms but also because
new laws that look like reform on paper may help insti-
tutionalize the status quo of outcomes. For instance, new
labor laws were introduced, but the interests that shaped
them—with some groups pushing for bargaining rights
and others, for strike penalties—led to laws that helped
sustain the status quo of fiscal outcomes in education.

Fourth, the article highlights the value of histori-
cal approaches in political economy research. Part of the
value is methodological, as historical data sets can help
disentangle the impact of institutions that were not intro-
duced at random. But equally important is the theoretical
value of considering the history behind institutional re-
forms to understand their consequences—a perhaps ob-
vious point that nonetheless is largely absent in past the-
ories of how public-sector labor laws impacted the size of
government.

Finally, the findings have implications for policy de-
bates. The evidence presented challenges both conserva-
tives and liberals who attack or defend teachers’ collective
bargaining rights arguing that they “raise the costs of”
or “improve investments in” education. Republicans and
Democrats may have political and ideological reasons to
undo or maintain these rights, but arguments that rely on
an economic rationale lack strong empirical evidence to
support them.

References

Acemoglu, Daron, and James A. Robinson. 2008. “Persistence of
Power, Elites, and Institutions.” American Economic Review
98(1): 267–93.

Ahlquist, John. 2012. “Public Sector Unions Need the Private
Sector or Why the Wisconsin Protests Were Not Labor’s
Lazarus Moment.” The Forum 10(1).

Anzia, Sarah F. 2011. “Election Timing and The Electoral In-
fluence of Interest Groups.” The Journal of Politics 73(2):
412–427.

Anzia, Sarah, and Terry Moe. 2015. “Public Sector Unions and
the Costs of Government.” Journal of Politics 77(1): 114–27.

Anzia, Sarah, and Terry Moe. 2016. “Do Politicians Use Policy
to Make Politics? The Case of Public-Sector Labor Laws.”
American Political Science Review 110(4): 763–77.

Ashenfelter, Orley, and George E. Johnson. 1969. “Bargaining
Theory, Trade Unions, and Industrial Strike Activity.” The
American Economic Review 59(1): 35–49.

Berkman, Michael, and Eric Plutzer. 2005. Ten Thousand
Democracies: Politics and Public Opinion in America’s School
Districts. Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press.

Besley, Timothy, and Anne Case. 2003. “Political Institutions
and Policy Choices: Evidence from the United States.” Jour-
nal of Economic Literature 41(1): 7–73.

Business Week. 1968. “When Government Workers Strike.”
February 17.

Currie, Janet, and Sheena McConnell. 1994. “The Impact of
Collective Bargaining Legislation on Disputes in the U.S.
Public Sector: No Legislation May Be the Worst Legislation.”
Journal of Law and Economics 37(2): 519–47.

Dahl, Robert. 1961. Who Governs? Democracy and Power in an
American City. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Downs, Anthony. 1964. Inside Bureaucracy. Santa Monica, CA:
Rand.

DiSalvo, Daniel. 2010. “The Trouble with Public Sector
Unions.” National Affairs Fall: 3–19.

Farber, Henry S. 1988. “The Evolution of Public Sector Bar-
gaining Laws.” In When Public Sector Workers Unionize, ed.
Richard, B. Freeman and Casey Ichniowski. Chicago: Uni-
versity of Chicago Press, pp. 129–166.

Flavin, Patrick, and Michael Hartney. 2015. “When Govern-
ment Subsidizes Its Own: Collective Bargaining Laws as
Agents of Political Mobilization.” American Journal of Po-
litical Science 59 (1): 896–911.

Folke, Olle, Shigeo Hirano, and James Snyder. 2011. “Patron-
age and Elections in U.S. States.” American Political Science
Review 105(3): 567–85.

Fowler, Anthony. 2013. “Electoral and Policy Consequences
of Voter Turnout: Evidence from Compulsory Voting
in Australia.” Quarterly Journal of Political Science 8(2):
159–82.

Frandsen, Brigham R. 2016. “The Effects of Collective Bar-
gaining Rights on Public Employee Compensation: Evidence
from Teachers, Firefighters, and Police.” ILR Review 69(1):
84–112.

Freeman, Richard. 1984. “Unionism Comes to the Public Sec-
tor.” NBER Working Paper No. 1452. http://www.nber.
org/papers/w1452.

Freeman, Richard, and Eunice Han. 2012. “The War against
Public Sector Collective Bargaining in the U.S.” Journal of
Industrial Relations 54(3): 386–408.

Gilens, Martin, and Benjamin Page. 2014. “Testing Theories
of American Politics: Elites, Interest Groups, and Average
Citizens.” Perspectives of Politics 12(3): 564–81.

Goldfield, Michael.1989. “Worker Insurgency, Radical Organi-
zation, and New Deal Labor Legislation.” American Political
Science Review 84(4): 1257–82.

Goldfield, Michael, and Amy Bromsen. 2013. “The Changing
Landscape of U.S. Unions in Historical and Theoretical Per-
spective.” Annual Review of Political Science 16: 231–57.

Hacker, Jacob, and Paul Pierson. 2014. “After the ‘Master The-
ory’: Downs, Schattschneider, and the Rebirth of Policy-
Focused Analysis.” Perspectives on Politics 12(3): 643–62.

Hartney, Michael, and Patrick Flavin. 2011. “From the School-
house to the Statehouse: Teacher Union Political Activism
and U.S. State Education Reform Policy.” State Politics &
Policy Quarterly 11(3): 251–68.

Hecock, Douglas. 2006. “Electoral Competition, Globaliza-
tion, and Subnational Education Spending in Mexico, 1999–
2004.” American Journal of Political Science 50(4): 950–61.

Hoxby, Caroline. 1996. “How Teachers’ Unions Affect Educa-
tion Production.” Quarterly Journal of Economics 111(3):
671–718.

http://www.nber.org/papers/w1452
http://www.nber.org/papers/w1452


36 AGUSTINA S. PAGLAYAN

Jacobs, Alan, and Kent Weaver. 2015. “When Policies Undo
Themselves: Self-Undermining Feedback as a Source of Pol-
icy Change.” Governance 28(4): 441–57.

Levi, Margaret. 1977. Bureaucratic Insurgency: The Case of Police
Unions. Lexington, MA: Lexington Books.

Levi, Margaret. 2003. “Organizing Power: The Prospects for an
American Labor Movement.” Perspectives on Politics 1(1):
45–68.

Levi, Margaret, Tania Melo, Barry Weingast, and Frances Zlot-
nick. 2017. “Opening Access, Ending the Violence Trap: La-
bor, Business, Government, and the National Labor Rela-
tions Act.” In Organizations, Civil Society, and the Roots of De-
velopment, ed. Naomi Lamoreaux and John Wallis. Chicago:
Chicago University Press, pp. 331–366.

Lovenheim, Michael. 2009. “The Effect of Teachers’ Unions
on Education Production: Evidence from Union Election
Certifications in Three Midwestern States.” Journal of Labor
Economics 27(4): 525–87.

McCartin, Joseph. 2007. “Bringing the State’s Workers In: Time
to Rectify an Imbalanced U.S. Labor Historiography.” Labor
History 47(1): 73–94.

Miller, Berkeley, and William Canak. 1988. “The Passage of
Public-Sector Collective Bargainig Laws: Unions, Business
and Political Competition in the American States.” Political
Power and Social Theory 7: 249–92.

Miller, Berkeley, and William Canak. 1991. “From ‘Porkchop-
pers’ to ‘Lambchoppers’: The Passage of Florida’s Public
Employee Relations Act.” ILR Review 44(2): 349–66.

Miller, Berkeley, and William Canak. 1995. “Employers’ Reac-
tions to Public Employee Unionism, 1965–1975.” Journal of
Collective Negotiations 24(1): 17–36.

Moe, Terry. 2006. “Political Control and the Power of the
Agent.” Journal of Law, Economics, & Organization 22(1):
1–29.

Moe, Terry. 2009. “Collective Bargaining and the Performance
of the Public Schools.” American Journal of Political Science
53(1): 156–74.

Moe, Terry. 2011. Special Interest: Teachers Unions and America’s
Public Schools. Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press.

Murillo, Maria Victoria. 1999. “Recovering Political Dynamics:
Teachers’ Unions and the Decentralization of Education in
Argentina and Mexico.” Latin American Politics and Society
41(1): 31–57.

National Education Association. 1963, 1968, 1970, 1971a,
1971b, 1972. Negotiation Research Digest. Washington: Re-
search Division.

New York Times. 1968. “New Taylor Law Has Wide Impact.”
May 5.

Niskanen, William. 1971. Bureaucracy and Representative Gov-
ernment. Chicago: Aldine, Atherton.

Olson, Craig. 1986. “Strikes, Strike Penalties, and Arbitration
in Six States.” Industrial and Labor Relations Review 39(4):
539–51.

Peterson, Paul. 1976. School Politics, Chicago Style. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Saltzman, Gregory. 1982. “The Growth of Teacher Bargain-
ing and the Enactment of Teacher Bargaining Laws.”
University of Wisconsin–Madison. https://search.library.
wisc.edu/catalog/999525688602121.

Saltzman, Gregory. 1985. “Bargaining Laws as a Cause and Con-
sequence of the Growth of Teacher Unionism.” Industrial
and Labor Relations Review 38(3): 335–51.

Saltzman, Gregory. 1988. “Public Sector Bargaining Laws Really
Matter: Evidence from Ohio and Illinois.” In When Public
Sector Workers Unionize, ed. Richard, B. Freeman and Casey
Ichniowski. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, pp. 41–80.

Schickler, Eric. 2001. Disjointed Pluralism. Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press.

Shefter, Martin. 1985. Political Crisis, Fiscal Crisis: The Collapse
and Revival of New York City. New York: Basic Books.

Shen, Francis, and Kenneth Wong. 2006. “Beyond Weak
Law, Strong Law: Political Compromise and Legal Con-
straints on Charter School Laws.” Paper presented at APSA.
http://citation.allacademic.com/meta/p151934_index.html.

Stern, James, and Craig Olson. 1982. “The Propensity to Strike
of Local Government Employees.” Journal of Collective Ne-
gotiations 11: 201–14.

Swenson, Peter. 1991a. “Bringing Capital Back In, or Social
Democracy Reconsidered.” World Politics 43(4): 513–44.

Swenson, Peter. 1991b. “Labor and the Limits of the Welfare
State: The Politics of Intraclass Conflict and Cross-Class Al-
liances in Sweden and West Germany.” Comparative Politics
23(4): 379–99.

Swenson, Peter. 2002. Capitalists against Markets: The Making
of Labor Markets and Welfare States in the United States and
Sweden. New York: Oxford University Press.

Swenson, Peter. 2004. “Varieties of Capitalist Interests: Power,
Institutions, and the Regulatory Welfare State in the United
States and Sweden.” Studies in American Political Develop-
ment 18(1): 1–29.

Taylor, George. 1967. “Public Employment: Strikes or Proce-
dures?” Industrial and Labor Relations Review 20(4): 617–36.

Valetta, Robert, and Richard Freeman. 1988. “The NBER Pub-
lic Sector Collective Bargaining Law Data Set.” In When
Public Sector Workers Unionize, ed. Richard, B. Freeman
and Casey Ichniowski. Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
pp. 399–420.

Walker, Alexis. 2014. “Labor’s Enduring Divide: The Distinct
Path of Public Sector Unions in the United States.” Studies
in American Political Development 28: 175–200.

Wellington, Harry H., and Ralph K. Winter, Jr. 1969. “The
Limits of Collective Bargaining in Public Employment.” The
Yale Law Journal 78(7): 1107–1127.

Supporting Information

Additional supporting information may be found online
in the Supporting Information section at the end of the
article.

Appendix A: Supplementary Graphs and Tables
Appendix B: Original Datasets – Methodological
Documentation
B1. Public Education Resources

B2. Timing of Introduction of Mandatory Collective Bar-
gaining Laws
B3. Strike Penalties

https://search.library.wisc.edu/catalog/999525688602121
https://search.library.wisc.edu/catalog/999525688602121
http://citation.allacademic.com/meta/p151934_index.html

