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ABSTRACT

This paper discusses some economic , managerial, and political policy

issues associated with public school teachers’ collective bargaining.

Current economic theories of unionism (public or private) indicate that

many collective bargaining effects are basically empirical questions .

The economic literature and other relevant empirical works of public em-

ployees’ unionization were analyzed to identify those topics warranting

additiona l policy—oriented research. The overwhelming majority of the

previous studies are econometric wage determination models for teachers.

In general, these models find that teachers’ unions do increase salaries

slightly compared to non—union teachers. However , the evidence relating

to non—wage issues such as fringe benefits, educational finance, budgetary

allocations, capital—labor substitutions , bargaining processes, and so on,

is not adequate to derive educational policy implications. Preliminary

empirical and methodological research strategies are discussed to provide

a more structured understanding of collective bargaining in public

education.
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*COLLECTIVE BAR CA TN IN C BY T EACHERS: ISSU ES AN!) EVIDENCE

Wayne D. Perry
The Rand Corporation

I. INTRODUCTION

The basic rights of employees to strike and to bargain collectively

have been central issues throughout the history of the American labor

movement. In the private sector , legislation and experience , over the

past 40 years , has provided labor and managemen t w i t h  a reasonably

consistent , clear , and stable set of guidelines or rules to follow . How-

ever , in the public  sector , the s t r u c t u r e  and procedures have not yet been

developed to define the organizing and bargaining rights of public employ-

ees , or the authority and prerogatives of public management. The rapid

growth in membership, scope of bargaining , and number of strikes by unions

in the public sector , particularly teachers , over the past decade has made

these issues of national importance.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics reported that between 1968—1974

membership in public sector unions rose by about 60 percent from 2.5 to

3.9 million employees. As an example, for teachers , during the academic

year 1967—1968 less than 12 percent of school districts engaged in any kind

of employment negotiations [171.
1 

However , according to the Census Bureau

by 1972 seventy percent of all public school teachers were represented in

collective bargaining with local school boards.

Not one state prior to 1960 authorized collective or any other form

of negotiations between teachers’ organizations and local school administra-

tors (11. Similarly, during the 1960—61 school year only three strikes

*1 would like to thank my Rand colleague Stephen J. Carroll and forme r
colleagues P. Michael Tinipane and Stephen M. Barro whose coments were mos t
helpful for this effort. The paper was presented at Rand ’s Educationa l
Pol 1ev Center Site Review by HEW (Washington , DC) on J u ly  8 , 1976.

‘Numbers In brackets denote references.
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occurred na t i onwide , hu t  by the 1970— 71 academic yea r the  number had In-

creased to 180 around the c o u n t r y .  Such develo pm en t s  have g iven  r i se  to

concern among e i t l z en s  and pa ren t s  tha t t eacher  c o l l eet  lye b a r g a i n i n g  may

d i s r u p t  the  e f f  i c l ent  d e l i v e r y  of educa t iona l  ~e r vi c e s.

The scope of teachers ’ negot ia t ions has also inc luded  pro fess iona l

s tandards  and areas t ra d i t  lona l ly  considered m a t t e r s  of educa t iona l  p o l i c y

such as class  size , c u r r i c u l u m  and disc ip l i n a r y  procedures .  Teachers ’

represen ta t ives  argue tha t as t ra ined and experienced profess iona ls, class-

room teachers are better qualified than administrators to make decisions on

educationa l policy that directly affects the classroom. Boards of educa-

tion and school administrators regard these demands as fundamental cha l-

lenges to managerial authority. Such issues are largely unknown in

private sector bargaining. Collective bargaining by professiona l groups

(with their consequent professional concerns) is basically a public sector

phenomena , one that Paul Parsaw and his colleagues term “ . . . the most
important new development in American labor history since the organization

of the mass production industries in the later 1930s.”
1

The primary objectives of this paper are to identif y those topics that

warrant add itional study to provide a better understanding of publ ic school

teachers’ collective bargaining . First , the paper presents a discussion of

the pol icy issues associated with teachers’ collective bargaining. Next ,

the traditiona l economic theory of collectiv e bargaining in the private sec-

tor is analyzed to derive imp l ications for public employees unionization.

Al though fundamenta l differences exist between the public and private em-

ployees unions, it is deemed appropriate to review and to build on the

previous theory and evidence in the private sector . Research in public

employees’ labor—managemen t relations is not as well—developed as it is in

the private sector; however , there is a growing body of li terature dealing

with unionization among public employees, especially teachers. [16 , 291.

The studies attempt to determine what impact public employee collective

bargaining has had primarily on wages , but other items such as hours, work-

ing conditions , public management , the delivery of public services, and

‘Paul Parsaw, et al. [311, p. 17—18.

_________________ 
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pub I Ic f [n amic e are .i iso examine d . The previous economic and some re hit  ed

t.mp I r It :t I l i t  erat ore Is .mna yzed . F i n a l l y  • the  remaining issues a re  sum—

tsa r ized and p re l  t m t n a r v  &•mpt r ical and m e th o d o l o g i c a l  s t r a teg ie s  are dis-

cussed for future pol I c y— o r i e n t e d  r esearch of teachers ’ unions ’ In f l u e n c e

on educat ion .

Issues r e l a ted  to the struc tore of the  b a r g a i n i n g  process , union
recogn it  Ion . types  of un ions  and Impasse reso lot Ion are considered only
as they rel:ttt ’ to t hese t ) Lmteo m es .
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IT. POLICY ISSUES

The presence of c o l l e c t i v e  ba rga in ing  in educa t ion  has produced an

array of economic and r e l a t e d  pol [cv Issues concern lug  t h e  i m p a c t  of u n i o n —

Iza t ion  on the cost and d e l I v e r y  of educa t i ona l se rv ices .  The th ree  pri-

mary  areas of concern are wage and budge ta ry  impac t s , management  c o n t ro l  of

educationa l policy , and the political—public finance effects.

GF~~L B GET LEV~~~~ AND RE SOURCE ALLOCATIONS

Starting in the e a rly  1960s wages in general , but  e s pe c i a l ly  p u b l i c

employees ’ wages, have been Increasing quite r ap id l y.  One observes in

T a b l e  I t ha t  du r ing  196 1— 1970 , var ious  s t a te  and local  emp loyees ’ wages

increased between 57—77 percent  w h i l e  wages in the p r i v a t e  sector  increased

by 4 5—51 percen t. Furthermore , during the p er iod  1965—1970 , t eachers and

other selected s t at e  and loca l  employees ’ wages increased at  a f a s t e r  r a t e

than  e i the r  federa l employees or non—supe rv i so ry  emp loyees in p r i v a te  ma n u—

f a c tor i n g  (see Table 2 ) .

Teachers and othe r  educa t iona I personne l are u s u a l l y  t he ma] or i t  v or

the  largest  s ingle  group of pub l i c  employees.  A local school d i s t r i c t ’s

budget comprises about half of all local revenues and teachers ’ salar ies

are between 60—75 percen t of the dis tric t ’s budget [17). Current public

attention and most research efforts have focused on teachers ’ unions ’ in-

pac t on salaries. The implications of increased teachers ’ wages (and

other pecuniary benefits) upon the cost and delivery of public services

have ~~~t been examined systematically.
Many school dl st r Ic t s are  u n i q u e  among g o v e r n m e n t a l  un i s ince  they

have independent  a u t h o r i t y  to levy taxes and develop aut onomous sources of

income. Generally, other groups of publ ic  employees do not have t h i s

revenue genera t ing  a b i l i t y  and educa t ion  usuall y comprises the l a rges t

single share of local revenues. Given these facts , there is concern that

organized teachers may obtain a disproportionate share of p u b l i c  f u n d s .

Consequent Iv, wage gains by teachers ’ unions maY increase the level of

school budgets  and reduce the  de l ivery  of other publi c services such as

hea l th , sa f e t y ,  f i re  protect  ion t r anspor t  a t  ion , and so on .  Educa t I on does

J~ —_-

~~~~~~~ 
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Table I

TOTAL PERCENTAG E CHANGES FULL—TIME EQUIVALEN T STATE AND LOCAL GOV ERN-
MENT EMPLOYMENT AND MONTHLY PAYROLL PER MAN , BY FUNCTION

Employment 
— 

Payroll Per man

1965—70 1961—70 1965—70 1961—70

Education 27.6 60.5 41.8 66.5

Highway 3.4 10.6 38.5 61.6

Public Welfare 47.1 99.5 41.6 68.2

Hospitals 18.6 38.3 51.4 74.4

Health 36.0 55.3 43.6 68.6

Police 29.0 44.9 43.0 75.8

Fire Protection 12.1 18.4 47.7 74.9

Sewerage 10.9 26.4 37.4 59.0

Other Sanitation 11.4 17.9 37.7 59.6

Parks and Recreation 17.2 29.8 34.4 56.7

Natural Resources 12.6 23.6 41.2 65.3

Correction 28.0 54.6 44.9 76.6

Libraries 9.9 N.A. 42.2 N.A.

Emp loyment Security
Administration 18.0 N .A. 33.6 N.A.

Financ ial Administration 12.6 19.0 41.1 61.3

General Control 31.6 45.4 38.2 62.8

Local Utilities 7.0 14.8 38.0 76.2

Private Nonfarm 14.2 27.9 31.4 50.5

Private Manufacturing 7.4 18.8 28.7 44.8

SOURCE: Derived from data found in various issues of E~al~’~~c~ Fmp loy—
rrm ent and Ha ndbook of Labor Statis tics.  The private figures
are percentage changes in total payroll ~mmp1oyment and
average hourly earnings of non-supervisory employees.
Ronald C. Ehrenberg , “The Demand for State and Local Govern—
ment Employees,” ~41’~ :~~ ~‘a~ ccr i~’u~ ~e:’icw , 63, 3, June
1973, p. 367.
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Table 2

PERC ENT INCREASE IN AVERAG E ANNUAL PAY
FOR SELECTED EMPLOYEES 1965—1970

Percentage
Occupation Increase

Public School Teachers 38.2

Police Patrolmen 45.8

Fire Fighters 43.7

Federal Classif ied Employees 34.1

Private_Manufacturinga (non—supervisory) 28.7

SOURCE: Summarized from U.S. Department of Labor , Bureau
of Labor Statistics News Release, No. 359,
November 30, 1970, in Allen W. Smith , “Have
Collective Negotiations Increased Teachers’
Salaries?” Phi Delta Kappan, 54, December 1972,
p. 270.

aRonald C. Ehrenberg, “The Demand for State and Local Govern-
ment Employees,” American ECO~ 6~flic~ Review, 63, 3, June 1973,
p. 367.

_____  -
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comp ( t c w i t  h o t h e r  pub 1 1 c serv I ceo I or r e ven u e s  obt  a I ned I r em taxes 10 1—

I cc ted 1w I o1 e x . i l  , t i t  e • and I tic a 1 c.tivcr omen t s

On the other hand , I ncrtois ’d ;wcuiularv bend i t s  t o  t eachers  may or may

not  r esti i t  in  I a rt~cr edt,c.i t I ona I bud ges t s . l o c a l  schoo l hoards  purchase

var  ions huma ii intl ,livs I I resoti cc es such as teachers • a i des , c o u n s e l o r s ,

hooks, ba nd . . tt h l  et Ic , and I , ,h o r a t o r v  eq u i p m e n t , build Ings , e t c .  The

quant  i t  v and q u a l i t y  o I t he  resources  a d 1st r I c t can oh t z t  in arc  ~~~~ trained

by t h e i r  pr ftc (wage r a t e s , on i t  cost  of hooks , etc. ) and the  amount  ti i the

d 1st r Ic t ‘ s budget . The quant  I t  v of edt icat  I ona I s e r v i c es  a d 1st r Ic t pro-

v i d e s  depends . in part • on the dep l ovmt’nt ot the Inpu t resources. There-

f or e  • t e . tcher s ‘ o.t 1 ar v  Inc re.ises as a resu I t of coil cc t Ivt’ b a rga i n i n g  may

Impost ’ n~i or rca I I , ‘ca t Ions ol mon ie s  set ,is Ide  I or var  lens educa t b o a  I pro-

grams (ar t , mus ic . at t i t e t  ics , e t c .) ,  as wt’l I as bti l i d  lug  m a i n t en a n c e  and

~~~~~~~~ r i t c i  ion , l a b o r a t o r y  and o t h e r  c a p i t a l  eq u ip m e n t  I L’I

ll r oader  Watt ’ El I cc t : SpAl lovers  ~~l t l i  In •F.~l_t~c~it Ion ~tn_d P_ti l_iyJ_P rJy~a_ty
E t t e c t s

Orga n I . ’ , ‘d t cache rs ‘ wage g.t Ins w i l l  have .tssec Ia ted s p i l l  over e f f e c t s

to  n o n — u n i o n  t eache r s , no n—t in  ion educ at lena I personne l  w i t h I n  a local  ti Is—

t r i c t  , and t o  o t h e r  pu h l  I c  emp loy ees .  One g e n e r a l ly  observes tha t  sa l a ry

s t r uct u re s  of o t her  educat  tonal personnel , e .g .  , teacher ’s . i l t les and school

admin Is t r.i t ors , art’ d I rt ’c t I v or I ott I r cc t l v  re Lit t~I t o  e I a ssroom teachers ’

salary levels. Thert  fet - c , the success  fu  I wage and other monet ar V negot i a—

t ions o I t ca c hers  m.tv hav e  .i mu I t  I ~ l icr  ci I cc t and Impo se h i g her  imp I j ~ It

sal  ar v  lev e ls  for ill schoo I district personne l  . ~\ s i m i l a r  ci i cc  t w i l l

occur  i f  increased p e c u n i a ry  bend i t s  to t e ac h t ’t s  p r o du c e  a c h a b u  r e a c t  ion

is f t  remen • pol Ic  emen , and 01 her p u b l i c  emp I ov cc s demand s i m i l a r  ga ins .

Unf or t  una tel v • t hese sp i 1 i  ever i ~~st i  • -
~ co n c er n i n g  t he none t a t  v and

i i  seal  Im pa ct 01 on ion .ic I iv i t  V .1 re most d l  t I ten I t  t o  measure. The v e r y

existence of c o l l e c t i v e  bargaining can a t  I eel  wages I n many sect  ors  01 .111

economy . Non—union regions or sec to rs  mat ’ Increase  wages to  reduc e the

threat of having to  deal  w i t h  o rgan ized  labor or to r ema in co m p et i t i v e  w i t h

unionized sec tors  In order t o  t i bi a  in  an adequa e supp ly  ot qua l i t  ied lab o r .

~Oi cour se the r everse wage sp l i l ov e r  t ’ t t e c t  i s  e q u a l l y  poss ib le  t i-em
other public  emplo yees to teachers ’ sa l a r i e s .
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l I i u i ~, t o  t OUt  ludi hat co I Let lvi b~i ig.i I lu ng 01 . U I V  o t h t ’ i i a ct  o r  has

t ’ hanged t tie wage t’a t t O  ol Un ion m embers  • 0111’ nitis t he •ib i t  t o  c ot  I nUt I c

w h a t  t h e  g e n e r a l  l t ’t ’ei ol  wager  you Id t ia ~ ’ ’  b e t - i t  i i i  I he • i h ’~i ’i i t e e t o il ~ ‘ —

t l e t  h . ir g . i  i i i  i i i ~~.

I io ’ c u t ’ rent S t  a t  c o r ~~~~~ i t  I i  • U I II pub I i~ o i  r . a i i  o~~~ s I I

r r~~v ide~ I i t  t 1 ~ ‘ i v  i deuce o I I he 1 mp ac  t ot  t o l l  to t i vi ’ ha I’ga in !  ug on t l it ’

ab s o l u t e  w age  l~~vt ’ is ot  u n i o n  m emb e r s .  l i i i ’  i t  f e e l  may be p o s i t i v e , n e g a—

t iv  e , r n e u t r a l  , one does not  kn ow : vii i  cli u t i l e  ewe’ maY r e s u l t

Mo s t  s ~~~~ i es concentrate on the  r e l a t i v e  wage ci fec Is 01 unions and cal  i c c —

t I Vt’ bargaining t h a t  is , on i suer  sue ii , i s  t i i ~ re l ot  iv  ~ pt  rc ci i i  age c

o : w. e~e and o t i t e r  pe’cun L i r e  h1 ’nt  t i t s  b~

ii u n i o n i z e d  and n o n — u n i o n i z e d  t e ac h er s

o t in  i o n i ze d  t eache r s , a dm i n i s t  r a t  ive  and n o n — p r o f e s s i o n a l
t’ducj  t ional p ersonne l  or

o t i n  ion ized  t cache  rs and other union and n o n — u n i o n  p u b l i c
emp loyees .

A s s u m i n g  t ha t one ~IeI~’rwines th~’ o . i g n tt u d e  of  t h e  r e l z i t  lye  wa ge d i i  f i r —

ent  ials  between un ion  i~~ed and non—unionized p u b l i c  emp loy ees ’ wages , and
t h a t  the  u n i o n i z e d  g roup  h as in c r ea s e d  r c l at  ive wages liv X p e r c e n t , the
next issue is: Do p u b l i c  sector un ions  have more “ power ” to raise wages
than  s i m i l a r  wo rkers in  the private sector ’? It is frequently argued that

wage r a t e s  and growth ra tes  are hi gher in puh i ic compared to p r i v a t e  unions .

The p ti b l  i c grou p is a l l eged  t o  have more  ~ ot ’ t ’r t o r i  i SI ’ j iecun  i a l’ V bend its

t h a n  t h e i r  p r i v a t e  s ect or  c o u n t e r par t s  because’ of the  l a c k  of ‘~~,.‘ ‘  
~~

in  t h e  p u b l i c  domain  to  hound  t h e i r  wage demands . ’ Such a b i l i ty

by p u b l i c  employees  could h ave  in f l a t i o n a ry  sp iliover  wage e f f e c t s  in t h e

p r i v a t e  s e c t o r . That is , p r i v a t e  emp loy e r s  in most  cases  imist co mp et e

d i r ec t l v  w i th  t he  pub I Ic se c t o r  for  the  a v a i l a b l e  labor supp lv . The a l leg e d

d i f f e r e n t i a l  in har t ~.i in lug power may have  d i r  e’c t imp i h a t  ions lot’ adopt  log

from t i l t’ p r i v a t e  Sector exact lv the  same gu idel Ines and p r o c e dur e s  I o r  l a b or —

management  r e l a t i o n s  w i t h  puhi  Ic  emp i ovce’r

See Sect  ion IT I fo r  some econom Ic  theoret  i~~al compa r i sons based on
d&’r Eyed demand ~ I pub l i t ’ and pr iva  11’ t in ion  I ;~.i I ions ’ i m p a c t  on wages.

_______ ______ ____ 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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I t  a I I  t • ‘ i t ’ he t  -
~ ~‘ t  i n  t li~ r I t t o  ho t  ~ , u in t o l l  et ’ t  it ’ , ’ I t ’  • ( h i t ’ h ,t ~ i t ’ mt ’t iv ,

and t h e  pt imarv oh , ,‘ ct  l e t  o t  t h e i r  u n i o n s  is , i r st imt ’d t o  in ’ t o  i r l t r e ’,is t ’ ( l it ’

memb er ’ s ’ econ om ~ i’ we  It a re . f i r  I we I f  a rt ’  is r u e a s t t i ’ 1’d l iv  p e c u n i a r y  hene ’ f i t  a

, tr ie l I i ’Ve s ~‘I cop I t ’\mI tu i t  [1 1] . hituo ’e ’v , r , nego t lot  i u ’r lS  do e x p a n d  to int l t i de

i o n — w . i t ~t ’ i ssues  a u u ~ h u is t h e  r i g h i t  to  s t r  ike , working t - one l  i t  i ons , ho u r s ,

S t ’I U O I ’  itt ’ , ur ’t ’in t ’t  ion po1 I c  I t ’s , and t h i ’ l ik e , t h i t  nov have d i  res t I m p a ct  on

b0 ir ,i i ’ !t ’t Ion , ‘ ‘‘~t , un ~ e ’ f l  d ent dt ’l  i v or y  oh ,wl rt c ] t i n h i R l  ~ erv ’freq . The

sco p e a t  r 1 ’i c hi ,’ra ’ u , i t ’ u~ ij n j n g  hi , i~ a 1st ’ e x t e n d e d  to I te ’ms t r a d i t iona l I v  con—

a E t I , ’r4 ’d  is m i t  t er s  at  ~‘~Io ~ t i o n , i l  p01 i c e .  These ’  i t ents at  n c g ot  i t t  ion  h i v e

inc  1 tid ~ eI c I ,i - - a I ‘as  , h o u r s  w o r k e d  , t n  rr i t t i  I tint , Si ’ I c c l  ion  o f  t e X t  h o o k s ,

h r u s t  r u t  I ’ r r i l  n , i t  e r  I a  I s  and m e t h od s , ci joe ipi m a r  proc-cdurcs , t eac her’

a l i t  I i n c . - i n t l  q u i l i i  t e a t  io n s .  Bar ’ga i n i n g  over  t h e s e  m a t te r s  ht : t s  produc ed

t ’onf I j e t s  wj  l i t  e d u u c , i  t i~in .il ithr’u i ni st raters and h a r e n t s  r’e’l at lug to a u t h o r  i t t ’ ,

~-o nt  rol , intl  t h u , ( 1 11, 11 I t  ~‘ at  t e I t l c , i t i o n .

Mana~~ m ent  Co u t r o  1

In  t h e  p r iv t:e s e c t o r  t he  i tems where  union demands must  be n ego t ia ted

in “good t , t i t h ” h ove  been r e s t r i c t e d  to “wages , hours , and work ing  con-

d i t i o n s . ” t h e  p r o f e ss i o n a l  c h a r a c t e r  of teachers  raises special  issues

c o n c e r n i n g  b a r g a i n i n g  u n i t  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  and the associated scope of bar-

g a i n i n g .  l ocal  school hoards  have had d i f f i c u l t y  in d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  clear lv

wha t  is to he de l  m e d  as working  condi t ions  and what  is to  be cons idered

e d u c a t i o n a l p o l i cy  i ssues .  The c o n f l i c t  and c o n f u s i o n  is over what i t e m s

are  a p a r t  of management ’s a u t h o r i ty  and t h e r e f o r e , are not in t h e  set of

l e g i t i ma t e  c o l l e c t i v e  ba rga in ing  top ics. Civen t ha t  teachers  are probabl y

the most prof e ssionall y—oriented group of publi c emp loyees , th eir represen—

l i t  i \‘e’S mat- be’ m or e  i ni- i i ned t o  neget  l i t  e o’~’ et’ ntin—p ecutii 1,1 F t  mat  t er s  S li t Ii

i s  e-u rr lt ’u I rim , ti ’s t i r i g  procedures , t e x t b o o k s , p r ot ’e’ss lena 1 s t a f f i n g , and

Su ’ on , wh I cli cen st  I Ni N’ i school d i s t r i c t  ‘ s edt i ca t  tona l po1 Ic  V .  These

demands eX t ended into areas  that schoo l  hoa rds ,  super intenei e’nt s , pr I tic i pa i s ,

and ot t i er  ed in - , t I ona I adm i  i i i  st  r a ter s  havc’ t rod I t  lena liv e- ofls itlered their

sole pr er’ t ’ gi ( t\ ’ t ’

Re l v i  ng on pr i vi tc  sec t  or mode i s , muc h t i t ( l i t ’ i nupt ’t us o I t o I I c t  I l V t ’
b.irga i n i r u c .  i n  ptih l I c  e t l u t ’ , , t  i t ’ll i s  t trwar~t1 mo re’ c e n t  t’ ,i i I ‘ed det ’ is l o n m a k i  tg
feat -h e r s ’ r e’pr ’e s e nt : l t  l \ ’ e ’S nu ’c.t ’t  i t t  in g ,  w i  t lt l t ’ca I sc~rt ’o1 ho ,i rds  or O t h e r

-- ~~~~~~- - ‘ -
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Cost of Cer ta in Non— Wage I tems

Most of the non—pecuniary outcome s (teacher—pupil ratios , hours

worked , and even experience or training mix of personnel) and fringe bene-

fit items are easily transformed into monetary costs by merely equating

them to employment levels, salary schedules , or equivalen t manpower units.

Therefore, these items are indirectly pecuniary issues and can be related

to the demand for  labor and var ious measurable trade—of f s  should exist

between these non—wage costs of education and wages .

The Educational Process

To the extent that  teachers influence the educational process , strikes ,

changes in hours worked , and classroom size have tradit ionally been asso-

ciated with the delivery of educational services. However , other non—pecu-

niary issues rela te directly to the education of students , such as impasse

procedures, curr iculum changes, instrectional methods , textbook selection,

merit and promotion policies , and disciplinary procedures . These mat ters

cannot be measured easily in terms of equivalent wage levels or resource

cos ts .  Thus non—wage items can a f f e c t  the educat ional  process in ways that

are not easily defined or measured .

Teachers ’ unions ’ abi l i ty  to negotiate  matters  of educational policy

and working conditions at the classroom level may increase their job satis-

faction and thus their productivity. The relationship between the psycho-

logical benefits of employment and productivity is not well understood [38];

behavioral research has demonstrated only the re1atio’~ between job

sat isfact ion and reduced voluntary emp loyee turnovel , -senteeism [33] .

state agencies are producing contracts that are hi ci in. all local schools
and school d i s t r i c t s .  Many local community intere’-t  

~ s have the oppo-
site purpose , tha t is , a sh i f t  awa y from all dec L ~~-“ cng made by boards
and administrators at central o f f i c e s .  These commui groups are advocat—
ing budget decisions, teacher and principal s t a f f i n g, curriculum and other
educationa l policy matter s be coordinated wi th  local parents .  The groups
argue that they represent the local community served by the schools , and
therefore should participate in decisions affecting the education of their
children. These organiza tions ’ objec tives are not to exclude teachers and
principals from the decisionmaking process but to give the community repre-
sentatives the controlling authority [28] .
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I , i i ’ t L i  h i t  l u g  to t I , .  es l t i e ’ , r t  Lena I the t o l o n m a k l  iu g In tt ’ c~~ r ;  nov i ’ rt ’ t ’  f , l t ’ 1

g t ’ i i i ’ i ’ i  I u p t  I t . ’ l i i  r a i ik - . i i i i t— f I I ,  t eat ’ l i t ’t ’ a ‘ f l o r a  I c  l iv  h i n t c i s  t r i g  t u t u ’  s e , t r i i t ’

ol h i t t i t  ass tona l h i t  i ’gi ’ I t  t’ , n it  tu i ie i niv , ant! l i n s I  I v  t i l u i o t  ~1 i g r i l  l v .  ‘Flo u t ’ i t I I —

t uel tna I t ’ h i i e g t ’a m,iv i’e o t i L  I I n  i more  s t a h l o , p r o t  Ic t en t  , and i t i  i~~b l e ’  g i o u~ l

t~ I t e i ~’l i er’ s , t l u i s  r’ t ’e lui - tug pe ’rsoriiie ’ 1 I ’ej ’ I ,it ’ (’tlI ( ’lti : i i o l  s t i l t s  L i t  t a t  I eu ‘at  o

, i 5 5 0t ’ i , i t t ’ d  w i  t i t  ,i r’~ip ieil v 1’iiaii glng er unrt ’I  t a b l e  su pp l y  ot  t ,‘,icl i , ’t o. An

i iit ’i i ’,iOt’ l i i  h i l t  5 .11  is  L i t ’ I L i i i  ~iunt ) i i g I .‘, i t ’ l i t ’t ’ a i i i  t i u t  I oug r u n  nov e i i l i a r i e ’c

t t ie ’ edtiea t t on  e f ( t i e ’ i l l  st r’ Ic  t ‘ s students.

~‘li I I ,i ’h1 ,K V l ~I. NK :O’l’ I A’l’l ’ ’uN S ANt ) ‘t ilE I”INANCINC (ii- ’ EIflICA’t’WN

in  man y st it  L’s t e a c h e r s ’ pro  I c o o t  ona 1 o i’gan I ‘i ot  I ens h ove I r i s  t o r i  c u l l  v

had s t r u n g  st a t  ew ide organ I zat tons hut weak I oe’ i I at F i l i a t  lens. ‘t’ ti e’se’

organ  I .~a t ions deve 1 oped into labor u n i o n s  t hat nego t l a t e  at  hot Ii t he’ loea 1

and state’ 1 eve’ Is ol gov ernmen t  . ‘I’he d emand s of t eacliers  ‘ on lori s  have I n —

e~ lud ed Inc r’eas log t lie state ’ s all e d O  t ion o I funds I or pub t i c  eeiucat  ion  and

tmprov  log o t tie r t e ’r nu io nid ce)iid i t  ioui~ o I enip I e)ymen t

A se hoe I d lo t  r l i t  ‘ s budge t Is  e’omposed ot fede ru I • s tate ’  , and local

g o v e r n m e n ta l  f un d s  de’ r Iv t ’d p r i n c i p a l l y  by t a~ at  Ion . Loe’a 1 governments

d e r i v e  revenues t rem t he I edera I government wh i c h  a re  des I gna ted fo r  cer —

to l i i  pub l i t ’ scrv t e e ’s ( educa t ion , pub 1 Ie ~ lie ’,u I t  ii ,rn d s a f e ’t v  , and so

A 1 e~-o 1 se’hoo I elio t r Ie ’ t  thu s imp l i e  I t  l v  compe ’t i’S I or c a c t i  1nih 1 he  d o l l  O F

w I t h  01 1 ot l ie u ’  I’e’t lt ’i’ , n I , stat a , int l  l t ’ t ’,i I got ’ e’rntit t ’u i t  , u I  t i n t t o .  i ’~~I l  a c t  j t ’ t ’

barga m i  r ig by u n i t  I i t ’ t e’ai -h i e ’r  s canoe ’ t l ie ’ iie ’ p,i F i t  eel I re in t t ie  po i  I t  I i ’l l  I

pr oc coo t hat i s  I t i l t , ’ i ’eu t i i i  st a t  e’ anti l o c a l  g o v e r n m e n t  s ‘ budg et  or v

dee I s !  t in s .

Mutt ,t_ l e ’ye’l and ~M_u) t ,L _ l ,it _t a r ’ i I R a r ,~~r ttiiu ,~
The pe 1 I t  I c a l  ,intl t ’ t ’r ru ’  spond I rig o r g a n !  ~,r t l ena  I st rut - t t ires of union Ic I pa I

and st , u t e’ gt ’ve ’ r i i rn i ’ui t  s g, ’:i, ’n ’ ,i e I i in d ,u ,rue ’nt  a I ha i-ga l o t  tug st r at  eg l eo .  By dcl I —

i i i  t ion gov crnme ’nt Is  I ragme’nt i’d ant i  I t  s power dl spersed . I t  Is  I nh i e ren t  I v

~~~~~~~~ s do raise r evenu”s by bo r u ’ ow t r i g ;  however , cI ’t i t ’ I t  spend t og
huts been mor~’ I re’qnie ’nt Iv done at th~’ I t ’ete n’ ,u I I e’ve’ I . State anti b ent I gov e rn—
ment s , wh II t’ gene ra  I I v  pr ec  1 ti e l e ’d 1w I ow I i-em us t r ig  ele ’bt to pay for current
eipernt ions, t ut u tn t erl int ’ e , and I ahe ir cost  s , h ave ’ n iso been known t o  en gage  I i i
defic it opt~nitl tr i g.

L —-~ ~~~~~~~~~ ___________  
____ 

- 
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l i t ’f i c u n i t  f o r  one Li ’  a dep t  the ’ t r a t t i t  iona l b- i L i t e r a l  ( t w o — I s n ’ t v ’) p1 - i V a t e ’
aes -te r h , u u ’ g,i l i n i ng mede’ I . Be’cu rna s e ’  ot ’ t I n t-u p l u r a l  1st I t ’ St  run t t u n e ’ ot

g o v e r n m e n t —  —hot  It h i e l  r ;u rcha I ( schuoo  I h t t a r d  s , a orrim i ssi  t i l t s , i t t  lie ’ r I t i e - a l

s ta t e ’ , and f e d e r a l  of ficI a I s ) ,  and t in le t tona l ( l e g l u - u l u i t  l v i ’ , ex e c t i t  l v i ,

ud i t ’ Ia 1 , ~ nd I l oca l  r u n t  i t  s ) — — b a  rga in lu g  in  the  pub I h e  s e t ’ t o n ’ is  In ypo t  l i e ’ —

s I ~e’d to hi’ a turin I t L i  eve’ 1 a rid mu I t  l i a r  oral r at  her t l ia ii a u n i t  i — I i ’ve ’ 1 a rid 1)1 —

l a t e r a l  process .  Th at  Is , a 1t1 e(’t s s  In  wli I cli rr r or e t h a n t w o  d i s t  inc  t

tot  eros t u-u he ’u , ’onne ’ Invo  I v t ’d so tha t a t ’ I ear d Ic hote imy h i t  we’en t he cutu p I uyei’

and the ’  m an urgemu ,’ri t ha rga in i ng t in it  d t i s  not e’x I st 1 20 , ~~ I . ‘I’ h ie is  , St a t  e’

and 1 et ’a 1 o f f I c i a l  s o ther  t i t an  sciioo I ho ards  can d l  re’ - t I v or I nd I roe 1 1 v

enter  r I t e  buu rg a  i n ing  process.  T h e r e f t u r e , the  eppor t u r n  I t v e’x l o t  s f o r

t each ers ’ ti n tons to ‘‘bypass ’’ t he  des i gout ted management  barga in  t r i g tin - i t ~iiie l

nli ’got [ i t t ’  w i t  h r , u I u i t i ’r u i l  or hi i g iie ’r I evi’l of geve’i’rlmt ’nt ;r I out hie i’ i t v .  ln

add t I on • t e a ch ie ’r o  ‘ r e p r e s en t  a t  ives  may not be ab l e’ to b u i r g a l  n w i  th local

school boards on leg it imat e i t ems  t h a t  are WI t i l l  0 t h e  I ogal scope of b a r —

g a i n t i r u g  b u t  not w i t h i n  t he  a u t h o r i ty  of the  des ignated  local  management

b a r g a i n i n g  u n i t .  Thus , teachers ’ or ganl ~ a t l o n s  ma y s i m u l t a n e o u s l y l o b b y

to the s t a t e  leg i s l a t u r e  to increase  local tax  rate ’s or t h e  e d t r e ’at ie )n a l

budget  a l l  oca t ions , s a l a r y  ranges . pen s ion and re t  I ru ,’r r le n i t p l u m s  , Lt ’nu rt ’

r e q u i r e m e n t s , and so on.  On t h e  local  level , t eache r s ’ un ions  m a y  ask t i n e

mayor  a n d / o r  e’ i t  v e’ounc i I t o  heeonre’ i n v o l v e d  in t h e  i r negot  t a t  i ems wit hi

se ’lioo 1 b ‘1  ~t h s —

ljnien Pol i t  i c -a l  Ac t iv i t v  and Public Finance

T h i s  f rune - t lena I i  zu ,’el S t r u e’ tore  of government  genera  te ’s I r’e ’qurent  lv g ivc’n

t i t  u ’s “ ‘ - exp lanat [tins w h y  p u b l i c  employees ’ unit ens mus t  possess r o b  ui ~~

tivt ’l v mu )rt’ 1)0 r~~n i i i  I ng pewor than t h e i r  pr iv a t e’ sec to r  coun t  e ’rpar t  s . i t  is

argued ha t tin toni ~ eel p ubi Ic emp loy ee’s have the  ,ib i i i  L v  to cxci’ t cons i eht ’r ab Ic

1Thie mu I t I lot  era I ha rga in tog eer ie ’ apt can be expan d ad t o  I n ic I nneI ~ corn—
muni  ty  i n t e re s t  g roups .

m.-ny a rgu e  tha t t h i s  “bypass ” s t ra te ’gy b y t eae’h ie ’ r s ’ u n i o n s  may be
oer t -ce ss t’nr l  o n ly  In t ine  shor t  term when a few groups of p u b l i c ’ omp lov es ’s
arc organized . As the malori t v of the other lee -al and state e’mp lo t ee’s be’—
come un-ion ized , leg I o l a t tn r c s  w i t  I p rob ab ly  soon rea l i~~t’ the’ ‘‘d n a  I n  r ’ tn ut ’ t i on
they are  set t lng o f f  by v i  elel tr ig to one gove rnmen ta l  on I t  ‘ s de’manel o t h a t
can e’se ’a I at e o v e r a l l  s t u n  te and 1 oe’a I bud ge’t s. 

—~~~~~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -- ~‘-~~~~~~~~ -- ~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~ ,
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p0 1 i t  j , ’ , a I j u l  l ( Je ’ I ) e ’ t ’ ripen p u b l i c ’ of ’ f i t ’ L i i  5 w i  t h u  Wllo n i i t h e y  lta r guu !nu . Mont i —

a I pa I and s ta t e  wor k er s  as w e l l  uis t h e  I r f ui n tu l l i e ’ s  a re  also vo.e ’rs and ,

t he re f eir e  , can have a st rong in f  Iuenice on d & ’t e r m i n  I rig who is t ’ l u ,u c t  i’d t o

p u b l I c ’ eLf le ’e, As an o r g a n i z e d  vet  Lo g b lock , t e a ch e r s ’ un ions  can lobb y

at b o t h  the  s t a t e ’ , local , and t n l t i n u a t e l y ,  n a t i o n a l  level. Moreover , union

assistance in  the  form of l o b b y i n g  fo r  hinds to pay f o r  Increased labor

costs is frequently welcomed and even encouraged by some local governmen-

tal officials. Particularly in the  large turban areas , loc al unions have

exercised political pressure on state legislature’s to increase tax rates

and budget allocations. Teachers ’ organizations have also supported in—

t-reases in local  taxes by r e f e r e n d u m s  to expand m u n i c i p a l  budgets. Under

these circumstances the  public management ’s bargaining team may be more

vulnerable titan private employers to union demands and negotiating techni ques .

Teachers ’ and other public employees ’ u n ion s w i l l  pr obably be an im—

p o rtant c omponent 01 t he  d e v e l o p i n g  s t r u c t u r a l  r e f o r m s  in state and local

pub t i c  f t  nan i ce .  Cci l I e - c t  I ye ha rg uu lii i ng i i i  t lie pub) Ic sector is l i k e ’  I v L i i

become an I n t e ’g r u i l  pa r t  of a muu l t i i  evt’ l pol i t  teal process , one procedure

f o r  r e a c h i n g  p o l i t i c a l  and bud g e t a r y  det ’ isions  at  a l l  levels of government.

F2 ’IPIRICAL Q~JEST IONS

No r e l evan t  theory  e x i s t s  to d e t e r m i n e  1 C1’! ’I ’i  the r e l a t i v e  m a g n i t u d e

or , in many case’s , the d i r e c t i o n  of the  severa l e f fe c t s  discussed rega rd ing

cot lect  [ye b a r g a i n i n g  b y te uu -hne r s .  In i t  l o b b y ,  at iy assessment  of the  imp ac - t

of unionization and aol [cc t lye harga l ii Log in educat fern must  beg in w i t  hi

emp i r ica l  quest  ions , such as:

o Does c ol l e e- t i v e  barg a i n i n g, on balance , in c r ease rela t ive
salaries and other non—wage costs of education above those
that would have prevailed in Its absence? What is the mag-
ni tude , i f any , of the change in edu cational costs?

o Is collective bargaining chang ing the stru cture of state
and local governmen tal f inancing and bud ge tary alloca t ions
in education ’?

I See Lew in 1 24 I , Summers ~l9 I , We it t rig ton a rid W I t i t e r  f 4  1
2The’ f i s - u r  I prob I e’ms c o n f r e u t  t I ng a i t  l e o  i n  many sect ions of t h e  court  t rv

( p a r t  t cul  a r t  v the  Nor tht’uis r e r n i  n i r h u i n t  i - e f l t  cr 5)  may rt ’qu I r e  var iocn s a I t e r n a —
t Eve mctht ds of f Inan e  ing l oca l  governm ent  t Ser ’v i c e s .

-
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i Has Ce) l ice t ly e  ba rg a i  U i  rig cha ingt ’d managem ent t corn  t ro 1 rod
a u t h o r i t y  at t ine  l oca l  s c h o o l  d i s t r i c t  level ’?

ci Has c o l l e c t  ive b a r g a i n i n g  increased  or dee -rease ’el tine ci  t I —

c ient and e’f f e c t  ive d c l  iverv c i t  e d u a at  lena ! se’rv I c t ’s~

l’lie gene ra l  prob I cnn i s  to ( 1 )  d c i  I nit ’ t h e ’ dependent  var  i oh I c -s re La t im i g  t o

wutge s , cos t s , t i n u n m n ’  l u g ,  and innun r i age ’m e ’nt c- t in t  ro I , and ( ~ ) uisse ’ss t i r e  [ n i t  t i n —

e’nci ’ of t cachet’ s ’ t ’ t l l  c-ct ive ’ harga I n n i r i g  on u,’~ i’hi o u t  c o nic’ . ‘I ’ht e ’ i r i n pu l e  t t ’  I

eoc - I i t ’rs ‘ u n i  oni I zui t loin l n , i s  been u ’ etn ri r rntnil v rnne ’ast ir eel  by t i n e ’  si  u’ e’ ot t lie’ un ion

niembersh ip or the’ nta t n r c ’ ot ’ t h e  I c’gol utu i t l  l u st i t  cut  I orn,nl f r u i r nr e wor ’ k f o r  t ’ t i  I —

icc t iVe ’ b a r g u t  in j og . ‘i’h n t ’ a n tun 1 vs i s  must a] so e’c in t  r et I I or ext  e ’r ’nuu I I aho r

nn arke ’ t arid e t h e r  t ’e ’ t ’ n i c i r t n l c ’ t . u c ’ t c i l ’ s t h a t a t  f e a t  wage ’ I t c ~ I s ,i nie h i t t  h e r

barga m i  r ig o tn t  comes in d e p en d e ’nn t  of t h e  degree ’ of ci i i  I ciii  i za C I ciii  - ‘i’iit ’se’ c o i n —

s idera t ions Inc lod e m000psony effects , unite ’ riia t ly e preva f l i n g  wages , d i s —

tri ct regional or state f Inane ial c h a r a ct e r i s t i c s  ( t a x  base’ , umn d  r a t  a s)  and

other demographic type  v a r i a b l e s  tha t  a tt e m p t  to  measu re  t i r e  oh i i  i t t ’  anti

willingness of a conumuni tv to  pun y  edu i’un t  tona l co s t s  u n s  w e l l  as t h e  r e’ la t  lv i ’

attract iveness of t ine’ eli s t r  [e- t to work  in. To aid I nn t lie’ process ot c ’V , n  l n n , n  t —

ing exp 1 u n n u u u  t o ry  fact ors and urs se ’os [rig e ’X jot j rig emp I r t e a l  st tid ic’s , a rev ieW

of the  t rad i t  tona l economic thnt ’em ’ L i ’S of  i i i  I I a c t  lye’ i ) : rr g u r  I i i  t rig i s  p r t ’oent e’tl

nex t -
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i l l .  ~- t ) ~’t i - 1 I ’ h i I - t i t ~!1 U I  i ,\ I .  I ’ c ) N u i M I C  (~~)N S I I ) E I ( A I I t ) N S

coi. i , i :& ”t ’ i vi~ I tAR CA I N 1 N C , W ACl ”~- , ANh ) ‘r I fE I) i ’IIA N I) EOk (,ABO R

t h e  t’, i i , i I s  ,end met iva t [ci i i  I ron  . i n i  c’t ’onorun Ic pc ’rspt ’t -  t I Vt’ ol C i t i t e r  ptil ) I  I c

or pr I c i t  ~ ‘ r u n  f o r t s , wh I I c  not  j ilt ’! rid i rig a I I o l  t lie ’ d j ve ’rsc ’ cause’s oh’ on jonism

i s  a ens j o t  a n t  w i t  Ii m any ~rsp c ’c ’ t o  of ebse’rveel nm I t in b ehun v i or , l’hie’ p~ 
im a ry

, ‘l i act ly e  of unions is ,u s su m ed  to  improv e ’ t i re ’  e’t ’on ionn I c  we 1 f ; u  re ’ of on ion

me ’mhers , most 1 y by increas  log e’ni n t ory  b e n e f i t s  of cuni p l ovnnc’nt [8 , 34

l,ah or n i n i o n s  may have ’ two d i  f fere ’ni t k i n d s  of p e c u n i a r y  e)r n on—equ lvii i cnt

“wage c ’ffe’ c ’ to ” t h u u t  are o f t e n  c o n f u s e d  w i t l n  cacti o t h e r .  T ln at  Is , c o l l e c t  ive’

bargaining can e lnang e ’

o the generur l or absolute l eve l  or real  (or money)  wages , a n d / o r

o the r e l a t i v e  wages or the r a t  los ef the wages of par t  icu l ar
groups of labor tel the average wage ’ of all labor 1251 -

One wou ld expec t the wages of uni onized wo rkers ~‘a /cz tiu’~’ to non-

union workers to have risen , and bo th of the following statements hav e

the same meaning.

o Col lect ive bargaining has raised the average r e la t ive  wage of
uni onized teachers.

o Collect ive bargaining bias raised the  average wage of un ionized
teachers relative to non—union teachers.

But , even if collective bargaining does raise the average i~’Z~ t-it ’~’ wag e

of a union ’s members——that  is , lower the average 1’~’Z at iu ’~’ wage of n on-
unio n m~~nber s— —it  ic~ ’S not Imply tha t  un ion i za t i on  has raised the average

aheoiute wage (money or real) of the union ’s members or lowered tine aver-

age aha olute wage of non—union worke rs . There may be no change in the

average absolu te wage of , say , all public scho ol teachers . Consequently ,

‘These benefi ts should include wage rates , salary st ruc ture , f r i n g e
benefi ts , paid vaca tions and holidays , and other working conditions that
can be transformed into wage equivalents rather easil y.
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li e’ a t  I c a t s  of r i n i  c t u i t  :~~u t  I e i u t  ~iriiI c c i  I le ’ c’t ly e ’  b~n u ’g,i in lug on I lie gt ’nne ’ t o  I

le vi’! Ui  h~~t In nn o un , ’v c t i  I t ’ ,n I wages p a i d  p t u b  l i t ’ e’ltnp l c i v e ’ i’S c ’O u l l t c i  t l ie ’ t Ie ’ —

te’ m u  iied I n’ornn nn e a on u  u’ ennic ’ n n t  5 of me I at i y e ’ u m i c m n e t a  n ’\’ c i  I at  t o .

An i ni t - l’c’ . iSc ’ I n n  t h n ’ r i ’ h a t  I ye ci i ’  uih i5 e i  I u t c ’ p ecun  I a cv he ne’ I I Is au th

C h i c’ ,i550c ’ t a t  ccl r I se ’  I n  ec ’ei nneiutnl a W e I t ,n u’ e Is riot  out t i r n bei t i , i i le ’ci me t a t  I e i ni

sin i p . ‘l’li&’ cmii i ov c ’ r ‘ s ci e’in i u un icl  cii rv a I o r  lab t iu ~ is  riot ito mini a I It’  l i en’  I —

~oni t ~i1 it Ut r’a t h e n ’ has a nt e ’ga t I V t ’ s I epa i o n ’ .r g i v an  lava I c i t  pec t in  I a n-\ ’

ii clue’ I i t S  01’ ‘wage’ e’qui I v , u  I c u ts  — 
‘ Cen ns e ’q t it ’n t t  lv , an t’ h i t ’ n’ e’.isa i n n  wages

50 it ie ’ d l iv i’t) l l~~t ’t I Vt’ ha n’ga i i i  I n ig l o  like I t ’  to r e d u u t ’e t Ii~’ q t u u i i n t  I t  v of

t u n l i  tin I .&hti ~ s c n u g i r i  liv t ’m ll!) 1 i )\’ ’l S .

~I e l i t i r ’S, ’ , t e , i t hne ~n o ~ m i n u j ~ i nn ’ - ;  c l i i  i, i i ht , n r ~~, r  I i i  ~;, i I , ’ I v  t c ’ u ’ h l t t ’ l  e ’, i S ’ e I  tl n c ’ u i a

to n’t ’ !t e ’r ie ’t I t s , bu t  , n I so  hir t’ar’t ,u i i i  I a v c ’ l o cit c . n n n I ” I i ’vn l n ann t  ~u i , i  et l i en ’ nont —

pe’e u n n l a r v  h ’n ~’t ’ I t s . iIowt ’c’ t ’n - 
• I r’onnr C hic ’ ~i’hitio I d i s t n’ I~’t ‘ pt ’n ’s[t c ’t ’ I lye Iu ~ut ’ i n i~’.

C c ’ h i  r c ’ r n n c i r t ’ t e ’ , l t ’ h i c ’ t ’ S t h r i l l  I s  ci t ’s I it ’d i s  d ’l L n l I c i i  a i n t  C c i  1i;~~’ j i~~~ ,i I i i ’,~h u t ’n ’

s a l a r y  t h ~ ut is rt ’q u i r i ’ ci C c ’  a t t rac ’t  a I v t ’ni l ab o r ’ ~ u n t i i i I v .  t ’ ni l c ’ n i ~ .u i’ c ’ I i n n —

i t  ad i i i  ~‘ h t , u  i n i n n ~’, b et  I n C h i c ’ I~~’ t ’ n n m n  i , n t ’ \’ ii t ’mn c ’i i t ’ ;  0 11th t ’nnp l c t vnnrc ’r i t  I , ’ v ’ I s s , i t r r ’, h n t

liv t h u  i s  re’ lo t  i eilis!l up lie C WCe ’Ci wa ges aind t i l e ’ max I n nii nn ,nnn o nun of  I , ibc i i’ 1111 11 s

the emp l o y e r  is w i  I i i  ug to I i i  it’ . ‘l’hrc ref o ra , e’c’t i u l O r l l j  a C hi t ’ ~ n ’ l o t  s si mmiii Ii —

fy  the ’  anal vs is by urosurni l 05 t h i ;u  t. t o  I lea t I Vt’ h ,i rg u u L i i  I n tg  :ig rc’e’nieit I o are ’

re’ acine ’d Sel h e  lv Civ se’ t t I rig I’ t ’ t i n  in  I ar c  hit ,’rue ’ f i t s  and ~ l ie ’ e’Innp I ciVt ’ 15 auluI t in  i’ii

In i r e’ ,us mue lt  [abet n’ as t i r e’ v won t  [8 , ~ 5, J4 I

~~~~~~~~~~ U F:R I V EI )  CCN ,I~ ) N LAIIO R l)h ’~t~ Nl)

Taking as g I Ve’fl t h a t  Un Loi ns  ‘ geun I s ore C i i i’d lot’ pc ’e ’t u n I a n ’v h~ nt ’ I i t  ~
of t lie I n ’ nn~~mbe ro , win o  C a r ’e’ t i n e  I a c t  o t ’s C ii a t  d c i  e’ n’r n n I inc lie’ nii a gn t I I t i t l e ’ a un t ]

direc t Ie imi ci’ t h e l u  a b i l i ty  t o  ~r e ’e’on n p l i sLn these  e i b t e ’t ’ t l ye ’s? The pn ’ t’d l c —

t ions ct cc’ oncimic theory  gove’ rn tog the me’ t a t  I ye wage i ’ l l  e’e’t s et t co i l  cc —

t i V e ’ bargaining ore based on tine a l’tst I i’ i t  v ( sans  I t  i v  i t  v ’t ol eie’inuauieI ton’

t IU ion I ,uli it t’ . En t ine  t ine o n v 01 tIe r i VCII de ’niunnid , 1 ohio i i s itet de’ui r anude d I t ic

i t s  own sake , h int r~i the’ i as an I riptu t to tine’ p rodu at I out c i t  sonun e ecu t p u t

wh ich i s  de ’muur ide’d liv consunu e to or tine ’ pub l i e  I .~ 7~ . Thus , t hn I s t l ie’ory

sugge’s Cs t t ia C ant emploY er ’s dt ’m ,nn nd I or I ahe r is tier I vet] I re nni I lie ’ I eve’ I

01 cetnsunip t Ion ot i t  s I I n t u i t out put  anti t lie a v a i l  un it i l i t  v of C he t i t  lie ’ r

tat ’ t ors c i t  pr eie luct  iet nt . ‘l’Iie ’ metre ’ m i d as t ie -  ( I  t’S O seuis it lvi’’) Is t h e  anio ut i t

~ 
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0 Wi l c ’ i i  1 . i l t ~ t n ci c’iti .uinil cii , t t i c ’ r-cnt i rr I I e ’ n ’ \.,‘ i  I I l it ’ t hue ’  i flp .r at e I , n  a, I c c ’ i n  Wa ge’

I t ic ’ I c ’ , i O c ’ e i t i  ( ‘m i l l )  I c ) V n i l t ’ u i C I e v e’ I s  ana l  t i n t ’ gm c ’ , i  C e ’r C l ue ’ 1 Ike ’ I v int ’l tu e ’u i i ’c c i t

t~~~ ’ ii c i t  l V t ’ hna n ’ u ’ .n i n n  i I r a , i tO  I ’ e ’ tat V i ’ wage’s ~~ , -

c tn ~cnn lc ’ t h n c ’ t i i ’ v sc lggc ’e t s I c i c nr  a end it i inn s th u r  C ,n I faa t C l i t ’  e’ l o t  i t ’ i t  v

t ’n iiru unit t dir  c u m i  I t i n  I rulior. ‘t ine ’ clamant ] is  no r a i n t e l  r i o t  I a

- i . t i n t ’ mere ’ pm i t ’ a it te ’  l i st  it ’ t ine ’ d c ’nn n anch  for t he  c’ommod I C v pr~ dut’e’d

1 . t lie’ gn’e;i t i’r t h e ’ d iff I cu it v ttf snubs t i teu t i n ig ti t ln er  lure t or s of
pt’ctdti e I t e n  ( I O e ’ (cud log netn—tu n leini I u ib o r and tat-lin e log I ‘:u I
I u f l t i V ;u t i c i n i S )  f o r  t i l l  [d tn t  labor ,

- t Ine sim m I I c’ r t lit ’ htreipor C ion t lie ’ a cts C ci I cnn i ci nn I m u h e i r  1 s C c i  t ine ’
t o  C ;u I t ’ t iS  t c i t  i ) r c teI u lc  C (em , and

d . Chit ’ mc m n ’L’ p m i~’~’ I iie’1 ;i~ t Ia tine’ stipp i v of the ’ e t h e r  fae - t o rs of
p r cmcl t i c ’ I I t m n i  1 h• ’~, 27

I t  t t ic ’sa 1 t i n u c o u n t ]  I t  I i  i n ns  I m r c ’vui i I , C I r a n  :u g I Ve ’n i t in I t in has ‘‘untt i re ’ P0We ’r ’’

t i  r,i isa fluent’ C ,u n v h i t ’ n i c ’ I I t  s w i t  h i ci tu  C e h r , i  ot  I c ’ ,i I I t ’  t h a t ’ r e’as log t ’nnp I emvtire’ni t

tl pp t t t ’t t u r n  i t  he ’s .  !n ~ I r ot  c’tmnit i It i c m i • t he ’  cl t ’n i ; ini i l  sc hie’du Ia fo r  C lie’ I f  in n I

c i t n t  p u u t  , is c f e ’t c ’ i ! ’ n  ( t i e d  I l u t e  I t ’  l iv  a c m n i o u u u n e ’ r  bt ’h n av i c i m n u  I (‘ at ’ t o rs . ‘line (at t e’u’

t h r ee ’ t O Ot! i t  ( c i i i ; i n ’ , ’ ii ,n ’ ;, ’,t i ’ m t i n , ’ pn~ i dnr 1 t ( c i i i  f u u n i i ’ t j e l l )  of a f i n n  tir c~t ’t’e’rn—

meri t u m n i  i t  t h u n t  i i ’ I it a’; I u n ; m u n r  s I c ’  u n i t  p u u t  s u n i t ]  i s  I , nr ’ i’, c ’t v  a t’ti nct  ion ol’ Ccc li—

11(11 t i t ’, i e , i  1 c ’~, n n c h  i t  l i i i ’ ; .

I’l l IN liii ’ t’ ’’ht In ’ SECTOR

Ernnp h I  c ’ ,i I t ’V ~~ elan a I~ ci I c  . i  t a’; t h r a  C pub I it ’ t ’mp I dit ’e’cs wages have’ n’ iseni

in the’ short n’nu ni , I ,n -
~ t ar t m in i  c ’ e r re ’sp tm ncl l u g  w ;u~’,e’a i n  t h e ’ Pr (vote Set’ tor ~ 1

‘E’he’ moo C I r c ’ q i u c ’ u  t cc ’ u i n d i m  I n ’ t ’xp I ,i n i  C [t in  I or Clii ’ r rpp o re’nt wage’ dli ’ fe’re’rnt iri t

is t hi~ t in t lie p u ut i  l i t ’ se t ’ C c i i ’ C here’ ax lo t s a ii kgb wagt ’  m e l  r io t  it ’ It v ot’ ti n ’

ci em:rnicl I or  I a her  , r a a cinrp i n’ ctI t ci tint ’ 
~ 
r I v a t  e’ scat or I 1 6, 30 1 . ‘l ine first

run t It mn a Ic fo r  tints pr opcis  i t  ion Is h,i~~e’d tin a rgunmcnt s us I ni’, i’ond it I tin (a

s [n it ’ e’ nuia niv gt t v c ’r mnrne ’n i t  st ’rv I c ’ e’o ( In e r t  i t  In , Ou t I i’t V , cdue’ui C Ion , run t ]  t lnc ’ 1 Ikt’’)

Em 1t im i cnu  I cc idcuc’e’ cif wage’ Inelastic it lao in t h e  p e u h l  Ic  se c t o r  is
g Ivan by Ehrenhc ’r g S . h(owe’ver , t ints put st re’ I a C lye e s c a l a t i o n  of wages
in ti nt’ pub I It ’ ~r c ’ t ’ t ctr t’etti it] have been a re’sti it of C he rap it] growth el Chi c
demand (shrift Iii tI n t ’ demand se-hednu I a’) Ic ’ii’ pub I i i ’ servlc as not d i  rca C lv
re’ I,i t e’t l t o  wuuc ’,c’ a I t a t  i i ’ I t ic ’s of demand ,
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ore ’ re’gareleel as • ‘ ;~~~‘‘:~~ ‘ :T t e ” tine ’ ge’une ’n ’ n I we d I ,in ’t ’ c i t  t i n t ’ 1’t rbl I c ’ . ‘( ‘l i e’

t’1 I m i n i u n t  lo in cit one ’ tin nuet r’e’ el t l n e ’st ’ se’rv I c e ’ ;  Civ w c i r ’k n-i t c 9 m J’ ~tCe ’s nn n m u v  f iui 1~~isc ’

I u i i , t c e ’ a;’ C ,u Ci l v ( n i g h t  cc ’s to on t l ie ’ t ’onn n z mnr i It v who t he’ n gen ie-ru - u Cc  po I i t  I e ’ ni  I

h i re ’sstirc ’ tin t  e’ Ice t (‘ci ill f i i ’ lniI ~ C c ’ r’e’sri mc’ t Iii’ se’rv It’ as. ‘ l h n u i s  , C l ue’ I eve I

u t  se ’n ’v i e ’ e’s tl e’m aund e ’eI liv C lie’ i’onnimunl Cv (ce i insunie ’rs ’)  t ’ h n , I n n ~’,e’S vt ’rv  I i t t  i c ’

w ( t i n  c’orre ’spont l tog pm I c e ’ tnt ’ r c a  S c ’s t’asu it i og t’ reins un F b e  i n n  I m e ~e’ ci un E m r r t ’

he’nef i t s  tei puhi ie ’ e’mp I tiVc ’t’S

N e x t  , r i o  log ac line l i t  i c i m n o  (Ci) intl (d) , C h i t ’ ~“~~
‘ ice  IO t ’  last t~~’ i t v is

f u r ther inc reased by the technology associated with a governnnent unit ’s

product ion fur i c  C ion . ‘l’l ne pe r sona l  se’ rvi  Ce’ n a ten  r e of t eu ict t i rn g , I i  re and

p o l i c e ’ p r o t e c t i o n , socI a l  se rvices , and so on make s it very di f f i c u l t  Cc ”

subst i t  u t e  phys ic~n l  c a p i t a l  (equi pmen t or mact i m e ry)  f t i r lu nbo c ’ . Because’

the ou tput of public service s is so labor int ensiv e , the aiunount of labor

dec reases very little w i t h  respect to  increased wage levels io n - pt ibli c

employees . Fin al ly , t o t h e  exten t that mu Uni  on annu l  co l iC rol t in t ’  s u p p l y

of labor to  a m o n o p o l i s t i c  or  monopsoiiis tic 1 e n t e r p r i s e , sueln as a gei v—

ernme ntal e’mn tity, its powe r to raise pecuniary benefit s may he enhanced

re la t ive  to a union in a more competitive env i ronment. Denvind is pr i e’e

in e l a s t i c  because there  are few , i f  any , s u b s t i t u t e s  f o r  t I re’ tY pe of

commodities gov ernments produce .

based solel y on these argumen ts , it would appear ’ thu n t t h e r e  runty (me

little economic deterrent to public union nnone t um rv demands , and p u b l i c

o f f i c i a l s  h ave ~ew a l t e r n ui t i v e s  bu t  tti accept tIne union ’s condItions.

To some , a log ic al conclusion to be reached from these theoretical c clii—

sideration s is that restrictions or regulati ons , no t p resent in the’ pub-

l i c ’ Set ’ tet r , shou ld  he’ p 1 aced out  C lit ’ cc i i  I cc ’ t l v i ’  lmmi r gur  i n  ing r ig lnt s cif

p u b l i c  emp loy ee ’s [4 f l .

MI TIGAT IN C FORCES ON D~~4AND INELAST ICITY IN ‘t ilE PU BLIC SECTOR

Marke t and non—m ,’nrke t clnaracte’ri st it ’s exist In the ptnh l Ic sector

not present  in the private set’tor tha t can tend to mit l gate union

‘Monopsony is an economic term whichn denotes ml van’v few to un single
(monopol y)  purchaser of labor. A moncipol istli ’ or mo nops tinnls tl t. buyer
can , by his ac tions alone , direc tly affect the prices (wage rate s ) of
the conunodittes they purchase (labor) [8 1,

_ _ _
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ha n’gui inn lung imcmwc ’r . .\;; m u ll  ex annn p Ic’, t W em t ,d i o i -  i’cintl i t i outs tI at  c’r m n n i lie ’ t I n e ’

c i u’gr~ ‘~~‘ ~m I n inti in cip stmnnv IitmWe ’r p r e’se’n t

c i  , i  I nig It ’ e’ntp I ever in a g I ~‘ e ’un r c’g i cmn  cm r :i v e r y  t ew emp I ova r s
w h o  e’u l ni fornn .1 c u i r t  e ’I antI t ’ t m l  i cu d t ’ C c ”  Se’ t the ’  wage oft creel
C c i  workers , mnn cl / t i r

o ,u h igh  I i’ve’ I of u i n cnu p l t n vmnt ’nt or mu c i r n i s t  i t ’ i n c re a se ’ in  t he
Ia ho r su pp 1 V ci f  a g I Vein u’t’g i o n .

A moneipsony inn  the p t ih l  it ’ sea ttmr Imihor market may act t im const  m u  in

wage’ d ennu nnitis for rite f i l l  low I ng n e ’mis uns -

ci Ov e’r a l l  sa l z i rv  l e v el s  can he expected to he’ lower in areas
cml grea t  mnelnio~lScl ti y c m r  monopoly pt mwer

ci Tine r ib iii tv ot ’ enn i ons to m isc pecun ia ry  ben d i ts  as measured
by the rd at lye tin ion mn n d n on—u n lem n wages may be reduced as
mu f i u n c  t Ion c m l  the degree’ of m onopse mnis t  it ’ government  units.

Pub 1 i i ’ of f i t ’ j u l Is may have I es s I ni’ en t I Vt ’s not to  r isk u work s top—

page s In c ’e’ t ine i r m n so c m e ’ (ate’d c’elst s mire ’  usu mn I I  v lass than  In tine’ p r iva t e

eni te’ rlmr toe. Tur x ante! t i t h e r  r evt ’ncu ’s are  not general  lv re lnn  ted d i r e c tl y to

the ’ out pu t  cit pu u l’ m I Ic oe’rv i a e~ . ‘r m n c ~ref  tire ’ , re’ventnes continue event d u r i n g

ml s t r ike’ . Next , t l n e’sc off it’ (do or1’ unppotnte’el or elc’t’ted for some term

e’if ci f f ie’ t’, u ut id  the re’ mmiv he ’ l i t  t Ic  concern nuh en u  t t Ine inf  I ueuic e’ of n eg o—

t (at t ons  t in t  tht’ i r inmne’d tote P° 1 it I cmi i future. F u r t h ermore , t h e r e  is not

very much sltort ru mun pressur e’ ott the pub l Ic e’nnp loye ’r  to re mnch an agreement

to m i n i m i z e  t h e’ loss  ~mf sal  c’s t i m a e’ompe’t ing f i r m  as is u s u a l  ly  the  curse

f o r  the p r i v ;n t e ’  e ’mployc’r .

t .unhor  (‘clot n- c’el nls t i t u t  e’ betwt ’enn 60—70 pe ’rce’nt of munn i c  1pm I bri dget s

mi nd recur ! Ii ng e’cind I t ion (c)  t Iii s ceo r Is  ui sua It v r gr ~’o ten sm ut re  ci f t ot  ml I

prc mdn u e’ C ion t inu i n in t h e’ p r i v a t e  sac t cir  . In t he’ long rtini , t’nnt ’ cu b coo l i v

t h i n k  of more ’  r eu r s t in o  in t i n e ’ pub l i t ’ v e r su s  the ’ p r i v a t e sector te l su h o t i t t i t e ’

c- r ip ( C a !  such ,is p m i  icc’ pui tr o I t’;nrs , he’! i c ’& i p t  ems • In ic ’reursc ’ cisc ’ C i i  c e m p u t e r s

aix! mn t u ( l b — v  I sui rn I ,u t e ls En e ’dru cu n t ic iri  f o r  I unh or  -

All pt ih lit ’ serv Ice’s runt’ not imr ci v  (dccl sem i cc l v  by gemvernm entmn 1 tin it s

there’ E s pr Iwn Cc ’ gut rhagv t ’o II cc ’ t ion , st’t’nur  it v I t ire’ c’s , inc ur 1 t Ii s e r v i ce’s , mint!
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, ‘V c ’ t )  c - i n n ~~ , i t  l i n t . C t i r r & ’ u n t  1 v t i c  op~i c i r t u n i  I t  v e x is t a Cc ’ n;tihi ~ t I CnN’ pr iv :uti ’

c u c a l u t - C i n n  c i t  O t in in i c i n  i n n  v pu h I I t ’ services , int l C l i i S pc ‘551 hill i t v w ii I

i neme ’unst ’ i i i  t li t ’ t’i n t uun’ t’. (i ve’ni t h e  I m i n i m a  i , r 1 p r t c b l  c m ’ ;  - - m n~ r ’c ’n t lug , m a n t y

s 1~ t t e ’ ,inie! 1 d c l  I gove’ miStier) t s , I nc r ’a  se’s in  me’ !  n i t  L y e ’ pe ’c ’ n i nm I n r v 1i t ’~ e’ I I t a

c ’oIl  Id mn ’c m ~ ’ Ida mtekl it i t inin u I I in t en t iVes t a ;r e ’e’k ni ci ra t i p  i i i  —la h cir or I aCer ’—

I n u h o r  sc i ho t itnut b t ’ r u s (cr jiubl Ic ; ; e r ’ V ue c ’ s .

Ct ’nmi ;ic’ntsuit (rig nor t ln i ’ wai~, m nl cre ’mi sen Cv ad l i n a C  I t he pr i c c ’ c it the’

ouu tpni C is a cornun oni S t  r u t  c ’gv b u n  pm V O t e  t i l t  c’ l ’ I) r I S i ’ . Si  i nn i I , i i  I v , li nt ’ r ’m lsi rig

t ax rate’s i’m the tax bas ’ nov ~~‘ t be mis  e nISII ‘
~
‘ dent’ i n n Chi c n h ]  Ic ’ ;e ’c ’ t  or

i~ l V t ’i i  t - c z r r c ’n n t c o mn r u n n i  Cv mitt it tides c ’onc ’crn ing overt ,i x , n t ion ; tl n n it is , C h i c

s c ) —c mi  11 i’d ‘‘tax reve l t ‘‘ I h , ‘ii) I . Tbne’se ma t i’s , i r ~’ c ’ imu t rt l 1 i’d nnornna l lv liv

s t~i t e ’ leg is mi  Cures a itch “ c i r r cqu  i ra  (>1 ) l i t  I c m i i  mm’ t I t i n t  ill t I l e ’  f o r m  ci t’ sa int ’

I ot’mu l re’ fe’rend urn to be v o t ed on by the a ommtin I

C iveri all these coni lie ’ t ing mnrguments and lsstie’S , t he re ’  i s  no way

Ccl know ~ ?‘ “ the’ c I ~ rc ’t ’ t 1cm and the re’ lot lye magni tuel t’ ci I C Ine ’ innpat’ t

ot ’ aol  1 ,‘~~
‘ t ive h,i rga Int l ng c m l i pc nlm 1 (a  sec ton  p t a  t in iarv ht ’uic fit s , prodenc C l v i  Cv ,

htjd n~c’tni rv prim a e’ssc’,a , mi nd cit lie r i’e I at ed lieu t r ioni — J le ’e’t ini [mu rv cmli C a onia s . lint si  —

c’ut II v , Ch i c pcm I I cv is scu t ’s re’nnm n inn emp I r I t’al quest! ens Scat h in t Fe’ ts’ I l l
examine’  ar id ann I V zc some re ’ Ie’van I pr cv ~ous emp I m l  cur l i t  f o r ts .

-‘ ~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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I V .  I-NI ’ I g lt ’,-\l V 1i i i .~~:,- ’

‘l I n t  a Sc ’t ’t  I t i n i  m lii i t v , e ’ -n C h it ’ l u n u I l t m r ’  (I n u m i n i  I C i t  ly e  c’mpir ic ’ u l  rt ’sc ’,ir ’ c ’h n u ,du icln

, t t l t l n e ’~ m a e ’a 5t’i~i, ’ t~I t li e ’ po I i c’s’ I OSli t ’S l ’t ’~~, i i t !  I rig cci i  I cS C l v i ’  himi r g m u i n t l ri g, Cv

t t ’.u t ’h n c ’r s .  ‘l Ine ’ gi ’ e’, l t  rnm l l t d n  i t  v et  C lie ’ e’nmnp in ’ ic~n 1  i-n t t t c l i i ’~ sure’~’vat 1 h u m zv&’

,i t C e’n q it ccl to tIuu ~rnit i t v t lie’ (n npm ic ’t c i t  cc ’ 1 i a t ’ t I v i ’ h m : t r g m u  ( r i l i n g  nit t b nc ’  w m l g a s  c i i

t i nt ’ tiers - i rid c i t  lne ’r 1uuim I i t ’ amp I eiv t ’e ’S - 
‘(‘lie st in t 1 l as , In  gt ’nemmt I , t lci n t c c  cx—

p 1 i i ’ i t  Iv c’cmnmn pmi mc ’ tine ’ r e  I at ~ve ’ wmlgc’ at ’ I at ’ t a a t pub li t ’ mi nd pm ivu l C a  C lin t) I t ive’cs

cii i  i o n s .  Cl miss S I / c ’ i a t h t i ’ t i n t !  v n n t mn l — wmn g e  b u n rg ,I  I n i  ng i t  ann e ’xu r n m nin i e d  f o r

a i d  li en’ a , in tel C In is i t  cnn was tin lv I lives t I gnn t at ! i n  two  at  cud it ’s . One’ c i t  t lie’

i n n  t i  ~‘r two c’f f t i r t s  , n i t  Sc m , :lt te ’mpt i ’(i  Cci  i flt ’o r p t i r m i t  e’ I cic m i l sc’in cmc m l ci Istr i t ’

hit ut lt~c ’t s i n n  ,u me ’ I a tctl t mu ut t- emme ’ . On t i n t ’ whc m I e’ , t l i t ’re ’ (a  mu gan’ne ’rnn 1 1 mrc ’k o I

amp ir  l t ’,l i I intl ings  r e ’l at c ’d  to non—w age tnutc cmnl e o of teachers ’ negci t ( m I t  he m s.

Tint ’ e ’acuiomet n’ I c  V i c e ’ thete’rmlrna t I tin flutltle’ is mire the most sop hnist i a r t  cxl

at  intl it ’s - }heiwev e’r , t h1e’ re ’ ore’ ~u nu innib er cml t’cinc ’ e ’t) t tint I , t’fiip in ’ taur 1 , mnn cl flit’ t l i t ” t l ’—

c i i  tm g i cur  I I lroh 1 ems ranimn inning m rs t he se ’  m o d e’ 1 a a r a at  i ll  i ’V t  lv i  ng . Her a ininp cm r—

nu t I v 
* 

f iR ms  C c m l  t i n e  c ’ rue ’ ( m l  I n io n— wmng i ’  pe I i  cv i s  Sl i t ’S h’iave’ rio t heen st u d  I ad in

, i  svst emmn t i t ’ e’mp ii’ i emn l rnm nn in ic r

\-.Ac : h - DE’I’E RM I NATION ~t i n I l l : I  -

F i i t ~ W ,lg, t’ dct  e’flhl i i i i  C I t i n i  m d m c l t ’ I s  t n S c ’eh ill \‘ I F i t ii i S at tn ~l I as C c ’  ,nt ’cc ’ui nt

I cmr tin i on I ~,n t (tills ’ a I ft ’~’ to  o re’ s (ni i i n u n  r i i i  t I c  a I gni ante ! t ilt ’ t hoetti h t cg v  . A I t

,ura t’riisa’-sc ’t’t ic mn ui l , u n m a n  Iv using pul m i i s l n c ’ cl t t c ’ . i t  , s t a t e ’ , intl f ae i e ’ r m r l

d O C - u , u n i t i n t  records mind r e ’pc lrt  s f r t m m  m in i Ic  i~m mn 1 n u a a t i t ’ I mut (tints . Thna i’t’cmllci—

unnat mit ’ models :n re’ bntse ’d cm eat jnn;itc’d miii  I t  I p lc ’ rag r , ’ss 1cm J i m i  rnume t c ’r s  to

uSc ’ e’r C ,n in hne’ p a r C  1, 1 1 c ’ t t c’c’ t a t i C  11,1 101) at i’e’ntgt In , I u nhi c i u ’ nina rke’t c ’emi-ntl it I anna

puhi t I t ’ f i n n in n t ’ c ’ , , urnd t i t l t t ’ i ’  sea i t m c ’ t ’ d i n n c i n i n ( c ’ , pc ’1 it ( t i  I , mi d I eg,u I

paper by Umrnime mtne sh [ I : ’  I devc’ I imps  ,u nu d e’ 1 and ern p i r  ica l i v  ti’s to
t ine ’  I m p m u t ’ t of non— e’ c luu c :i t l e mna 1 (b u ns  dr iver s  , b ui Cii i  ing t r ade’s , and a iii ix c ’t ~
t i e ’ c’ct p mn t ions ) pub l i t ’ e’mp 1 tivees ‘ nuT t ins t .tlmll n r r t ’d Cci a Inn i i  ml r urn ion i ze’d wtirke’rs
in  Chic ’ pr iva C e ’ a ca C d r  . Th e’ t i m t n t’ I pun ! I’ i ntl I ng is Clin t  C p u b l i c  tint (t ins  n n p p m n t’—

en r i  v dci not hmnve’ 1 i~ rca C or in  f 1 i tch ’ a on w ;ngt ’ s t h a n  imr iva C e ’ unions. The
au nt I vs  Es elf bu s cm ie ’ e’m s t i l t !  l ute! i ca t  e ’ ,‘n a l l  ght Iv lu i r g e’r Emp m nc t of I — i  ~ pu ’r —

e ’ e’ni t  wi tin nc m mcmi su i r ;n h  I e d i f f  e’re ’ni c a I’ d i r  t lie’ cit l i en twa ’ srtmp te nt .
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,‘~ i , iu , l , C ,‘n’ ( ‘; t I c ’ -; i l n ’ c ’ n i  s i t ’, ,’ ‘ n i t t I c ’n ~n c ’ n n t  in , I ‘t i ne ’ l i i t c c h , ’ I s  l I e ’ t a i l  h u n t ~‘d C c c l  0

c i i  n e t  v c c !  c ’ c ’V , ’ t ; i n ’ i , - i i t , l t  t i n i l t ~~ , c u t  C ,‘ l c ’nl t t i c ’ ctC’,i t ( t W i t  c ’ , i t c ’~ ’ c t  t a n ; , , u u l u t  a

m m m i m t - m -  c i t  1 ’ ,’ ,’ an t  c’aan a . I In c  ,‘, r c i t  111,1 (01  n C v  c i t  t h t ’,’ st  nei l c ’S , i  I c ’ I c ’i ’ C t ’,ie ’ hm , ’r

e5’ i t h i  ( h a  u’ , ’t n i . i  ( islet di i i  I i i , ’ ts’l  t i n  u i n i ( C c ’l ’lil e ’th a, ’t ’ v ~t ’ e’S 1, 1 i i  c in ch  ,iiid ‘t i 1 I c e ’l i it ’ i t l

I ’ , ’i C he ’ p t u m ; ’ t ’’;~’ cit tin is ;i ,~p~’n’ , C hue ’ pr i i i , ’ i i’, i I  C m i d I r n t ~n n t i C  t h l t ’ S c ’ n u t  n u t  b i n ;

i n c  m’ c ’ . m a , ’ n i , m h m i v  i’ci rt sl’;t t i n t  - et un ii ,i l n n i i c - , ’ , t i n e ’ ‘ ; t t n c i j c ’s iri ~h !e ’, n t, ’ t h n , it t l tin if l i ’,

C h i t ’  p~n ’-u t dec id e ’ ( l ’ i n i ( t -  l~ i ‘ I

o e e l  1 c a t  ic’ t ’ ?i , i n - c , i  i i i  I i n i ~ i m n  t i n t ’ 1m u h l  I t ’ S c ’ c ’ t d m l ’ h i m m s  I i  la i d mc’ l i t  iv ,’
Cv ,~ ‘ ; nn , i  I I ,i m ’i c ’ u n n n t

c c ‘i i , ’ e x i s t  ,‘n r c a ~‘i t c it ’ n n n , i I  ~ I t ’ i a i  I ‘I h i , u n ’ i~, m i m i i m i c ~ , i l ie l  c en t  n ’, i c t c n o l

‘1 ec ’ t ’d u i r e ’s , i i c ’t  m c I ’ , ’ lv ( lie ‘t ’ c ’a i ’ l n t ’ c ’ at  t e’m c c i i e ’n ’s ’ c u n n i c lu r o ,

~~t’ c ’e h l u c ’ c a  t l ~ I ;  a t  C c c  t -

c i I , l h i c i i ’  ‘1,1 t’~~c ’ C  an~l e ’, ’ d l m t t mlli  i t ’ e’ c i l t c l  I t I c ’iln ; ni l ’,’ llie i l ’e’ Hi t’,nl I t i t ’ , i n i t

C h i , u n i  r u n t  ( a n n  I ,- ,m C I n u n  -

l ’hnt ’~~c ’ r - e ’a t n l t n-n or ,’ v,n I Cd C ar ,i v ,rn - je t v c ii ~‘t ’ve ’n’ niiue ’nit , iI I c n r ’ i och ( c t  la na ,u i id

ci I t C e ’i’ a n t t  1 m t u h t  it ’ Sc ’l ’ V I c c ’ S .  l I l t ’ nra t a m ’  ~ C t i ~l 1, 5  ,i i t ’ 5 i i l U i ~i , i i ’ i , ’~’d l i t  t i m e ’ ,‘\p lm c’udi I N

l i v  t i n r i ’e ’ c ’ t ill flu i c i l l  di l mnm c ’ i i S l , m l t S  : (1 ~~F lil a l i m ,i 1 I i i i ~l i n i g s , ( , ‘
~ 

n ’ t ’se ’, i r c l i  t ie’s j a i l ,

,i un e l ( 1 i’ m- i , l , ’ I s~i , ’~ ’ j lt ’, i  t I c ’ n m  ,u  t i c1 1111 111 Ic  n , c ’ i t ’  I ~‘ c ’ n ; or Intl lad

t t , ’s t c ’ I SI i e ’c ’ I C  I c - I  I l o l l

l i n e ’ a t , i t  1st i c , i l  uii~~tle ’ l n ;  ,i r , ’ C c i n ’ i n i c n l , l t a e i  ,n s  , m I i r ne . rn -  m c n l t  (p l c ’ i’ ,’ t~n a s a l e m n l

t ’q nnn i  t ( t i lt c ’ t  t h u e S i t ’ I I c ’W I ni ;~ g,e’nri ’l ’.I I m ’ ’d cit ’ c ’cI ‘ t 0 l’m

W , n , ~c ’n ; t (I ,ui ’ ,’m - ‘i, ni ’kt ’t ,inel t c d ’ c m n i c l t l n (a e’ im n i ef I t  i c m n n n ;  , peub I i ’,

I i n s u n i ~’ a t’OI ’ i  , u h m  I e ’S , de ’niic i n ’, t’ , t 1 i h i  i t  ~‘h , ui’ nic ’ t c ’i’ i St l c ’ S

l i i i  I t ’ll  I ‘ i t  i c ’n . ,irlti c i t  li en’ nit i Sc ’ a 1 1, 1 lh’ i’tus  C ,uc t a t ’ n ; ( 1

t
\ ,l  c ’V a l ’ \’ I t ’s’ c i t  t he’ e lo ss  I~’ i l  c ’~’ t ’ m n t ’ n ’ m I t ’ t hn e ’em r v  l isp 1 ic i t  l v  uln i c l e ’ t ’ t V  t r ig

ii , ’ ‘;c ’ mei c! t ’ 1 a an t l i e ’ ci ama nil a j i l t ’ c~’, n in c l i  -t c ’ 1 1 5 5  t~J n ’ ag~trt ! I ng pub 1 Cc o, ’c t en’
e’c ’l h a t ’ t ly e  h ,u r c ~, n j u l  nic ~ t n t  Sac ’ t i t in l i i

‘ I n  ae impe’t it lye e’qu 1 1 ( h r  (cum in , t i n e ’ c l c ’ i n , u r n & h  s’, i c ~ e ’ l1~~I ) at  C e r t ’ei by 
• s, rv •

. n oc h t e m i i 1 ho ur tel ~ n ieI t i n t ’ st ipp I v wunga ~\s’ a ,rc a a pt  cdi l iv t hn e C tale’ hne ’r s ’ t u i t i o n
,i n’ t ’ t tIt ’in t ( c ’ ,i  I .  i’hn ls t , i a t  c~o t u i h m l b Ites C hic ’ t’uneimnme’nt mit t o t  i c ’n i , n l e  C or ,u

I ug I a  c d l i i i C (c i i i  I ~‘~C i i ~’~’d C t’ti l ni wage’ dat c n n  I n t , u  t ( t i nt m e d a l  -

-- - -  
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A n a l c - t t e ’ t l  l y  t I n e  s t , n n n u l a r d  l i n ea r  mt m d t ,’l i s  c ’S t  Lmate’ul C d iF  a s n m n i ( m l a  cii

s tun t’ N and may he expressed Cv Eq . (21.

W
i 

+ H + (2 )

i I , N

Where:

W . = depent ient  ~‘ mr m’ imible ’  nneaseir ing ( t e a c h e r s’)

wages t ’ cm r C lie ’ 1t h i emhsa rva t  b i t  (a d i s t r i c t)

X~ 1 . X , , ,  - . - ,  X .  = p—set of independent or exp lanatory variables

for the i observa t ion . As an example ,

1) X I I  can measu re a labor m a r k e t  C o a t  d i r ,

say , prevailing wage for similar pr ivate

sector emp loymen t

2)  X 1.) is ni publ ic f inance variable , say ,

total expenditure per punpil

and so on

B 1 = in t e r c e p t  or c a u r s t m n r l t  te ’mn u

B1, H , ,~~~~~~ ., B~ 
= C m — s e t of  1 l In e a r  t’c i c l t  i c i u ’nts  .is~~t i u ’ inu C ed

w i t h  e’ni c ,’ In e’xp lmina t d r y  v a r  t ab  Ia C o  measu re

its effects tln wages

= att ic ’ l i , i  s~~ I c ’ d im t’mrr ieii m m cm mu i r t er m  f u r  t lie

1t h i  obse rva t ion

If each variable is stochast icall y and linea rl y independen t and

all variables are measured in the same tinits , say dollars , t h e m  the

magnitude of the est imated a~ ’ai t i ci ent s represent the r elative impor-

tance of the related explanator y variable. However , if the exp lanatory

variables are measured in differen t units , as is generally the case ,

the size of the regression e’tieff Ic ten t nin ic ’ not i n c h I ’, ’ m r t e ’ t h e

-

~ 

~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



—

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Pd

:~ /~

reia t lye’ i m p o r t a n c e ’  a t ’ an e”xp l o m it  er v  I at-Cot. The r o e f f ’ i c - len t  ‘s

v a l ue  can he changed by merely us ing  ano the r  u n i t  or dimension to

mea sure the independent  var i ab l e ’ . I

The st a t i s t i c a l  s i g n i f i c m n n t ’e of C u e  coefficient is measured by

the value of i ts  asset ’ ia tet l  t— s t a t i s t  Ic. The usual  s t a t i s t i c a l  test

determ ines if t h e es t ima ted  va lue  of tire c oefficient is di f feren t

f rom zero, i.e., if the explana tory fac tor contributes to the deter—

m i n a t  ion cu wages .  G e n e r a l ly , in  the  wage d e t e r m i n a t i o n  mode l s

t In c  ~h i  rc ’a t I on .nntl nii~ngn it tid e’ c i i  C lie u ’x iu I n u n m u t  cry var i nib I t ’ ‘5 e’ f fee C ruin

he’ n n s t ’ e ’ r t ui in e d  by th e ’ n e ’Er e s s i on  cu ’n e f f  i t ’  l e n t .

A few st, uuuh ie s u’s t i ma te  a si nnu l C urr r eous sys tem of structural

(‘(plo t 1 tillS . Aii~ 1 t ’t ft ’a  11 y ,  t i r e  a t  ucl ics use t h e  same 1 tr t e ’u nr odd i t  by e

tune’ t, i ctnal fo mis to rap resen t t I n e  mode is - I f  two var  jab] u ’s nn rc ’

l iv h m u m t Ine ’s  i ze’d t ii he’ tIe C erm i ne d  o l i n  C ly inn a cutils~t I cur bchavior’ ui I manna  r

s ic’ , t amn c ’h u e  rs ‘ so I a n ’  It ’s mi n d  c l a s s  Si zc’ , then into re tlnan one’ equat (on is

r e’c ~t u i re’ti to nnc de’ 1 t in is re lot  ionsli ij) , mIS shown i n n  Eq . (3) mind Eq. (4)

‘I ’ c ’ m t t ’ lie’ ma ‘ wage’s = I’ (a I ass 5 1 Z(’ , hI t I on i Zc’i t i t in t  , d)  t h e  r fu n  c’ Cc i r s )  (‘I)

ci miss  a i n  ~‘ = f., ( tc ’mi t - h n e’ ma ’ wag e’s , tin ion I zat i tint , n nn mt h ie ’  r Sc’ t

of fat ’ t,ors) (4 )

‘huit ’ emj m i r i c a l  at  udie ’ s use t h e  same h n n s i  e at mnt  i s t  h-al m e t l n u m d o  logy

(sonic’ fem rnmi t i C ’ regress ion mimi I vs Is); however , t lnerc ’  n nre  i m p o r t a n t t e ’ t ’h t —

It I e m i l  V . u ri - u t i OhS 10 em i t ’ In inn at e’ I , st i r  I n as , t lie clt ’p entb t ’u i t vn n r I oh 1

m e n u s t i r i n g  wages , samples , t h e  in c l u s i c i r u  of certain independent variables

and how they are measured , and the es t imat ion of reduced or s truc tural

equations.

1
One m a t i roc l  to  s t a t i s t  it ’ al ]y  n on — ul in ens ionn t l i ze a v a r i a b l e  is to

stmnntlardize its mi’urn tel zero and i t s  variance tu m t r n i t y .  Tine s o — c a l l e d
Ik’ta c o e f f  it ’ ients t h at u nr e  u’st m a ted by o rd inary  l eas t  square  (OI ,S)
regr e’ssion are ’ an in d i e n i t  ion o f  t h e  v,’iri ,-nb ,les p r o p o r t i o n  of the van —
ance in the de penden t vun r lab le expi a m e d

—~~~~~~~~_“ - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ —~
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The la tter measure is probably the more accurate indication of the public

employees ’ alterna tive private sector wage .

~~
al
~~L of Labor Supply. If one assumes that the labor fc rec ’ Is not

homogeneous , then cer tain measures of human capital should indicate , in

some br oad sense, the quality of the labor pool. More importantl y, most

public teachers ’ salary scales are based solely on experience and level of
education.

Two measures were used to control for teacher quality

o teachers ’ length of service ,
1 and

o proportion of teachers with advanced degrees.
2

Public Finance and Demographic Variables. There are several rationales

given for the inclusion in wage determination models of a municipality ’s or
a school district ’s ability or willingness to pay for public services.
Using classical consumer d emand theory , various bud get levels or rate s of
taxation reflect the public ’s demand for a given service. Therefore , public
f inance—type variables may measure variations in the “quant i ty” of the pub-

lic service delivered ra ther than the difference in the input factor  costs

of a given output . This rat ionale h ighlights  a fundamental  problem of any

economic analysis of the public sector . That is, the lack of understanding

and the abi l i ty to measure output , say , the quantity (or quality) of educa-

t ion del ivered to chi ldren in the publ ic  schools.

Another obvious rationale for considering public finance variables in

a wage determination model is their values represent the relative difficulty

the unions may have in obtaining these gains . It is assumed the more

financial resources available in the district the easier it will be for

unions to raise the wages of public employees .

A related group of demographic variables such as proportion white—

collar workers , aggregate educational levels , and proportion minority are

also included . Communities having more educated , white—collar workers with

fewer minorities are hypothesize d to be willing and able to pay more for

education.

‘See Ha ll and C a r r o l l  [ 1 1 ] ,  Lipsky and Drotning [ 2 6 ) .
2
See l . ip sky and Dr o t n in g  [ 2 6 ) ,  Kasper [2 6 ) .  Chambers [4] used tine

prop ortion of elementary teachers as an indirec t measure of quali ty.

—- , 
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I ’hne ’r et ’en re , the  measures o the ability or willingness Cut pay tor educa—

t lena! se rvie ’t s  iu n ( - l u d e :

o ave rage family or per capita disposable income ;

o property tax rates or property tax base per pup il or per capita;
2

o l o c a l/ s t a t e  and/or  federal expenditures per pup il;
3 
and

o educational level , proportio n white—collar worke r , propor t ion
minority. 4

Wm i~ e’ S 1i 1 I l ove r . A uu iu n n l i r r  o t  at  tid I c’s ,i I I ode’ t c i  t h u  api I lover t ’I I c i

of run ton wage’ innc reases ten n on— un ion emp I oye’es In C hic’ snumu’ pub I La st’rv lt’ u’

or a it y mis w e l l  mis  t cm 0 tiner non—union izu’d regions . However , oul  y the’ lu t i st

met’ent studies by Chambers [4 1 and Ehrenbe rg and Gold st ein [ 7 1  n u t t e m p t  te l

oe’t ’ um tnnt f o r  s p i l l o ver  e f fu ’c t s  e x p l i c i t l y in their model formu la t it ni t  and

e’st imztt tort. Both stud ies try to measure s p il l o v e r  e f f e c t s  between ge ’cm—

gt’,i~iln I t ’ , i  l’t ’n is m u u n c l  tmc ’ c ’ii l ) mu t h u t s

Chmrm b u ’r s  [4  p rov ide s  t i r e  u mn i y mi mi I v  sis  of sjm i l l  tmv er Fa r t emi t ’ lte’ r s.

Thn is s tudy  of Cal  Ifornia school districts at tempts to  m c ’c ’ount f o r :

ci l unp urt- t of t in b euni zu’d local d [St r it ’ t s on tine wages a f ntmn—un ion I zt’d
ci i  o C r  l e t  s wi  t in t  n the  same reg I on (a t-cunty) ; mmci

cm t l i e ’ s p i l l  ovu ’r c.’ f f at ’ t wi t in in a ci is  tr I c ’ t to non—unionized teat’ hers
nnn td ,rtlm in n lot rat ors ( print - I pal s and sup~ r irn te in dent  s)

~
‘See Kasper [171 , Baird and Landon [23], Hall and Carroll t il l , Frey

[101, Ehrenberg [61, and Chambers [4].
2See Baird and Landon [23], Lipsky and Drotning [261, Frey (10],

Schmenner [351 , and Ehrenberg [6).
3See Kasper [17], Baird and Landon [23], Hall and Carroll [11],

Chambers [4), Ehrenberg and Goldstein [7].
4See Ehrenberg [6], Chambers [4 ) , Ehrenberg and Goldstein [7). These

demographic variables are also incorporated to reflect the non—pecuniary
attractiveness of employment opportunities across school districts on the
supp ly side.

‘Eh re’iitui’ rg i~~el G t i l t l s t t ’ l rn [ 7  mr c ’ e ’ o n u n t t  I or spi I lov er  at  I e at  a h t ’twee n t (I)
n t o n — e d i i e u n t  I i i r i n i  I puim I (c~ e’mp l ovoea mtnel ( _~ st u b t u r l man Cc i  r u n ’ b u r i n  m o n t e  I pa l i t  Ie~~.
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~~zL& i~ i t ~ i,~i c ’ t i) _~j iy ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
‘ C c ’ .m t a h r t , ’r o . Most of t he  models  cii emi t ’ Iu e ’i ’ a ‘ sal  or! c’s c’s I hnn,i t a C t in ’  I in—

e’r e’mt se ’ due E t u  1-0 li eu ’ t lye h u r g m r  iu ’e lnng  t cm he oem ninc ir e t tu rn 5 pe’r c ’ e ’nt t i t  e ’X L O t

intg ant lmrrv sclnu’dti lea . However , us log a I e’ve’ii ntia~ en r a it las , Sc’ inuune’itrne ’r I I ~i I
est I ninmi t ed 12—1 4 percent , m u samp le’ cu f Cal I fo r n i a  ~0 dl str l t ’ts y te’ his 8— 17

pe ’rc’e’n t  , and in the upper  ranges of so Im iry schetiul es T i r o r n i t o u t  [4 0 1  I emu n i l  ,r

2 1 p ercen t  in c ’re ’ast ’ due to unionisuun .

Other  i lh’ Enr~~~oyees. The stud it’ S yield e’ompatab i t ’ , bert  on m i v t - r , i g t ’

h Ighnn ’r , measure’s of tunlon impac- um ut th ~ ’ so I m rr it’s c i t  f i r e ’  F i g i r t  ers  m m d

pc)l [cemen , i. a .  , 0—1 5 p e r c ent .  tIn lonlzat Ittit may have had I ass a 1 I c t  I a n t

tint ’ wage’s of all munic ipal emp loyees in tine aggregate’. ‘t’l me’rc’ Is scmme

fra gmented cv idenc e that public ’ e’linp 1 tuveas [in in ighwav , sewerage’ , san it mr t icon ,

parks mind recrea t ion , wa ter suppi v , and I ib r ar  fe’s may rta’c’ iv t’ lower’ n nu c ’ , u —

surable wage be n efits from un [cinl zm rt itm n. 2

Understa tement of th~ ‘e~~~~p~,c t - - R e~~Iona t and Local Sj m h l l o v a r
El fc’a ts for Teachers

The f i n d i n g s  of all the wage ’ eletu ’rm inmm Clan models  shou I ti h it ’ eva lnu ,u t eel

w i t h  c ’atit ion s m et ’ t hey  may have svs temmrt I t’tu 11 y uu ,t t ler e ’ a m m mi C e’d I hue’ Imim nut ’ I

c i f  pnuh l It’ sac tor aol 1cc t lye bargaining . Tb is understatement mmmv a r i s e ’

from the “ sp il  lover” e f f e c t  cm f u n i m n s  on non—union workers , wmngt’s In t lie

same governmental  servic e or a I t  y ,  and in o t in er  n e l ghhc mr  l u g  unc u t— oh  I t mn n

t - i t  Eu ’s.  This  sp i t  lover e f f e c t  can r e s u l t  In general  t c ’ n m e ’ l n t ’ r  a mi  L i r v  gnu i nn s

on mu local and regional basis , thus reduc ing tine rnteasurmrbl a d i i ’ fereni t i m i 1

between wages in the union and non—union aat’tor .

Ttn ’re mire theore ’t teal considera t Ions mis we 11 mis amp I r It-n i l cv lcIc ’in e’i’

tha t unions produce tin is external wage e f f e c t  t c ’t n on — u n !  ann I zed t e mi t ’ Inc i’s

and ti ther etlucat tona l p ersonnel. Moreover , in a given e l io t r I c ’ C tire a m m  i,u n i t ’~~

of ad m i n i s t r a t i v e  and n o n— prumf e ’ss  io nnmnl  edtuu ’m nt tona l h m e ’n ’ ocmlnn e ’ l mire ’  lun p i Ic ’ It l v

or exp licitly related to c lassroom teachers ’ salaries . Tine’ wage increase

1 5t’e Ash enfelter [2], Ehrenb erg [6), Schnnenner [‘15) .
2See Fhrenherg [7], Frenund [9), Schmenner [35).

- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ — -‘_ i~~~ _ _ _  4
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ci ,nelini i in tat n , u t  tin a wi t im In mm clii I on  I ~ e ’cI e l I o t r I c ’ I wa s c i t  t i r e ’  s.uui c’ c u i t l t ’ i  tO

i n i.ng i n I t  t i t le ’ ( 4 —  I 2 ‘~, ~ma a lass  i’acui nr I emi e ’Ire rs ( 8 — 1 7  ~ ) . ‘ l i r e ’  a 1m I I I Ovc’ u a I I at ’ t a

w i  t in Inn mu eh I s t r ! e ’t we ’r e ’ tint  a ve rage ’ not m is gre ’mit as r e gic ummul spi I laveu s 
I

‘L i m o s  , t hne se  I I n n ~ p r t iv  Ide sounte ennn p I r I e’zm 1 e’v I deuce t li m i t L l it’  m mh m s t i  t t i L t ’

wag e e ’ I f ee t e’ tmu Le t h ave re ’t luce’uI t t ie ’ cot Im m r  t e’cI wag e i u n n i mm ut ’ t c u t  t ine’ tu t h e ’ u t tie l u c ’ a

Sj I h over ~t,o, Other Pcihll c mine! l’ r l v a t  a Emnip I t cy e ’ c ’a

A ~‘Iur in re ’mrc ’t ion e’aul at- c-c ur to cit he’r pu h i  i t ’ ennp luiy ee ’ s m rs t h e y  sack

Semitic’ e’qcu IC Y or lu m i r Ity W I tin teat ’i ne’ i’s ’ wage gal ins. ‘ ‘I ’Irtis , mii i  l i n t ’ r e ’m is t ’  in

u’.ie ’ h ie ’ I ’S ‘ so 1 ,u r I c’S may resu it In an aye’ r o ll est - mnl ~m t ton at  at t i c  r ~ tu vc ’ r tnn uie’i n t n i l

tin i ts ’ parsonne’ I costs.

Many imr [vote 1 t i-ms must cotrnpetc di ret -C I y wE thu educ m rt ie u in n i I mu lti at  lu -i ’

pub l i e ’ emp love ’rs for a q u a l i f i e d  l ah cmr su~m p I v .  ‘t’irat Is , f t  tcmu -trc ’rs mind

cit her pub lie emp loyees inave more bargmn tinting power tinan tine’ I r e’oun t e r h m ,ul ’ t s

In the  pr [vote set’ tar , ttnerc mmry be an tnt ’ lo t icmmn ary t ru ’itd l i t  wages I In r o t i g h —

otit tine’ entire ’ economy . C [vein that teat-tiers antI u m tl n e’r u’ uiut ’m mt  l c iin mnl Im er sen nnr e ’  I

cennpr foe the’ m l  rges t o mug  Ic gr oup at ’ pill) l i e  annu l’ I eiye ’e’S * I Ire ’ ru’ hi ,is been no

~i t  t empt  Ce) emp lr I t a lly mode’! tine ru ’lat ive cur m rb seul ut e wage’ c i t  u’u’ ts  at ’ union—

I ,~etI t eat-hera wit in o Inn I I or pr I v m i t  c’ see’ t cur ciii j e S t  din ’ n o u n — m o n  I c l i i  e’nt p I ove n -a

lnmu 1 i mi c ’ I c ii
’ 1? in I c O n Ac ’ t Iv  i t  v

ScOlk ’ weak cv I c i c ’ut e ’ c ’ e x i 5 t ~~ I l i m i t  t i n t  i c o n  ot  i c i n g  I In is uni ( ’, i n -n n r  reel lm~’ a i t  ie ’a

where ’  metr e’ t tur n 50 pert-ent at mml i pub lit ’ cmii l c ive ’ e ’s , i r e ’ t i i t j euun j ~ e ’eI t’ompareti

to c i t  it’s wit h less unIonization experienne’e’ I n n e’ r t ’ ,n se’cI w e e k l y  w m u g n ’s ( , i h i t c n u t  $7

worker) [ 51 . Also , the lega l t u r  s t a t u t cu r y  r i ght  cml ’ ml u n n l e i n 1cm ne g tu —

[[ate ant! produc a a I ormmr I c’tm flt rat’t does appear  t a lie s I gui i t  l e an t  1 y re’ 1m m 1 e’d

to  I tic ’ re’nust ’d wmrg e ’ s In nines 1 s tuud leo . Uawcvt’ r , m eers tmr u ’s cut ’ ciii I tin mmc I Lv i  t y

t See Cl n mmm h e ’rs 14

~Et nr eunh t ’rg  annul Co I tis t a I n t  [ 7 1  zn c -e ’c u n i u i t  I c u i ’  a l l  I I I  t m v t ’n ’ at ’ I cc ’ t s ~nlnu ’ng I t t m n —
t’(Iiic ’mit l on m t  I h u b  I i t ’ e’mim I emvees , mind bet wean snibnui ’iumr ii I ci u u i ’h u m n n i  n n nu rn I t ’ 11m m 1 it I c a n

‘t’Ine’ scuhun —humin n wmm ge’ l eve l  s tend t a e’mn n’r v cive ’ F t em a c ’u t I i n n  I e ’ I t v enn im t c u  V c ’c ’ a

L u n o t  t’mmel cu t ’ vlc ’e’ v en ’ s m i .  ‘t ’i n c ’re We ’r e ’ s i gu l I l a n r i t t  a n u h m n u t ’ h u m r u n  I d  n u r ’ h i , n u r  ap  i i  l t ’ V c ’i
all c - c t  o [I - - t) ’” 1 . ‘I’m i ot ruth’ n i l  u t c ’ u n — e eI t ic ’,i  t I cmnn ,u I Im e ’i’stuitnt ’ I i~~cl I c i t  cci t I n t ’ l , ’
was ii ‘ma ( n t l u c c l ’ t  aunt t i t t  e ’r—oc aunj mmn t laura I wage s1m(l lcuvei ’ 18 — ,‘S’:, I

C Se e’ Eu r e’nhc r g ( 6 I , i,~tndt tni ( 2 I I  , mim e! ‘l ine nt taut 140 I - Sc hnmc’nmie n ( C u  I
i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  tine impact of t I n e ’  collet- t Eve’ bargaimnl iig can t  rae-I Is ru nt ’ t e a t

However , ther e ’ mi re imt ’ ethle ’m o e~~i mu It i c e m i l  I un e ’ mu r  i t  y mind lin t ci  . i c ’ t i tins tm i ’t ’ ,i t is t ’
h un t in on ton  o l  ‘c ’ ninth I emrm a I lm m nr g a I n n i n g  e ’atn t ro e ’ t o ire ’ used u s c ’xp I , n r n , i t  c ’ l V
t ,li ’te )t ’ s

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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S u c h  as number  nil  ot r ike’s * pum l i t  I e ’n m 1 n ut ’ L i v  i sm , compulsory  or b  I trot i emit , and

lega l smmfl e ’t  j oins aga ins t b a r g a i n i n g  In ad no s t a t i s t  i t ’n i l ly  signi fican t at fe e t

on wages [51 . Therefore , just tine presence of public emp loyees ’ orga niza—

C l a n s  cur un ions  without some legal or s t r u c t u r e d  i u m s t i t u t i o n a l  t rmime�work

m i j i p i i ’ e ’u i l  ly may not  have a th ree t and measurab le  effe ct out wages . Apparently,

gov crn ment tm i  I r ccogn i  t i t m n cml a sing le un ion as t ime ba rgaining uni t and the

si gning 01’ a forma l contr ac t along wit h all the contributing legal , politi-

cal , historical , and social laciors this represent are the most  importmmnt

measure of a u n i o n ’s influence on wages .

[ni ~p m n c  I of 1,m i lm or Ma r’ke’t~ I -e ’nuni onni c ~~ n itIi t i o,,nis ,_ Publ ic ’ F i n m i i i c a ,
m i nd I ) t ’mcug r ,m n j m h t i t ’ V m i r i m r l m l e’a

M o a t  a t c u e l  lea jot ’ (tide ’ a in n i rn ihu ’r  c u f  I a h u o r  rnra rkc ’ t v a r i n u h u l e a  m i n d  c u t  I u e ’n ~

f a t - t eu rs  C o c’eu unt reu l t’cmr C l u e  I r c’ f I  ea t  curt wmr~~e’s - The’sc’ a xp l m u i i z i t  t ’ t ’ \’ v a r  i m u i m l e’s

I nt’ 1 od e’

em e- cmm lm n n r mmb i t ’ wmmge’ op peur tun i t  i e~a in n t hit ’ pr iva C e ’ sec t e)r mu net
( cur  ot ln u ’r  pubi Ic emp loyees;

ti re’g i tuna I n~~tt! I cue ’;) 1 tmncmp loynnent 1 i ’Vu’ is;

c i ni re il i mm f ;um i i  v t l i  spos ’ub I e ‘Incomes;

a piuhi Ic f m m m cc v a r i a b l e s — — p r o p e r tY  nisoe ’ssmeit t , t a x  ra Cc ’s ,
pro party m i x  ( I  nd cu o t  r I n i l  , cem mmerc i mu I , F e’S I dent int l ) ; m ind

cm em t ln er  de ’meugrap h le -  v a r i m n h  lu ’ s  t i nm i t  mmd ~ e’nrt e a a it y  ‘s a im i I i t v
or dc’s ire t cu  generate itoH Ic r evenues

One or more of these labor marke t and public finance type variables ar e
uniformly important in all of the studies surveyed . The most significant

and consis tent market effect on the wage of public employees is the com-

parable prevailing wage in the pr Ivate sector. Its inclusion reduces

drama tically variations in unionization ’s e f fec t s on public emp loyees ’

wages.

Several studies incorporate measures of the effects of public employ-

ers ’ monopsony power in large metropoli tan areas and small isolated cities.

‘As measur ed by the assoc’i ;rted t- em c ’ff je ’ien t s t— st a t lst It ’s .

______________ ___________________ ____________



1~

‘l’he’ r ’su It a ‘ l i e ’ un c ut e’oflc ’ 1 u s  ly e ’  , hut there’ is cv [deuce’ t ( inn t lie mouncm p soniv

e’t’ fee t may he’ Import an t In the’ market for teacirers .~
’ ‘l’eachic ’rs ’ n-n m i I aries

almp c’ar to he lower wh ere sctnoe m l districts art’ few mind/or isolated , mmel

larger in the  metropo l [tan areas and where t I n e r t ’ u F t ’ many  n-nt ni , u I I di al r I c t

compe ting for teac hers (221 .~

NON-WAG E STill) I ES

All the wage models foc u sed on direc t money income (wages and salaries)

and essentially neglected non—wage benefits. Yet , the  amount of f r i n g e

b e n e f i t s  has been t r ad i t iona l ly  hi gh fo r  publ ic  teachers. 3 Al sum , tem rchers

(as well as other public employees)
4 might prefer to trade—off some direct

pec uniary benefi ts for more sa t isfying working condi t ions suc h as smalle r
clas u~room sizes , grea ter job sec urity, disciplinary proc edures , and parti-

cipation in curricul um and textbook selection . Collective bargaining b y

teachers has often extended beyond wages to either conditions of employment.

Cer tain trad e—offs between wage and non—wage bene Fits should enter Into

teachers ’ negot ia t ions ;  for  examp le , teachers may be wi l l ing to t r a d e  c u f f

leisure t ime (up to a cer ta in  point)  for increased wages.

Class Size Models

Any est imated impact of bargaining on salaries and classroom size’ is

the net effect of two opposing teacher supp ly and demand fac tors. First ,

incr easing the wages of t eachers by collec tive bargaining should redt nae -

‘See Ehrenberg and Golds tein [71, Baird and Landon [ 2 2 1 ,  Sch imei in er [3 5 1.
Thorn ton’s [401 commen t argues that the monopsony effect appears insi gn if i—
can t on teachers ’ salaries,

2The two studies on fire fighters report th at the union effect on both
wages and hours worked are grea ter En the smaller munici pal i t ies than i n
the large metropolitan areas.

3These fringe benefits include: retirement and pension plans ; paid
vacation and holidays; paid sick and other leaves of absence; ttealtln and
medical benefits , etc .

4
The two studies b y Ashenfel ter (21 and Ehrenberg [61 of fire fig h ters

found that unionization reduced the number of hours worked and also f~m , ’n’ e ’,m nmt ’:’

wages. The results indicated that fire f i ghters ’ unions sh o r t en  w o r k i n g
hours up to 9 percent wi th  an equivalent  maximum increase in h ourly wages
of 18 percent. Given that only single equa tion reduced form models were
es t ima ted , it ’s doubt ful that the sign of the coeff ic ien ts would ch ange even
if the studies had used a more appro priate structural mode l . 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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the’ demand ta r t eachers , i.e. . increase class size . However , larg e’ e l a s s e ’a

are’ g e n e r a l ly  re gard ed as undesirable employmen t c ondi t ions by rank—au nd—

l i 1 c~ t~ ’ m m e ’ hn e r s .  T h n e r t ’ f c u r e , ann increase in bargai n ing power may includ e ’ a

demaund for smaller classes , increasing the demand for te’;mt- hie ’ra. Emp i ritm i l l y

the m et result of these two bargaining forces would be observed ,

Only t he  stud i c’s by H a l l  and Car ro l l  [llJ and Chambers (4J attempt to

simtiltaneously model the trade—off between class size and wages in ba rgain -

ing  contracts. ’ Unfortunately, In Chambers ’ study class size was not mu

legiti mate hargaini mm g i tem for California districts ; and col le ctiv e bargain—

ing was found not to be a significant determinant of class si/u ’ . However ,

in Flail and Carr oll’s stud y of school dis tr ic t s in Cook Count y (Chicago ar ea)
class size was a legitimate bargaining matter . Collective bargaining in

the Cook County study had a weak but significant influence b y Increasing

class size. Bo th studies indicate that independent of union izm m t iemnl c’t fe irt s ,

school boards are offerin g larger salaries for increased class size’ mmmnd

that teachers are accepting the offer.

M u l t Ua t er a ~ Barga ini~~~Mod el s

Only one stud y of fire fighters has attempted to develop muit t i test

empiricall y a q u a n t i t a t i v e  model t ha t  r e f l e c t s  a composite ’ index cut v mn i’ i cutis

wage mnnd non—wage n e g o t iat e d  It ems . (See Kacinan and W ine e ler  [ i t ) 1 . )  .\

s e r i e s  c)f a r t i c l e s  have tested a th e ’cmry of m u l t i l a t e r a l  b m n r g , u l n i r n g  at t he’

local  level f o r  f i r emen  (see Kochan [20 , 2 1 1) .  Empi r i ca l  t e s t s  ~m re’ i’ini ac ’t l

on a s i n g l e  data  set us ing  a ques t ionna i re  survey of negot l at c u r s  mnn el c u t  her

pub l i c  o f f i c i a l s  in 228 c it i e s  and in 42 state’s wheru’ thierc’ Is forma l (u,i r --

gaining w ith f ire f ighters. Unfortunately, tine depende’nt va rimi bl e ’ is a

composite index of all items successfully negotiated by eachn uniorn samju i ed .

A series of articles by Kochan [20 , 21 1 us ing the same d a t a  set have  tc ’~~t e ’el

emp i r i c a l ly  a thee mr v  of m u l ti l a t e r al  b a r g a i n i n g  r e f l e c t i n g  the  f r a t ’t l c mn —

m u ! izu ” d  management  a ut h o r i ty  for  f i r e ’  f i g h t  cr5. These’ Inv e s t  I gmu t l i mi t s  u a e ’

the degree of multilateral bargaining at the local level as the dependent

variable and the maim f indings are that:

othe r studies of teachers ’ wages ra ther dubiously included pupil-
teacher ratios as an independent (exogenous) variable. The rationale was
tha t average class size and total district size reflect the level of prod uc-
tivity or quantity of educational output in the demand side . (See Thornton
[4J and Lipsky and Drotning (26].

,_~~~~~~~~~~,. -- ‘~~~~~~~~~
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o F’r mi i~uune ’u m t c c l  l uc m w e ~r min d ~I I ‘c’ e ’ t Sc ’ cc i i Is w i t in i n n  t Inc p it h I i t  ~;u t c u t

f l n . u u i m u g e ’nu i e ’u nt  t e ’mluu i I emiu ls  to lint cn u i .i I c o u n t  I i t ’ t . j im ; i u t  u’r uu m u 1
ut u ~u u n m u c e ’uuut ’ t m t  t c ’ult I i c ’t  , I n n  t t u r i n , i t Iic i u c u ~~t i nuu 1 m ’n t u n it d l  F c c
c let  c ’i i in I n a u n t  c~~l unun I t I i  n t  , ‘r .u  I hmu r cm u In n ! t ic ’, .

, u I ! nn I c i i i  1m c u I i t  I c u  I ~u r ’ e ’asuu r c ’a .c n iu l c m i i  e u u n uie’gc’ t I m i t i c u u i  t ~uc t I c~~- I i u ~’ c

cl~ r et ’ I c ’ I t  Oc ’ t a c u l l  h u c i  tin lint e’r 0mm I c ’ out I ( c t  aunt t ut u I t  I l i t  c r i

tu arj ’,mu inn lung.

ci T he ’ pr Iuumut’ v c ’m nus z n  I e l i  ret ’ t I ciii c ut tint’ vm nr I zulu I ~‘a jun t h e ’  inside ’ I I s
I rumm t l i e ’ lot e’rgcuv e ’rtunne ’un t m u !  t ’cun I I I c t  s tag e ’  t c c t ine ’ 1mm I t  I I a t  u’ rm i I
ha n g . m  I in l ug  s I  
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‘ t h i s  l u ; i l u c~ u ’ has r’v ’, ul ccl .u l a ck  ci t  q u z u n n i  I t , i t  l y e ’  m i d  sy st  e ’u i , i t  i t ’ e cuu l u  ( F  I—

I r t ’s ’ . u n ’ c ’ I i out  un n c u a t  ~u t  t i m e ’ i u u u j m o r t  ~u i nt  nuem n i — w m igc  I saute’s t c ~~t i i  t’c ) t i t  I tl~ P° 1 lc ’v— -

u u , u k c ’ u ~~; c e inc  t ’ i l l t ’cI w (t in cci I I t ’c t  ly e ’ l u m n r g m n  in ins’, Imv t c ’ , uc ’ l i ~’n ’s . ‘t h e  ,u ~~’ c ’ r m s j u t ’ l iii I un g

isa c ’t ’ i t  v ~~ t ine ’ e ’ui i lm i t ’ j ~‘.m I st mid it ’s hz~~ u ’ t cu e ’ t ua e ’ tI 
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The Educational Process~~ tiated Educ at ional Policy

The only  educa t iona l  po l icy  m a t t e r  or so—cal led  n e g o t iat e d  work-

ing cond i t ion  t h a t  has received any empir ical  s t u d y  Is s t u d e r n t — t u ’,u e h e r

ratios . The sparse evidence indicates that school boards are willing

to o f f e r  and teachers  are accepting larger class sizes fo r  increased

salaries. The impac t of col lec t ive  bargaining i t se l f  on class size is

unclear. There is weak evidence that bargaining effects class size.

However , only one emp irical study analyzed its influence where pupil—
teacher ratios was a legitimate item for negotiation . More important ,

there is no juroven re I at  b ush I p be twe’cs’n class s i ~c’ mu utd t Jut’ ed m u c z n t ion c m l

children)’ Therefore, this economic trade—off may not have a signifi-

cant effec t on, say , student achievement .
Given the professional nature of teachers , the scope of bargain—

1mg has expanded to include hours of work ; selec tion of textbooks and

other instructional materials and methods ; teacher qualifications , and

assignmen ts; disci p linary procedures and the like . There is no emp iri-

cal evidence from which one can assess the impact on the educational

cost or quality of these negotiated items that have traditionally been

considered the sole prerogative of educational management.

To the extent that collective bargaining and its outcomes are in-

creasing rank—and—file teachers ’ morale , professional presti ge , and

similar psychological employmen t factors there exists the possibility

of improved delivery of educa tional services . Many behavioral science

researchers have found that the global concept of job satisfaction re-

duces employee turnover and absenteeism. Other studies have also dis-

covered some rela tionship between satisfying work and produc tivity.

Collective bargaining in the long run may result in a more experienced ,

reliable and proficient group of teachers and consequentl y enhance the

ed ucational process. No empirical study surveyed has attempted to

examine these issues associated with the unioni zation of teachers .

“Final Repor t of the President ’s Commission in School Finance ,”

Government Printing Office , Washington , fl.C. , 1972 , p. xviii. 
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l ’~~e ’ l e t s  ( c m  li e’ I t r i n n u’ Bent ’ I i t  a ,m nnd t~
),t,~~’_r_ N o u n — W mi~~~ ( ‘cu S I a c u t  

- J’~dt i _c’_a_t_ ia~
r~ i i  p rev! emus at nid I c’S I c u e’ used emit eli t’t’C t mcuite’V w,u ge ’s w i t h  tnt , coins t e l  —

t ’i ’ ,u t  lain cit t ine ’ In’ Inge’ lmene’ I i t  ~m a t .k mu g e or other na i l—w a g e ~‘uI uc’ m u t  lana i

c O S t s .  ‘l’he’se iit ’it — s,i Ia rv iuut cuni I ,m i ’v heiie I I t s  such mis re’ t I n’e’n~,’nt and Pt’mn

a [cu t p lana , p. m id  va~’,nt  iaiis , i l i c l  hal iu l ay a  , heal  t i n  p l an s , sI  t’k leave and

tine’ l i k e ’ In ,u ve  lueen mmu j or l u t u r t  ions of pub l i c  I e’ .uc ’h ut ’  rs ‘ e’ompensat icunt .

OUt’ cant e’t’rt m u t n l v  I ly lu tu t tl e’s i ~~ t’ teachne’ra making t rmi dt ’—ot ta betweeun these

autul e’m thn e i’ mlu mn—w a ge’ heume fit s suc ’hn m is  ~
‘ I mi ss 5 l , ’t , hnc iu u’ s , a t  .i I I i en muss  I gi i—

uie ’t n t  a • cfli~u lc ’viiie ’t nt  qua ( ( I  [cat  le u t ia  , ~‘t c’ . , m i nt ! d l  j e t ’ t wage’s, Agmu li t  e c i i e ’ I (ntIs

f lu ’  empi r i c a l  Inves t  Iga t  Ions to  ,uau ’c’r t a l n t  the impact of teacher s ’ cem i let’—

t ly e’ hargainling oun the’ fringe hene f i t  p m ut ’kmug e ’ cur  mo re’ s a t i s f y i n g  work—

ling ctmmtci i t  ions t h a t  can be d i r e c t l y  r e l , n t  ccl to tine total cast uuf edu—

cat jO lt .

Multilevel-Ba ~~~~~~~~~ F nu t ’ iq~~ of Educat  ion , and the I~~~t a ry ,  Process

Cem i lec t ive b a r g a i nin g  tm v public teachers is a par t of the p o l i t i c a l —

budge tm nrv jm t ’Oe’u’Ss cit mull levels of government . A form of “mul t ilevel”
b a r g a i n i n g  s t r a t e g i es have developed refle ctim t g the hierarchical (local ,

st .i t e , anti fedc’r,ul’l sti’cu t ’t ure cml  government . S i m i l a r ly , m u l t i l a t e r a l

nego t tat (emits mi re taking pl~nc ’e’ at the local level wi tli superintendents ,

sctno uu l hu ma rds , mayors , e’ it ~ ‘ c o u n c i l s , e tc  . There fore tine t raditiona l

b i la teral pr iva t e se u’tor bargaining model does not app ly for  publ ic

teachers . TIne demands at the  local , state and federal level have in—

c’ltuded large r budget allocations fo r  educa t ion  a long w i t h  improved terms

and e’ondtt tons tm t’ e”mpl t mvm ent  in t ’ l e n ~i l ug  imens I c ’uns .iut l ret i I’t’uuit’u)t p l m u i t a ,

salary ranges , hcalttt plans , and so on . T I i e’re’ hmn ve’ bee n no quain t  ( t ~i—

t ly e  e’m p t r i ~’~i l  St U t i i e ’a t u f  t h e ’ f o r m , deg ret ’, budget i t t g i m pa c t  cur Wm tgc ’

effects of multilevel or multilateral negotiations in education)’

in many urban areas the’ assistance of teachers ’ unions by school

administrators has been solicited and gladly received to increase tax
rates and/or budge t allocations at the state’ and federal leve l for

educa tion. Teachers ’ organized ~‘ot ing blocks  mind I inane’ imt l support

1On lv  one study using a sample of California districts included
local budgets as a “dependent type” variable. See Chambers 141 . 
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have’ ,u l s em been tuseu l t cm exert P°1 i t  ical pr e’ss uire ’ fei r I c u t ’ mu I t mix r e f e ’r e ’n —

~lums , nant i u t mn t (etit  • mj t t d e’ 1 oct ( c u t ~m f  1uutu lit ’ c u t  I’ Ic jmu is it m u l l  I t’Vt ’l a c m l

govu’ rn nnk ’in t . The I’inanc’ i m u p remb h enn a c o n f r c u n t  lu g  many C u f t h e ’ nat Ion ’ s

I arge’r cit be’s h ave’ generated Inc ru ’aae ’ul p rop tusa l  a for alt e’r unmnt Vt ’ t uitd—

in g  cmf le mcm u l pu lm i I t ’ se rv ice’ s ,et tht ’ s t a t e  mint! f ed e r a l  le’ v e’ l . Public ’

see ’ t u m r cu n i e m n i i z m i t  ion mind cal le’ct lye t u m u r g a i n i n g  are  I n t t e ’gr mu I pa r t a  c u t ’

pem l it icmn l—h eidget murv prtmcesses , another procedure for pcm l it icmu i decision—

m a k i n g .  Li i  semi , t h es~’ f m u e ’t. a i ntl j c , m t c ’ t ha t. I e m n t g — r u i n  a t i ’ t i i ’U u i ’, e I  c I i , i u i c ~c ’~ ;

iul ,-l \’ c ’c ’ c ’ Cl i ’  i n n 1 c ’c ’ .u I • s t a t  i’ , mint! I e’d ei’ m u I I I t i m ein c ’ I i i u ~ c u t pul u I j e’d t i e ’ t  t t 0 0.

Resource Al b eat ions W i t h i n  I ,ocal School D i s t r i c t s  an d Arnon,~ Pubi It ’
Services

The p u b l i c  set’tor mind e d u c a t i o n  In p a r t i c u l a r  are h n i g l n l v  labor

i n t e n s i v e  e n ter p r i s e s . Pub l i c  emp loyees ’ sa la r i e s  mine 1 r e l a t e d  b e n e f i t s

comprise u s u a l ly  70 percent  of local  budgets  w i t t t  e d u c a t i o n a l  budgets

generally about half of all local revenues. Since the  l a rges t  share

of m l district ’s bud ge t is allocated for teacher s’ salaries , m n signifI-

cant increase in their salaries may be at the expense of other educa-

t ional progran~ suc h as labora tory equipment , art , athletics , etc., or

maintenance and construction of facilities. Moreove r , education may

receive a dispropor t iona te shar e of tot al munic ipal revenues anti result

In a red uction in the delivery of other public services including

hea lth, safety, t ranspor t at ion, autd so on. One fiitds no emp ir ical evi-

dence of the impac t o f collec t ive bargaining on the allocation and

‘The “b y passing” of the designated management barg a ining units
has Increased and is a result of internal conflicts between various
governme ntal authorities. Also as the scope of bargaining expands to
other non—pecuniary matters there is concern of who is cont rolling and
formulating educational policy. The multileve l and multilateral nego-
tiations and the hypothesized loss in efficiency and increased conflict
associated with it has resulted in a strong impetus to hm ave grea t er
centralization of authority in education. This proposeti increased
concentration of power is diametrically opposed to the thrust of mans’
community interest groups advocating more local control over neighbor—
hood schools In terms of s taf f ing and educa t ional pol icy . Again there
is no systematic and objective evidence from which one can reach con-
clusions with confidence concerning these issues of collective bargain-
ing’s impac t on managerial author ity and who co n t r o l s  loca l  p u b l i c

Sc m c m i i Is.
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d i s t r i b u t i o n  be’tween e d u ca t i o n  and o t h e r  p u b l i c  serv ice ’ s or  w i t i n i n  local

e d u c a t i o n a l  d i s t r i c t s .

METHODOLOGICAL 1,1 Ml TAT ION S

M ul t i co l l in e a r it v

Many of the econome t r ic  models are in the  earls ’  s t ages  of develop-

ment  and may not be soph i s t i c a t ed  enough fo r  th i s  complex problem.  One

would  t h i n k  tha t severe  m u l t i c o ll  in e a r i t v  problems may he p res e n t  s l f lc ’e

many ~ f the marke t  cone! it ions , l ega l  s t ruc  t u re  and union v m i r i a h l  ecS cmun

he e ’xpect ed to be i n t e r co r r e l a t ed. For examp le , the  mere ex i s t en c e

of comprehensive u’cu l l C C  t ive  ba rga in ing  leg i s l a t ion  may i n t ’l  uen ce

the  size and poli tical ac t ivi ty of unions , per cap ita d isposable income

a f f e c ts proper ty assessments , average class size is affected by popu-

lation of the district , and on and on . These conjectures imply redun-

dancies among the independent variables which can result in instability

(low p rec i s ion )  in the e s t i m a t e d  regression c oe f f i c i e n t s .  Those i n —

s tances  where there  are a l t e r n at i v e  a t t e m p t s  to measure the  same ~cas ic

f a c t o r s  present  no ser lc,cu s  problem since l i t t l e  in fo rma t ion  is lost by

s imply  adopt ing one measure or by combining them into  a sing le index.

However , instances of high in tercorre la t ion among measures  of corn —

cep tually  or theore t i ca l ly  d i f f e r en t  phenomena are much more troublesome .

Thus, it  is sometimes necessary to admit that  what may be conceptually

d i f f e r e n t is not emp i r ica l ly  d is t inguishable  fo r  a g iven sample

The ab ove  co n s id er at i o n s  i n f e r  a good c h a n c e  c x i  a t a  tha t e’c’rt,u [in

e x p l a n a t o ry  v a r i a b l e s  i n t e r a c t  w i t h  each ot h e r .  :\5 an t’x ,ump l t ’ , a ci tv ’s

a b i l i ty  to r a i s e’ revenues  is probab ly  mu f u n c ti o n  of the’ l cu c ’m i i  and

regionni  1a~ or mar 1~et st r u c t u r e .  cofle of these possibl o ln t o r ac t ’ iv ”

e f f e c t s  Itave been cont ro l led  fo r  by m u l t i p l i c a t i v e  model s 1’ and by strat—

if v ing t h e ’ sample , ic .’ cc’ rd ing to the  hypo t i l t ’s I zed m t  er en c ’ t lye var  i aim i t ’s .

1 ’See A s h e nf e l t e r  [ 2 ] ,  Freund [ 9 ] ,  Frey [10 1,  Lipskv mind Draining
[ 2 6 1,  Schmenner [35 1.

See Kasper [17 1; Lipskv and Drotning [261.
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Cross—Sectional Bias

Another possible understatement of union influence exists since

all of the studies are based on cross-sectiona l equilibrium analysis

when public sector bargaining was a very new and rapidly growing phenom-

ena (1960—1971). During this period , there were relatively rapid wage

gains by public employees in general (union and non—union) . Unions

have been found to be relatively less effective in obtaining wage in-

creases when there is a sharp increase in the demand for labor or during

infla tionary periods [251 .
1 

However , the rapid increase in the demand

for public school teachers appears to be declining as a result of cur—

rent population trends for school—age children . Furthermore , union

labor—management relationships were not very mature and may be drasti-

cally different in the long run. Therefore, even if the results of

the models were accurate, using the “snapshot” approach of 3ae’~;ling

only a few early years, may be too premature to serve as groJ~ a

for policy recommendations. If  the salary levels in both  ~he U f l l o c i

and non—union d i s t r ic t s  were set prior to the presence of unions , these

models could suffer from the classical cross—sectional (temporal) bias

that can result in econometric studies . The customary alternative

approach to reduce or eliminate this problem is to use lo n g i t u d i n a l

data, where government units are sampled before and after the existence

of collective bargaining.

Structural Models for Policy Analysis

Probably the most fundamental methodological issue relates to

developing structural (causal) models rather than reduced (explanatory

or predic tive ) models for policy analysis . Using reduced form models

has several limitations, particularly using cross—sectional data.

The limitations include :

o The direction of the causality cannot be ascertained .

1’Counteracting the demand effect , private sector research m di—
cates that unions typically have their greatest impact on wages during
the first years of bargaining (See Lewis (251, Rees [341).
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c ’ Th e’ re is  the ’ imo s a l b  I l i t  v at ml c ’ ‘ mi n t  e’mpar~uitt ’tmu s ft ’ e e lhm u ck e f f e c t
i x  1st I i i c ~ Pe t  ~,,,ei t c O t  1 , 1  iii ‘‘cIe ’t u t’itcIe ~in t ‘‘ .u u n el  ‘‘ l i n t i e ’pi ’;it I t ’i nt  , \‘,u I ( m u l m h c ’s.

c m :\uiv e’ haun ge ’ I n  the ’ uncle’ r Iv  I ung bt ’In ,u v to ra 1 u t ’  I m i t  I t m ns ln  t im over
t [ flit ’ . i l s i u  i l  t’~~’c t S I h n ’  t ’St  I m.i I d p.n i ,umt ’t e t a

lilt ’ s l u n g  It ’ e c h e l , I t  Ion regress I oun macit ’ L a  i u a ~~’ ort l I nmu rv I c ’ m IS  I squares

( O h s )  &‘st I m mi t  (tin prcmu’t’durt’s. A ‘ t i  ci  l i i i  i t  l ’ c ( , I es’ , u c i i , I  , ‘ c ’i ~~ , I ~~~t cmi ,ut Ie ,uat

two s imu I tant’aus i’u ’gru ’ss I emit equaL loiia ,u nd t lie paramet cr5 mu i’u’ i’s t imat  ed

by the  two st a ge l ea s t  squares  (251.51 st a t  ( a t  I t ’ ,i i  technique. The

ave rwht’ Iming ma t or It of the at t idies  ea t  I mat e’d t hn e s Im p l er  reduced form

or t ’x p l a in at er v  m e m d e l s .  These models may be tuse’d far  pr ediction or gras’s

e ’x mim iu t at  tan  em f the  e f f e c t s  of I n d iv i d u a l e’xp l an a to ry  v ar i a b l e s .  How-

ever , if one assumes :‘~~~~~~~‘ ‘~~, tha t a structural or causal  relatioun exists

hmetw een e’t ’r t a in  behavioral  outcomes or dec is Ion variables , the reduce ’c l

fu m rm model is itot gener a lizab le .  More im p o r t a n t ly , a contemporaneous

• feedimack r e l a t ionsh ip ( s i m u l t a n e i ty )  occur r ing  between two outcomes In

a causa l  manner may produce single equa t ion  models w i t h  biased and in-

consistent estimated coefficients. However , the greater Insigh t pro-

vided by a more general simul taneous equation model is reallze’d at the

expense , of ten t imes , of grea t ly increased es t ima t io n and inte rpr et a t i on
diffi culties.

Onl y three studies , all for  teachers , developed and ac tually os ti—

ma ted simultaneous structural models .
2 The original work by Kmnspe’r

[171 formula ted a recursive model between unionization and wm lge ’s. 
1

‘See Johns ton [151 for an introductory disc ussion o f sim u l t aneous
mod el estimation techniques .

2
See Kasper [17], Hall and Carroll [11] , Chamb e r s [41 .

3
A pri mary reason the recursive model was es t ima ted by Kasper ( I ’ ~

was tc m I e’ssc’n the  severe mcii t ice m i i  linea r I t  v Im r emh l ent in the Wage’ ciet cm ii u i m u —
tion model. This ratio iale is inappropri ate , simu ltaneous models anti
more specificall y two stage estimation techniques do not eliminate or
reduce the problems of mul ticoll inear ity. In fact , the ~m t’ eSt ’nt ’t ’ c u t

j c’o II m ean t v mmiv act  umi l i v  become more t remub I oseume In at rut~’ t nr a  I mtu dc ’ I a
by producing empirical identification prohle’ms .

~ - - -~~~~~~--~~~~~~~~~~ -‘- - - - - -~~ - - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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Unionization—.- Wages

That is, unionization was first estimated using OLS as a function of

several variables1’ (most notably w”ges and non—wage benefits were ex-

cluded). The predicted values of unionization for each observation are

then used as exp lanatory variables in the wage de te rmina t ion  equat ion.

Kasper [171 found a positive and significant association between in-

creased proportion of local financing of education and unionization .

This result is interpreted to imply that school districts which must

rely heavily on local funds tend to have salaries and working condi-

tions which cause more teachers to join unions . It would appear that

some measure of wages and working conditions would have been included

directl y as endogenous variables or at least as an exp lanatory factor.

Next , the Hall and Carroll [11] model included the non—wage

negotiated item , pupil—teacher ratios and wages as endogenous .

First , it was hypothesized that teachers are likely to demand

higher wages as compensation for more students per class. That is,

larger classes produce salary increases.

Class size Salaries

However, if the local school districts budget is assumed fixed ,

boards of education must increase the pupil—teacher ratio to accommo-

date demands for higher salaries. In other words, higher salaries

cause larger classes.

Salaries —.-Class Size

• 
1
The exogenous or explanatory variables include: urbanization ,

p’~oportion of teachers with substandard teaching certificates , propor—
tion of total education expenditures financed by local governments ,
proportion of elementary school teachers , and proportion of (non—agri-
cultural) labor force unionized. Kasper (17] was the only surveyed study
that considered unionization as endogenous and reported the estimated
results.

-— -i~~~ . • ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~z;~~: ~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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Th e re fore , a simu l taneous or contemporaneous feedback relationship may
• exis t in a causal manner between class size (demand ) and salary levels

(supply) for teachers.

Salaries — — Class Size

Collective bargaining further complicates the relationship, because

teachers’ unions respond to the members ’ preference for smaller classes

and during negotiations demand a decrease in pupil—teacher ratios .

Finally, the major contribution of the recent study by Chambers

[4]  was to relax the budge t constraint . The local  d i s t r i c t ’s budget

was not considered a predetermined f ixed amount , hu t  was inc luded

as an endogenous variable along with wages and class size In a struc-

tural system. Collective bargaining was assumed to raise the relative

price of educational services by gaining higher salaries , and to affect

a community ’s resource a l loca t ions  to education measured by the  school

d i s t r i c t’ s budget .  The s t ruc tu ra l  model estimated and renorteel by

Chambers [41 is represented diagrammatical ly as

Salaries ~~~
Total Revenue/Pupil~

(
” 

Class Size/Teacher

Chambers ’ [41 study of California dis tr icts  also examined the

possible simultaneity between collective bargaining and teachers ’ h’~nef its.

That is, the presence of unions may be a result of the level of teachers’

salaries as well as teachers ’ salaries being determined by collective

bargaining:

Unioniza tlon ( )Salaries

This hypo thesized feedback loop was tested empirically and rejected ,

no simul taneity was found between unionization and term s of em—

ployment. The model is tested using cross—sectional data , after the

presence of unions in many districts, thereft, - e , because of tempora l

biases or spill—over effects , one stay not he able to detect mi u n y coin—

tennporaneous causal I ty.
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Similarly , Chambers’ (4] empirical results indicate that bargaining

does increase educational spending but that its effect is not statis-

tically significant. However, the author notes that these results

should be evaluated with caution because of the high degree of varia-

tion in estimated coefficients when slightly altered equations were

used. There is also a possible cross—sectional bias distorting the

impact of unionization on budgets; that is, in the short—run budgets

are likely to be relatively fixed , say, for a school year.

TOWARD MORE STRUCTURED MODEL S OF T EACHERS ’ COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

Of the two studies surveyed that developed and attempted to esti-

mate empirically a structural model for teachers ; pupil—teacher ratios

and salaries were endogenous in both, with a measure of local district

budget (expenditure per pupil) also endogenous in the more recent study

by Chambers [4]. 
, 
The results of these studies were somewhat ambiguous ,

and the model specifications were incomplete. First , neither study

incorporated any measure of multilevel or multilateral negotiations

which could influence budgetary decisions and the financing of educa-

tion. It would appear that a first cut at conceptualizing a more com-

plete structural model of collective bargaining in education can be

expressed rather simply by the diagram in Figure 1.

The hypothesized model is reasonably self—axplanatory and easily

interpreted. The degree of union activity can directly influence a

school district ’s budget (local, state, federal contributions), wage

and non—wage benefits, resource allocations and working conditions.

Certain educational resource allocations and working conditions can

probably produce a feedback effect by increasing the degree of union

activities.

Obvious measurement or errors—in—variables problems are associated

with many of the hypothesized endogenous and exogenous variables . The

most critical problem includes the measuring of union activity or bar-

gaining power and educational outputs. Both of these concepts are multi-

dimensional in character and not well understood . A variety of statistical

procedures and variables can be considered candidates for selection. One

Immediate , though not completely satisfactory, measure of educationa l
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[~~~,
ion Activit1

~,!J

Total District Budget ~~ 
~~ Wage and Non—Wage

_______________________ Pecuniary Benefits

H 
__

Working Conditions and
Resource Allocation

Educational Outcomes

FIGURE 1

A STRUCTURAL D IAGRInN OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING BY TEACHERS
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output is s tuden t  achievement as measured by a variety of standardized

tests. The degree of multilevel or multilatera l bargaining may be in-

ferred f r om the number of public officials and others involved in the

negot ia t ions, the items included in the barga in ing, and the con ten t  of

final contracts between the teachers ’ union and the des ignated  manage-

ment unit.

Many impor tan t empirical and samp ling probl ems remain that must be

resolved bef ore one begins to es timate a more struc tured model to assess

the inf luence of teachers ’ collective bargaining on educat ion . However ,

previous empirical research has concentrated overwhelmingly on a s ingle

economic issue , relative wages. On most other issues there is little to

no quantitative empirical evidence to reach any conclusions with confi-

dence of how teachers ’ collective bargaining affects the public educa-

tional process and a school dis tric t’s resource allocations.
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