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Abstract
What leads states to adopt more restrictive labour policies? The conventional wisdom is
that unified Republican states, with help from conservative political networks, are more
likely to adopt restrictions on labour unions. We argue that party control of government
matters but is constrained by voter preferences and the power of organised labour. We
create new estimates of state-level public support for unions by income thirds using
dynamic multilevel regression and poststratification. Using this measure, we predict the
adoption of restrictive labour policies, such as right-to-work and minimum wage preemp-
tion laws. We find that Republican governments are less likely to adopt restrictive policies
when unions are strong and when union support among middle- and low-income earners
is high. Interestingly, these results run contrary to much of the literature on the unequal
representation of the wealthy in public policy.

Keywords labour policy; labour unions; multilevel regression poststratification; public opinion; state
politics; unequal representation

Americans spend much of their time and energy at work. The policies that govern
workers vary state to state with some workers receiving higher pay, more generous
overtime, or greater injury compensation. Joining a union may be easier and come
with more bargaining power in one state versus another. Labour policy determines
not just the distribution of economic resources, but also how much voice workers
have in the workplace and in politics. Explaining changes in labour policy is crucial
given its implications for political and economic inequality. Since 2010, some states
have pushed to decrease workers’ ability to bargain as a collective unit (Bucci 2018),
whereas others have enacted plans to increase the minimum wage (Franko and
Witko 2017). What accounts for differences in labour policy restrictiveness across
the United States (US) states?

The conventional wisdom in the literature is that Republicans, with help from
large conservative political networks, are more likely to adopt policies that restrict
organised labour (Skocpol and Hertel-Fernandez 2016; Lafer 2017; Hertel-
Fernandez 2018), which has historically been aligned with the Democratic Party
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coalition (Dark 1999; Rosenfeld 2014; Jansa and Hoyman 2018). We argue that
differences in labour policy are more than simply a function of the partisan com-
position of state governments. Instead, we posit that party control of government
matters but the willingness to enact new restrictions also depends on public
approval of unions and the power of organised labour in the state.

To our knowledge, there is no modern measure of state-level public support for
unions. To test what leads to restrictive labour policy, we first establish how indi-
viduals feel towards organised labour by creating new state-level estimates of union
support. Estimating state-level opinion towards organised labour is difficult, as most
polls are not designed to give accurate state-level estimates (Kastellec et al. n.d.).
This article overcomes data shortcomings by gathering existing national opinion
polls from 1992 to 2014 that ask about union support and include a state of resi-
dence, and using the technique of dynamic multilevel regression and poststratifica-
tion (hereafter, dgMRP) to arrive at state-level labour opinion over time (Dunham
et al. 2016)1. We use this technique to estimate average support for unions as well as
support for unions by class, so we can test for differences in responsiveness of state
government to the preferences of the wealthy, the middle class and the poor.

Our dynamic measure of union support across states, over time and by class is
used to predict the adoption of restrictive labour policies, such as right-to-work
and the lack of prevailing wage laws, along with alternate explanations about state-
house composition and unionisation rates. Overall, we conclude that the adoption of
restrictive policies is a result of Republican unified state government and the strength
of conservative political networks. However, Republican governments are less likely
to adopt restrictive policies when unions are strong and when union support among
middle- and low-income earners is high. Interestingly, these results demonstrate
conditional responsiveness to middle- and low-income earners. While it is important
to consider how a small number affluent people may shape labour policy to their
advantage in less public ways, we find government is not always responsive to
high-income people’s opinions. This is a surprising and important finding, as labour
policy is a policy area where opinion is polarised by class and, therefore, we might
expect unequal representation of the rich (Gilens and Page 2014).

The importance of studying labour policy
Labour policy governs the wages, benefits, rights of workers and responsibilities of
employers. Labour policy varies substantially across states and has seen a wave of
revision. In the early 2010s, states passed legislation that limited public sector
workers’ ability to bargain, implemented right-to-work laws in the private sector,
restricted project labour agreements (PLAs), eliminated prevailing wage law, cut
unemployment insurance and workers compensation, resisted attempts to raise
the minimum wage and prevented localities from raising the minimum wage
(Lafer 2017).2

1Full documentation of question wordings and sources of surveys are found in the Supplemental
Information.

2In this article, we focus our attention on five labour policies: right to work, prevailing wage, preemption
of prevailing wage, wage bargaining and PLAs, with an analysis of two additional policies minimum wage
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Increasing economic inequality has brought renewed attention to the impact of
labour policy on the distribution of economic resources. According to power
resources theory, workers benefit economically when they, through unions and
left-controlled governments, are influential and hold power (Korpi 1983). Indeed,
scholars have observed that where unions are stronger, there tends to be policies that
increase redistribution to lower and middle-income workers (Radcliff and Saiz 1998;
Kelly and Witko 2012; Bucci 2018; Hacker and Pierson 2011; Rosenfeld 2014; Flavin
2018). Increased redistribution also brings political benefits to workers, as workers
and their unions tend to be more influential the more resources they have
(Leighley and Nagler 2007; Kelly and Witko 2012). Thus, increasingly restrictive
labour policy has important implications in the workplace and society, as well as
the political fortunes of American unions. Indeed, one of the most important develop-
ments in American politics over the past 50 years has been the decline in labour union
membership and political influence (Hacker and Pierson 2011).

Class and responsiveness to public opinion of unions
Labour policy provides leverage on the question of who is represented in the
American states. As Key (1949) notes, the correspondence between the preferences
of the people and the policies produced by government is one of the central ques-
tions to the study of democratic governance. Early studies were optimistic about the
health of American democracy, finding that average public opinion predicts legis-
lator voting (Stimson et al. 1995), government policy on specific issues (Page and
Shapiro 1983), and the liberalism of policy at the national (Erikson et al. 2002) and
state level (Erikson et al. 1993). However, Lax and Phillips (2012) demonstrate that
across eight policy areas there is often less congruence with public sentiment than
we might want or expect in a democracy. While the overall picture indicates a dem-
ocratic deficit, the authors do find a greater degree of responsiveness to public opin-
ion on some issues.

Other work finds evidence of biassed representation, concluding that when the
preferences of higher income people diverge from everyone else, the well-off tend to
win out on policy (Bartels 2008; Gilens 2012; Gilens and Page 2014). High-income
opinion is a stronger predictor of senators’ and representatives’ voting records
(Bartels 2008; Ellis and Stimson 2012), and government policy generally (Gilens
2012) than the opinions of middle-income Americans (Gilens and Page 2014).
While the wealthy and the poor share many policy preferences (Enns and
Wlezien 2011; Gilens 2005), and it would be unreasonable to expect perfect congru-
ence between average public opinion and policy3, unequal responsiveness based on
income level is concerning for the well-being of American democracy.

preemption and Family and Medical Leave Act (FMLA) preemption as a robustness check. We see these
policies as most directly related to perceptions of organised labour, though future work should expand the
scope of these questions to look at policies affecting workers more generally.

3Yet, some scholars are sceptical about a bias towards wealthy citizens. Enns (2015) and Branham et al.
(2017) find that the poor and wealthy do not differ that much in preferences. Statistical differences in repre-
sentation for each group may simply reflect minor differences (Branham et al. 2017) and is not reliably
replicable (Erikson et al. 2011). In fact, some have found that differences in the preferences of the wealthy
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Patterns of unequal representation persist at the state level. State governments are
more responsive to wealthy residents across a number of policies (Flavin 2012).
State parties weigh the input of wealthy donors and volunteers more heavily than
other constituents (Rigby andWright 2013).4 At the state level, economic elites have
greater influence over economic policy in particular (Gray and Lowery 1991; Witko
and Newmark 2005; Jansa and Gray 2017) as states compete with one another to
attract and retain investment from wealthy individuals and businesses by maintain-
ing low levels of worker-friendly policies (Peterson Paul 1995; Witko and Newmark
2005; Jansa and Gray 2017). Although state parties have nationalised to some extent
(Hopkins 2018; Grossmann 2019), biases in representation have not been elimi-
nated. Wealth and business occupy a privileged position in American politics
(Lindblom 1977), including at the state level.

Yet, even as Lax and Phillips (2012) show that states often fail to produce policies
when super-majorities of constituents support them, they find that congruence
improves when the policy is salient. We suspect labour policy may be perceived like
a high-profile redistributive policy, with salient divisions in opinion between high-
and low-income people. Indeed, opinion towards labour has historically been polar-
ised, especially by class. Schickler and Caughey (2011) find that in the 1930s and 40s,
the national level association between organised labour and radical politics limited
support for a larger New Deal, where many of the more redistributive public policies
had widespread appeal. Even among otherwise liberal groups, preferences towards
more generous labour policy vary between high- and low-income people
(Broockman et al. 2019). Changes in labour policy tend to grab headlines, most
famously when Act 10 – a bill curbing public sector union collective bargaining
rights – was introduced in Wisconsin in 2011. As Lafer (2017) profiles, Republican
Governor Scott Walker of Wisconsin commented that he had “dropped the bomb”
when introducing Act 10 to the legislature, after not mentioning limiting collective
bargaining rights during the 2010 gubernatorial campaign.

We study labour policy because its implications for economic and political power
and the likely divergent views by class on the issue make it an excellent venue for
testing theories of who governs in American politics. Despite these advantages,
labour policy remains understudied at the state level.

Labour policy adoption
The existing work on labour policy finds that the adoption of more restrictive labour
policy is driven by party control of government. States are more restrictive when
their policies make it harder on unions to organise. In contrast, some states’ labour
policy is more permissive, allowing workers to freely join unions to bargain for bet-
ter wages and benefits and to advocate for their rights in the workplace.

and the poor on welfare spending and redistribution are large and produce unequal representation, but are
smaller in areas like defense, crime and the environment (Flavin 2012; Soroka and Wlezien 2008).

4These findings follow decades of research showing that high-income Americans are politically advan-
taged over middle- and low-income Americans because they have more time and money to participate in
politics (Verba et al. 1995), make campaign contributions (Schlozman et al. 2012) and even hold office
(Carnes 2013).
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Institutionally, the US lacks any national social democratic or labour party
(Eidlin 2018; Archer 2010). Unions, though disadvantaged by the lack of a dedicated
labour party, have sought partners within the two-party system. Unions maintain a
close alliance with the Democratic Party (Dark 1999; Rosenfeld 2014; Jansa and
Hoyman 2018), although there is some variation in this relationship at the state level
as some Democratic parties may align themselves more with business-oriented
interests (Bucci and Reuning n.d.).

The Republican Party tends to oppose organised labour and speaks publicly
against unionisation (Hacker and Pierson 2011). In fact, recent scholarship docu-
ments the rise of restrictive labour policy pushed by conservative policy networks in
states with Republican governments (Skocpol and Hertel-Fernandez 2016; Lafer
2017; Hertel-Fernandez 2018). Other studies look at the adoption of right-to-work
laws, finding a positive association between Republican Party control and the prob-
ability of adopting right-to-work (Dixon 2010). Despite heterogeneity in state
Republican parties, there has been a consistent national push by conservatives to
paint union members, especially in the public sector, as overcompensated and in
need of reigning in (Kane and Newman 2019).

Separately, another literature shows a robust relationship between the strength of
labour unions and public policy. Unions have an agenda that runs counter to busi-
ness interests (Freeman and Medoff 1984; Radcliff and Saiz 1998) and tend to act as
advocates of the working class by pushing for more redistributive policy generally
(Ahlquist and Levi 2013; Reynolds and Brady 2012) and greater benefits in the
workplace in particular (Bucci 2018; Witko and Newmark 2005). Where unions
are stronger, working class people are more politically active and more likely to vote
(Radcliff and Saiz 1998; Wallerstein 1989) and more likely to mobilise in opposition
to threats to workers’ and unions’ economic resources and political clout. As a
result, states with stronger unions have more liberal public policy (Radcliff and
Saiz 1998; Bucci 2018; Kelly and Witko 2012), higher levels of political participation
across income levels (Leighley and Nagler 2007) and greater political equality
(Flavin 2018).

But, the labour movement is not a uniform political actor. Some unions have
engaged in more universalistic political work, whereas others have been more
directly focused on the welfare of their members (Ahlquist and Levi 2013).
While many labour unions would not support restrictive labour policy, there are
avenues that divide the labour movement. Wade (2018) discusses division among
public sector employee unions that cut across occupation. The study finds that
teachers, who are frequent allies of and donors to the Democratic Party, are often
included in legislation limiting collective bargaining, but police officers who tend to
associate with Republicans are not. For parties deciding which policies to pursue,
labour restricting legislation may have important exemptions and those exemptions
may line up with groups important to the party itself.

Despite the clear strain in the literature that points to Republican control of state
government as the main predictor of restrictive labour policy, the literature does not
as clearly consider nor test for the constraints placed on legislative agendas by
organised interests and public opinion. We know that where labour is stronger, pol-
icy tends to be more redistributive, but not whether labour strength may shift labour
policy in a less restrictive direction. Furthermore, despite a burgeoning literature of
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responsiveness to public opinion (Lax and Phillips 2012) and how it varies by
income (Gilens 2012), it is unclear how GOP state governments with a restrictive
labour policy agenda will respond to a public supportive of unions. In the next
section, we outline several expectations about how party control, unionisation
and public opinion interact to affect the restrictiveness of state labour policy.

Expectations
First, given the differences in preferred policy across party, and that unified govern-
ment allows parties to select the types of policies they want, we expect that unified
Republican governments will be more likely to adopt more restrictive labour policy
than divided or unified Democratic governments.

Yet, enacting new restrictions is likely to come at a high political cost as groups
compete for control of labour policy. Walker and his Republican allies correctly
identified that if middle- and working class individuals support unions, and workers
are well organised into unions, then their introduction of Act 10 would be conse-
quential. Specifically, they would likely face heavily political penalties, such as
increased negative media coverage, increased disapproval, reduced likelihood of
reelection, and even recall, as unions mobilise members and voters in opposition
to new restrictions. Therefore, we expect that unified Republican state governments
will be less likely to adopt restrictive labour policies when union membership is high.

Alternatively, one could argue that where unions are strong, Republican govern-
ments will be more likely to enact restrictions. For one, there needs to be some union
presence to restrict, otherwise legislative time would be better spent on other issue
arenas. Also, governments may seek to pass restrictive legislation that “targets”
groups that are seen as contenders for power (Schneider and Ingram 1993).
Indeed, recent research using Schneider and Ingram’s (1993) framework shows that
policy targeting is an influential factor in the diffusion of public policies across the
states (Boushey 2016). Unions are also seen as politically powerful but negatively
viewed and, therefore, targeted for punishment through public policy (Kreitzer
and Smith 2018).

Unions are a contender for power in the eyes of many Republican political elites.
As both Hertel-Fernandez (2018) and Lafer (2017) argue, both social and economic
conservatives see the weakening of unions as a means to an end. For economic con-
servatives, weakening unions is an end in and of itself. Weakening unions helps to
transfer economic and political power to business leaders and the wealthy and
makes achieving conservative economic policy goals more likely. Social conserva-
tives support these efforts because weakening unions reduces the probability of
Democrats winning office, which increases the probability of socially conservative
Republicans winning.

Furthermore, where public sector unionisation in particular is high, the GOP
may have a pretence for rallying public opinion to their side, as Cramer (2014),
Cramer (2016), and Kane and Newman (2019) show that resentment of public sec-
tor employees can run high if they are framed as overcompensated, lazy, and unde-
serving. Directing resources towards restricting public sector unions would also
help to curtail the power of some of the largest and most politically active unions
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(Wade 2018). By directing the public to focus on public sector union members,
Republican state governments can enact labour policy restrictions and reinforce
resentment towards public sector employees and the government itself.

Thus, Republican governments may actually choose to spend political capital on
these fights in order to achieve the greatest long- and short-run benefits of enacting
new restrictions. While we expect that when unions are stronger there will be less
restrictive labour policies, we also test the alternative possibility that strong labour
unions (especially public sector unions) encourage Republicans to enact restrictions.

Public opinion also plays a key role in shaping Republican governments’ calculus.
Recent scholarship on unequal responsiveness to opinion by income group suggests
that a set of expectations by income group is appropriate rather than just a single
expectation about average opinion.

First, it is likely that the opinions of the wealthy are at odds with permissive
labour policy. Support for organised labour may viewed as harmful for a wealthy
person’s self-interest. Indeed, higher levels of unionisation are related to higher
wages for workers (Freeman and Medoff 1984; Rosenfeld 2014), lower levels of chief
executive officer (CEO) compensation (Card, Lemieux and Riddell 2004) and lower
levels of income inequality (Bucci 2018). For politicians, the motivation to maintain
votes and donations from high-income earners, who are likely to engage in politics
at higher rates than the middle- and working class (Schlozman, Verba and Brady
2012; Flavin 2012; Carnes 2013) and likely to be less supportive of labour unions,
may help offset the political costs of enacting restrictions. Therefore, we expect that
unified Republican governments are more likely to adopt restrictive labour policies as
union approval among wealthy individuals decreases.

What role, if any, do middle- and working class opinions play in the propen-
sity of conservative governments to adopt labour restrictions? The tempting
answer from the literature would be either none (Gilens and Page 2014), or some
if the middle- and working class agree with the wealthy (Branham, Soroka
and Wlezien 2017). But, the middle- and working class are historically much
more supportive of unions than the wealthy, meaning the opportunity for inci-
dental policy representation (Branham, Soroka and Wlezien 2017; Enns 2015)
is low.

When the middle and working class are supportive of unions, it could signal to
Republican legislators of high costs of action, thereby reducing the chance of new
restrictions. But, it might also be a signal of potential benefits. Restricting a popular
labour movement could stem the ability for unions to add more members and gain
in political power. In fact, this seemed to be the impetus behind Southern states
adopting right-to-work laws in the wake of Taft-Hartley Act of 1947 – to prevent
Blacks from joining unions and becoming more politically powerful (Frymer 2008).
Thus, if Republican agendas are responsive to broad public opinion, as seminal
works suggest (Erikson, Wright and McIver 1993), we would expect that unified
Republican governments will be less likely to adopt restrictive labour policies as union
approval among middle and low earners increases as they seek to minimise electoral
costs. However, we also test for the alternative that unified Republican governments
are more likely to adopt restrictive labour policies as union approval among middle
and low earners increases, as government seeks to “target” union supporters and
potential members.
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Data and measurement
The literature provides a number of competing expectations which can be tested
empirically. Using all fifty states from 1992 through 2014, we model labour restric-
tiveness as a function of opinion, unionisation, and party control. In what follows,
we discuss data sources, coding and use of dgMRP, as well as the limitations of
our data.

Labour policy restrictiveness

Our dependent variable is a standardised factor score (mean= 0, SD= 1) with high
values indicating highly restrictive labour policy and low values indicating less
restrictive labour policy. We refer to this variable as labour policy restrictiveness.
We opt for a factor score because composite measures of state policies provide
methodological advantages, such as reduction of measurement error if the indica-
tors tap into a single latent variable (Caughey, Xu and Warshaw 2017) and because
doing so is common in similar studies assessing the role of opinion, party and stake-
holders in shaping state-level policy (Erikson, Wright and McIver 1993; Witko and
Newmark 2005; Caughey and Warshaw 2018).

To construct this variable, we collected whether each state had adopted five com-
mon labour policies that govern unions: right-to-work, prevailing wage, prevailing
wage preemption, wage bargaining and PLA restrictions. These policies are tracked
by several think tanks and were the focus of recent qualitative work on restrictive
labour policy (Lafer 2017). A more detailed description of each policy and the data
source is presented in Table 1.

For each policy, if a state had the restrictive version of the policy, it is coded as
“1”. For example, having right-to-work would be a “1”, but allowing wage bargain-
ing for public sector workers would be a “0”. This coding mirrors Witko and
Newmark (2005) measurement of pro-business policy in the states. Next, we per-
form factor analysis to obtain individual factor loadings. The results demonstrate
that the policies load on a single factor, with a relatively large eigenvalue of 1.80,
and is internally consistent with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.72. Following Witko
and Newmark (2005), we take the individual factor loadings (see Table 1) and
use it to weight each policy. These weighted values are summed to get an overall
factor per state year. Finally, we subtract the mean and divide by the standard devi-
ation to standardise the measure.5

Figure 1 is a map of the average labour policy restrictiveness from 1992 to 2014
for the 50 states, and there is clear variation across the states. Figure 2 shows states
that have changed in restrictiveness. 18 states have grown increasingly restrictive
over time by adding at least one of the five policies (weighted by factor loadings).
These states are mostly in the south, with some exceptions. Michigan and Indiana,
states with large labour movements and traditionally pro-labour policy, shift
substantially towards the restrictive end of the scale. Indiana adopted a right-to-
work law in 2012, the same year that Michigan adopted right-to-work and PLA
restrictions. Oklahoma saw the largest change, becoming more restrictive after

5Additionally, we construct a more expansive measure of labour policy including minimum wage and
family leave preemption. Our results are consistent whether we use policies primarily affecting unions,
or the types of policies that unions advocate.
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repealing its prevailing wage law in 1995, adopting right-to-work legislation in 2002
and restricting PLAs in 2012. Only 2 states became less restrictive (Maryland and
Nevada), while 30 others stayed the same.

Union support by income thirds

One way to determine public opinion of a state population is to combine polls until
the samples are large enough to make valid inferences about the states. Previous work
gathered existing polls and disaggregated them to the state level (Erikson, Wright and
McIver 1993). But, because we are interested in changes to labour policy over time, a
stationary measure of public opinion is inadequate for proper modelling.

To estimate support for unions in each state, we use a dgMRP described by
Dunham, Devin and Warshaw (2016). DgMRP takes information gathered through
national opinion polls about a respondent’s demography and geography and esti-
mates opinion for subnational units, like states. Respondents are then weighted
based on their percentage in census data. Through this method, we arrive at more
accurate estimates of state-level public opinion than from simple averages by state
(Kastellec et al. n.d.; Lax and Phillips 2009; Park, Gelman and Bafumi 2004;
Warshaw and Rodden 2012; Pacheco 2013). This method of data aggregation

Table 1. Labour policies and coding scheme for measuring restrictiveness

Policy Description
Factor
Loading

Right to work Prevents unions from requiring workers to contribute to the cost
of representation in contract negotiations. Coded “1” if state has
right-to-work law. Source: National Right to Work Committee (2019)

0.75

Prevailing wage Rules that require employers to pay workers the highest wage
typically paid to workers in a given area. Coded “1” if the state
does not have a prevailing wage law. Source: Economic Policy
Institute (2019)

0.70

Prevailing wage
preemption

Laws that prevent localities from requiring employers to pay workers
the highest wage typically paid in the locality. Coded “1” if the state
adopted such a law. Source: Economic Policy Institute (2019)

0.41

Wage bargaining Laws defining whether or not public employees have the right to
collectively bargain higher wages or better benefits. Coded “1”
if the state has not given this right to public employees. Source:
Sanes and Schmitt (2014)

0.70

PLA restrictions Bans the state or its localities from mandating PLAs, which require
contractors to come to a single, collectively bargained contract
governing all workers on a worksite. Coded “1” if the state adopted
such a law Source: Economic Policy Institute (2019) and Brubeck (2019)

0.31

Minimum wage
preemption

Laws that prevent localities from raising the minimum wage above
state minimum. Coded “1” if the state adopted such a law. This
policy only included in second measure of restrictiveness. Source:
Economic Policy Institute (2019)

0.38

Leave policy
preemption

Laws that prevent localities from expanding the workers’ rights to
paid personal sick time or parental leave. Coded “1” if the state
adopted such a law. This policy only included in second measure
of restrictiveness. Source: Economic Policy Institute (2019)

0.33

Note: Eigenvalue= 1.80. Cronbach’s α= 0.72.
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Figure 2. Change in labour policy restrictiveness over time.
Note: Absent states did not experience change in labour policy restrictiveness from 1992 to 2014.

Figure 1. Labour policy restrictiveness, 1993–2014.
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generally produces more accurate results (Warshaw and Rodden 2012)6. We collect
all available national public opinion polling that asks questions on labour favour-
ability7 and state of residence. In total, we have over 47,400 respondents across 50
states and 23 years. A more thorough discussion of the polls, questions, and model
used to estimate the dgMRP is included in the Supplemental Information.

In the first stage of this model, we determine labour support using race, income,
year surveyed and geographic location. Income is measured in thirds by coding
respondent into the bottom 33%, middle 33% or top 33% of their state’s income
distribution, similar to previous studies (Rigby and Wright 2013).8 Models predict-
ing individual union support are simulated 2,500 times.9 In the second stage, we
make a prediction for each race and income category based on the proportion of
that population in the state year. The estimates are weighted by actual state-level
proportions generated from the Current Population Survey. We divide race into
two categories, White and non-White, and use income thirds. Together, there
are six distinct groups in each state and year.

Figure 3 shows the poststratified predictions by income third for each state.
Each ribbon is the 95% interval for our data, acknowledging that there is some
uncertainty in our predictions. While there are similarities across each plot, the
states vary in both pattern and the overall spread of the data. In general, low-
income people in every state tend to have higher opinions of organised labour than
higher income people. Over time, as data get more abundant, we see income thirds
growing closer together. However, for many of these plots, the general pattern is
fairly flat, and positive, over time. In California, for example, the line of support
tends to slope slightly upwards over time. In Alabama and Wyoming, the line
trends downwards.

Figure 4 presents levels of union support over time in four states: CA, NY, OH
and SC. These states vary regionally, in levels of historic unionisation and in existing
labour policy. Income groups tend to trend similarly, with a drop in one group lead-
ing to declines in others. However, high-income groups are always less likely to sup-
port organised labour, though in some states, like New York, the line of support
trends upward. In Ohio, on the other hand, the line remains consistently flat.
Low-income and middle-income people are often closely clustered in their opinion,
whereas higher income people are much lower.

Table 2 ranks the states by levels of support across years. Overall, the individuals
in the lowest income third are always more supportive of labour than the other

6But also see concerns about multilevel regression and poststratification in Buttice and Highton (2013).
Our Supplemental Information section addresses some of these concerns.

7Generally asked as “Do you support organized labor” or “Do you approve or disapprove of labor unions”
though there is some variability across polls. Specific questions are included in the Supplemental
Information.

8These cut-points allow us to generate an indicator for wealthy opinion, middle-class opinion and work-
ing class opinion. Although we would ideally set the threshold for wealthy at closer to the top 10% of income,
following Gilens and Page (2014), using thirds allows enough observations in each bin to allow for reliable
estimates and follows previous studies that faced the same problem (Rigby and Wright 2013)

9Our r hat values, a standard measure of convergence have a mean of 1.0, with a low value of 992 and a
high value of 1.02. Models with strong convergence should have an r hats below 1.1, of which almost all of
our values fall.
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Figure 3. Support for unions by income thirds.
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Figure 4. Support for unions by income thirds in four states.
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Table 2. Labour support by income third, sorted lowest to highest on average labour support

Rank State Bottom Third Middle Third Top Third Average

50 NC 0.604 0.522 0.407 0.511

49 UT 0.590 0.525 0.418 0.511

48 SD 0.605 0.532 0.428 0.522

47 OH 0.605 0.533 0.430 0.523

46 SC 0.626 0.533 0.417 0.525

45 TN 0.605 0.540 0.431 0.526

44 AR 0.618 0.539 0.432 0.529

43 VT 0.599 0.546 0.451 0.532

42 CO 0.627 0.547 0.433 0.536

41 ID 0.618 0.550 0.446 0.538

40 ND 0.614 0.551 0.451 0.539

39 IN 0.616 0.552 0.451 0.539

38 MO 0.619 0.551 0.450 0.540

37 KS 0.623 0.552 0.450 0.542

36 NE 0.626 0.555 0.449 0.543

35 RI 0.634 0.557 0.443 0.545

34 OK 0.634 0.554 0.447 0.545

33 MT 0.623 0.557 0.458 0.546

32 IL 0.637 0.557 0.445 0.546

31 IA 0.624 0.561 0.461 0.549

30 WI 0.629 0.559 0.461 0.549

29 MS 0.658 0.555 0.440 0.551

28 TX 0.657 0.565 0.435 0.552

27 MN 0.630 0.564 0.464 0.553

26 AZ 0.651 0.567 0.443 0.554

25 LA 0.657 0.563 0.445 0.555

24 OR 0.636 0.566 0.467 0.556

23 AL 0.656 0.567 0.449 0.557

22 NH 0.627 0.574 0.473 0.558

21 ME 0.628 0.571 0.476 0.558

20 VA 0.642 0.571 0.461 0.558

19 CT 0.649 0.573 0.458 0.559

18 WV 0.633 0.570 0.478 0.561

17 MI 0.645 0.571 0.473 0.563

16 WY 0.636 0.580 0.478 0.565

15 WA 0.640 0.579 0.480 0.566

14 PA 0.648 0.577 0.478 0.568

13 FL 0.658 0.584 0.467 0.569

12 AK 0.657 0.582 0.470 0.570

11 NV 0.656 0.584 0.471 0.571

(Continued)
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income thirds in their state. High-income people always demonstrate the lowest
levels of support. This result is consistent with our expectation that low-income
and high-income people are unlikely to hold congruent opinions on labour policy.
In fact, in almost all states, a majority of the middle- and low-income people
approve of unions while a majority of wealthy income people disapprove of
unions. Because of majority support among two-thirds of the population, overall
support for organised labour is consistently above 0.5. Upper income groups are
still fairly high, with average opinion around 0.45 in most states. Hawaii,
Maryland and New York all have the highest levels of support across income
groups, whereas South Carolina, Utah, South Dakota and Ohio all have among
the lowest levels. Consider for a moment Ohio, a state that has historically had
high levels of unionisation, but ranks among the lowest levels of support for
labour. This is largely due to the gap between high-income and low-income groups
being so vast: it is a polarised state in opinion towards labour. Other states exhibit
similar polarisation such as Indiana, Missouri and Wisconsin. Georgia, for exam-
ple, is one of the most restrictive states in terms of labour policy but exhibits wide
support for labour on average.

Other independent variables

First, we include a measure of Republican Party control (1 if Republicans control the
governorship and both chambers of the legislature, 0 otherwise). We expect that
unified Republican control will produce more restrictive labour policy. We also
interact GOP party control with each opinion measure to test the conditional rela-
tionships we expect.

Second, we control for total unionisation rate in a state, coded from the Current
Population Survey by Hirsch and Macpherson (2003), as a measure of state union
strength. We include this in the model and interact it with GOP control to test
whether unionisation moderates the relationship between party control and

Table 2. (Continued )

Rank State Bottom Third Middle Third Top Third Average

10 DE 0.663 0.587 0.486 0.578

9 NJ 0.672 0.590 0.477 0.579

8 MA 0.667 0.591 0.490 0.583

7 NY 0.675 0.594 0.481 0.583

6 CA 0.677 0.597 0.478 0.584

5 GA 0.683 0.597 0.484 0.588

4 NM 0.690 0.608 0.485 0.594

3 KY 0.672 0.616 0.514 0.601

2 MD 0.689 0.625 0.513 0.609

1 HI 0.716 0.675 0.581 0.657

Average 0.641 0.568 0.461 0.525

Note: Level of support is estimated in each state year using 1,500 simulations. Responses are weighted by racial and
income composition of a state in a given year. This table averages across each state year estimate.
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adoption of labour restrictions. We also break the measure into private sector
unionisation and public sector unionisation, also using data from Hirsch and
Macpherson (2003), to examine if there are differences by union type, since public
sector unionisation has arguably been a stronger subject of targeting by GOP state
governments (Lafer 2017; Kane and Newman 2019).

As a measure of the presence of conservative policy networks in the state, we
include a measure of whether Americans For Prosperity (AFP) established an office
with a full-time director in the state (1 if yes, 0 if no). This measure was developed by
Skocpol Hertel-Fernandez (2016) for use in a similar application. We expect this
variable to be a positive predictor of the adoption of labour restrictions.

Finally, also following Skocpol and Hertel-Fernandez (2016), we control for the
unemployment rate in the state, as governments may be wary to adopt new restric-
tions on labour unions and workers during an economic downturn, regardless of
party in power or public opinion. This is measured as the percent of workers unem-
ployed in each state. We expect this variable to have a negative affect on labour pol-
icy restrictiveness.

Modelling strategy

To test our expectations, we estimate a series of two-way fixed effects (for state and
year) regressionmodels. In Table 3, we present threemodels examining the conditional
relationship between party control, different measures of unionisation and labour pol-
icy restrictiveness, while controlling for average labour support, AFP presence and
unemployment. In Table 4, we present four models examining the relationship
between party control, different measures of public opinion and labour policy restric-
tiveness, while controlling for total unionisation, AFP presence and unemployment.

Although some studies include all measures of opinion in one model to assess
relative influence over policy (Flavin 2012; Rigby and Wright 2013; Gilens and
Page 2014), one of the downsides of this strategy is the introduction of potentially
high multicollinearity into regression models which can produce inefficient esti-
mates and “flip” the direction of the estimated effect if the covariates are positively
correlated. This is a potential problem for our study because the opinions of the
lower income third and middle-income third are correlated at r= 0.97, middle
and top income third are correlated at r= 0.89 and the lower and top income third
are correlated at r= 0.84. Similarly, total unionisation and private sector unionisa-
tion are correlated at r= 0.92, total and public sector unionisation are correlated at
r= 0.87 and public and private sector unionisation at r= 0.66.10 Thus, we run
separate models for each public opinion measure and each unionisation measure.

Results
The models in Table 3 conform to our expectation that unified Republican govern-
ments are more likely to enact restrictive labour policy. Unified Republican govern-
ments are statistically more likely to adopt more restrictive labour policies than
other governments, all else equal. Since the dependent variable is standardised,

10Please find full correlation table in Appendix Table A.2
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the coefficient estimates can be interpreted as standard deviation changes. Across all
three models in Table 3, Republican governments are associated with labour policies
that are from about 15 to 23% of a standard deviation more restrictive than other
governments. The results are significant across all three models and are also positive
and significant and of similar size in four of the five models in Table 4.

We also expected an indirect, inverse relationship between unionisation and
labour policy restrictiveness. The models yield support for this expectation.
Model 1 shows that Republican governments are actually less likely to enact restric-
tions where unionisation is high and this relationship holds for private sector union-
isation (Model 2) and public sector unionisation (Model 3), respectively. In this way,
unions of all stripes act as a check against labour policy restrictions being adopted,
albeit indirectly, when state government is under unified Republican control.11 Put

Table 3. Effect of party control and unionisation on labour policy

(1) (2) (3)

GOP control 0.2232***
(0.0316)

0.2005***
(0.0288)

0.1534***
(0.0302)

AFP 0.0424*
(0.0178)

0.0452*
(0.0178)

0.0535**
(0.0178)

Unemployment −0.0231***
(0.0059)

−0.0228***
(0.0059)

−0.0213***
(0.0059)

Labour support, average 0.0183
(0.1226)

0.0221
(0.1230)

−0.0042
(0.1230)

Total Unionisation −0.0085*
(0.0043)

GOP * total union −0.0128***
(0.0027)

Private sector
unionisation

0.0039
(0.0048)

GOP * private sector
union

−0.0158***
(0.0035)

Public sector
unionisation

−0.0026
(0.0016)

GOP * public sector
union

−0.0024**
(0.0009)

Constant 1.6390***
(0.1001)

1.5611***
(0.0944)

1.5991***
(0.0900)

State fixed effects Yes Yes Yes

Year fixed effects Yes Yes Yes

N 1,103 1,104 1,104

R2 adjacent 0.977 0.976 0.976

Note: Standard errors in parentheses.
*p< 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001.

11We did not posit a direct relationship between union strength and labour policy, nor public support for
unions and labour policy. We argue that party control is the main predictor, but its effects are conditional on
union strength and public opinion. Therefore, we do not present models without interaction terms between
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differently, Republicans are responsive to the political landscape in their state: where
public and private sector unions are strong, Republicans are less likely to enact
restrictions.

This effect is depicted in Figure 5. Subfigure (a) shows is that in states with low
total unionisation (around 5% union membership), unified Republican govern-
ments are associated with labour policy that is 0.15 of a standard deviation more
restrictive than average, but this effect wanes at higher levels of total unionisation
(around 15% union membership). A similarly sloped marginal effect is present in
subfigures (b) and (c) for private sector unionisation and public sector unionisation,

Table 4. Effect of party control and public opinion on labour policy

(1) (2) (3) (4)

GOP control 0.2157***
(0.0601)

0.0951
(0.0529)

0.2307***
(0.0587)

0.2962***
(0.0621)

Total unionisation −0.0094*
(0.0044)

−0.0100*
(0.0044)

−0.0093*
(0.0044)

−0.0089*
(0.0044)

AFP 0.0497**
(0.017)

0.0511**
(0.017)

0.0494**
(0.017)

0.0473**
(0.017)

Unemployment −0.0209***
(0.0060)

−0.0216***
(0.0060)

−0.0207***
(0.0060)

−0.0201***
(0.0059)

Labour support, average −0.0098
(0.1252)

GOP * average union
support

−0.2313*
(0.1059)

Labour support, top 33% 0.0230
(0.1245)

GOP * top 33% −0.0133
(0.1118)

Labour support, middle
33%

−0.0440
(0.1211)

GOP * middle 33% −0.2532*
(0.1009)

Labour support, bottom
33%

−0.0268
(0.1237)

GOP * bottom 33% −0.3292***
(0.0953)

Constant 1.6404***
(0.1026)

1.6469***
(0.0961)

1.6505***
(0.1008)

1.6337***
(0.1102)

State fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes

Year fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes

N 1,103 1,103 1,103 1,103

Adjusted R2 0.976 0.976 0.976 0.976

Note: Standard errors in parentheses.
�p< 0.10, *p< 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001.

party control and measures of public opinion in the body of the paper. We do provide a coefficient plot in
Figure A.1 of the Appendix for those interested in examining the direct effects of these variables.
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Figure 5. Effect of GOP control on labour restrictions by unionisation. (a) Total unionisation. (b) Private
sector unionisation. (c) Public sector unionisation.
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respectively. At mid and low levels of unionisation Republican governments are
much more likely to enact labour policy restrictions but are no more likely than
divided or Democratic-controlled governments to enact them when unionisation
is high.

We see a similar and perhaps surprising pattern of responsiveness across the
models in Table 4. Model 1 shows that the interaction between Republican control
and public support for unions is negative and significant, meaning Republicans
become less likely to enact restrictions as union support among the public increases.
Breaking union support down by income thirds, as we do in Models 2, 3 and 4, we
see that unified Republican governments are less likely to move labour policy in a
restrictive direction when union support among middle- and lower income individ-
uals is high. There is no significant effect for top earners’ opinions on Republican
efforts on labour policy restrictiveness.

These marginal effects are also depicted in Figure 6. The marginal effect curve for
top earners in particular is surprising, as we expected that higher (lower) support for
unions among top earners would discourage (encourage) Republicans to enact more
restrictions. Instead, there is a flat relationship across all values of union support
among top earners. Unified Republican governments (i.e. those most interested
ideologically in moving labour policy in a more restrictive direction) are less likely
to do so if union support is high among lower and middle-income earners, indicat-
ing some responsiveness to the mass electorate. With labour opinion divided by

Figure 6. Effect of GOP control on labour restrictions by public opinion. (a) Average public support for
unions. (b) Bottom earners. (c) Middle earners. (d) Top earners.
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class in the vast majority of states, these models suggest that labour policy is one area
where the opinions of the wealthy do not have as strong a sway over policy as has
been recently found (Bartels 2008; Gilens and Page 2014; Flavin 2012).

Additional results

Across all seven models in Tables 3 and 4, the AFP indicator was a positive and
significant predictor of states having more restrictive labour policy. That is, the
more established the conservative policy and political network in the state, the more
likely the state is to having more restrictive labour policy. Additionally, unemploy-
ment is a consistently negative and significant predictor of states that have less
restrictive labour policy. These results are in the expected direction and consistent
with previous research (Skocpol and Hertel-Fernandez 2016).

One criticism may be that our dependent variable is overly narrow and focused
only on the policies that most directly affect labour unions, even though unions are
often seen as advocates for workers’ wages, benefits and rights broadly (Ahlquist
and Levi 2013). The principle reason we did this is because our opinion measure
is focused on people’s opinions of unions, not workers’ rights more generally12,
and we wanted the two measures to correspond. To see if the results are robust
to broader definitions of labour policy, we developed an alternative measure that
included two important policies that affect workers individually: minimum wage
preemption and Family and Medical Leave Act (FMLA) expansion preemption
(see Table 1 for more information). These policies were included in the index,
weighted by their factor score, and the index was standardised according to the same
procedure outlined above. We then reestimated five models from above13 which are
presented in Table A.1 in the Appendix. Using this broader index of restrictive
labour policy, we obtained similar results for each of the five models, with the nota-
ble exception being that we find support for a direct, negative and significant effect
of public support for unions and labour policy restrictiveness across all measures of
public opinion.

We also reestimated these five models using government conservatism as an
alternative measure of GOP control.14 The results are presented in Table A.3 in
the Appendix and provide consistent results. We also turned our dichotomous
measure into a trichotomous measure of party control that included divided
government.15 The results are in Appendix Table A.4. We find that a larger effect
of GOP control – 18–35% of a standard deviation more restrictive – and otherwise
similar results.

12This measure, while desirable, would be incredibly difficult to construct as questions on workers rights
in the US are almost never asked.

13These models are Model 1 from Table 3, which has the interaction between total unionisation and party
control and is reective of the results generally from Table 3, and all four models from Table 4.

14Government conservatism is the inverse of the Berry et al. (2010) government ideology scores so that
higher values indicate more conservative governments. The scores can range from 0 to 100 and in our data
set they range from 26.3 to 82.4.

15The coding was 2= unified GOP control, 1= divided government and 0= unified Democratic control.
In the model, we interact divided government and GOP control with total unionisation and public opinion
measures, while unified Democratic government is left out as the reference group.
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Finally, we also reestimated the models for total unionisation and average labour
support for each individual labour policy rather than using a standardised index as
the dependent variable. The results are presented in a coefficient plot in Figure A.2.
The coefficients for GOP control, the interaction of GOP control and average labour
support, and the interaction of GOP control and total unionisation are in the
expected direction in all models. GOP control is significant at the p< 0:05 level
for models of PLA restrictions, right to work, prevailing wage preemption, wage
bargaining, FMLA preemption and minimum wage preemption, while the interac-
tion term on GOP control and total unionisation is significant in the PLA restric-
tions, wage bargaining, prevailing wage preemption, FMLA preemption, and
minimum wage preemption models, and the interaction term on GOP control
and average labour support is significant in the PLA restrictions and FMLA preemp-
tion models. These are remarkably consistent results with differences in significance
seemingly due to frequency in the adoption of these policies over the time period
studied.

Conclusion and implications
In this article, we examine why some states adopt restrictive labour policies and
others do not. When the Republican Party controls state government, GOP legis-
lators enact the types of policies that they support, which have traditionally been and
continue to be more restrictive policies on workers. But, Republicans are less likely
to do so when unions are strong and support for unions among the public is high. In
fact, when unions are strong, Republicans are no different than Democrats in enact-
ing labour restrictions. This result may be surprising to many who followed the dra-
matic labour protests in Wisconsin, or the adoption of right-to-work laws in the
Rust Belt, but on average these events mask larger trends across the states on labour
policy. Instead, the majority of new restrictions were adopted by Southern and Great
Plains states with Republican governments, low unionisation and comparatively low
support for unions. States like Oklahoma, Tennessee, Kansas, Idaho, and Louisiana
were leaders in moving labour policy in a more restrictive direction over the past
20 years. In essence, labour restrictions happen in places that are already fairly
restrictive, drawing less attention than restrictions in other states.

Consistently, our results demonstrate that Republican state governments will try
to adopt more restrictive labour policy. Across all configurations of our models,
GOP-controlled states maintain a high likelihood of adoption, as do states with
well-organised conservative policy networks like AFP. Consistent with Hertel-
Fernandez (2018), the presence of pro-business conservative lobbies affect public
policies in ways that may exacerbate economic inequality and provide adverse out-
comes for low-income people. When unemployment is high, though, and perhaps
labour policy is salient, the likelihood of adopting labour policy decreases.

Yet party goals are not the only factor leading to the adoption of labour policy.
Public opinion in this policy arena matters, and Republican governments are less
likely to adopt restrictive legislation where middle- and low-income union support
is high. Previous scholarship had found that the wealthy are disproportionately
influential in state and federal policymaking (Gilens and Page 2014), but others have
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warned that this is only likely to extend to areas of policy where there are differences
in the preferences of the wealthy and the poor (Flavin 2012; Soroka and Wlezien
2008; Gilens 2009). On labour policy, high- and low-income people tend to be
polarised and, surprisingly, support for unions from middle- and low-income peo-
ple checks Republican governments’ efforts to place restrictions on unions, while
high-income opinion has no discernible effect. Even an alternative explanation from
the social construction of target populations (Schneider and Ingram 1993) failed to
predict this outcome. The empirical results harken back to early scholars who found
state governments to be responsive to average public opinion (Erikson, Wright and
McIver 1993).

In producing this finding, we developed an original measure of labour union sup-
port by income group in states over time. This measure is consistently positive for
middle- and low-income individuals over time. In all states and all years, the highest
income third remains the least favourable towards organised labour. While we pro-
vide explanation and verification of the measure in the Supplemental Information,
more should be done to study labour opinion itself, as excellent qualitative work has
developed some expectations about rural resentment towards urban and public sec-
tor workers and their unions (Cramer 2016).

Our results are somewhat optimistic about the possibility of statehouse democ-
racy. The public and organised interests have some mechanism to constrain state
officeholders. Higher labour union membership can result in a lowered chance
of policy adoption when the GOP is in charge. Moreover, public opinion also con-
strains GOP state governments from enacting new restrictions on workers’ right to
organise. The connection between public opinion and public policy, especially when
that opinion tends to correspond more to the average voter than an elite one, seems
a welcome break in the literature of economic domination (Gilens and Page 2014),
incidental representation (Enns and Wlezien 2011) and policy targeting (Schneider
and Ingram 1993).

This pattern may be heartening as organised labour’s membership is waning, but
the question remains whether this mechanism is enough to prevent the drift towards
more restrictive labour policy. Here we are less optimistic. Although our results sug-
gest that even state governments inclined to enact restrictions have some under-
standing of union influence, this relationship cannot sustain itself indefinitely.
Union support seems meaningless if there are few actual union members are doing
work on the ground.

Without union members to mobilise against rollbacks of workers’ rights, and to
shape public sentiment towards unions, it is unlikely that union support will mean
much to most people. This renders unions and public support for unions a relatively
weak check for determined governments to overcome. Wisconsin, after all, did
adopt Act 10 over protestations of unions and their supporters and went on, after
the scope of this study, to adopt right-to-work legislation.

The results also speak to the relationship between economic inequality and pub-
lic policy. The adoption of restrictive labour policies can have a financial impact on
the lives of low- and middle-income people. The effects of labour restrictions are
concentrated both geographically and on to certain populations. The passage of
restrictive labour policy seems more possible as unions lose members and public
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support for unions becomes more symbolic. The consequences will be felt most
heavily by the working poor.

Supplementary material. To view supplementary material for this article, please visit https://doi.org/10.
1017/S0143814X20000070

Data Availability Statement. Replication materials are available in the Journal of Public Policy Dataverse
at https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/F6CVMG
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Appendix

Table A.1. Models of labour restrictiveness including min wage and FMLA preemption

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

GOP control 0.4962***
(0.0413)

0.4099***
(0.0798)

0.2219**
(0.0704)

0.4502***
(0.0778)

0.5203***
(0.0824)

Total unionisation 0.0054
(0.0057)

−0.0077
(0.0058)

−0.0084
(0.0058)

−0.0074
(0.0058)

−0.0073
(0.0058)

AFP 0.1002***
(0.0232)

0.1160***
(0.0237)

0.1186***
(0.0238)

0.1156***
(0.0236)

0.1118***
(0.0236)

Unemployment −0.0150
(0.0077)

−0.0109
(0.0079)

−0.0121
(0.0079)

−0.0109
(0.0079)

−0.0093
(0.0079)

GOP * unionisation −0.0265***
(0.0035)

Labour support,
average

−0.3672*
(0.1603)

−0.4573**
(0.1662)

GOP * average union
support

−0.3486*
(0.1402)

Labour support, top
33%

−0.4351**
(0.1658)

GOP * top 33% −0.0049
(0.1488)

Labour support,
middle 33%

−0.4685**
(0.1607)

GOP * middle 33% −0.4122**
(0.1338)

Labour support,
bottom 33%

−0.4570**
(0.1642)

GOP * bottom 33% 0.4795***
(0.1264)

Constant 1.5108***
(0.1310)

1.5386***
(0.1363)

1.5167***
(0.1279)

1.5282***
(0.1337)

1.5636***
(0.1462)

State fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Year fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

N 1,103 1,103 1,103 1,103 1,103

R2 0.960 0.958 0.958 0.958 0.958

Note: Standard errors in parentheses.
� p < 0:1, * p < 0:05, ** p < 0:01, *** p < 0:001.
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Table A.2. Correlations

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

1. Restrictions 1.000

2. Restrictions 2 00.98 1.000

3. Total union –0.74 –0.74 1.000

4. Public sector union –0.74 –0.73 00.87 1.000

5. Private sector union –0.62 –0.63 00.92 00.67 1.000

6. Mass ideo –0.80 –0.79 00.73 00.84 00.51 1.000

7. Government conservatism 00.43 00.48 –0.35 –0.36 –0.27 –0.49 1.000

8. GOP 00.34 00.38 –0.28 –0.25 –0.25 –0.35 00.72 1.000

9. Party control 00.29 00.32 –0.21 –0.19 –0.18 –0.33 00.79 00.83 1.000

10. Unemployment –0.06 –0.02 00.10 00.10 00.07 00.04 –0.10 –0.01 –0.07 1.000

11. AFP 00.09 00.14 –0.16 –0.06 –0.19 –0.09 00.15 00.16 00.13 00.31 1.000

12. Average union Support –0.09 –0.10 00.06 00.06 00.05 00.08 –0.04 –0.08 –0.06 –0.27 –0.14 1.000

13. Top 33% –0.11 –0.12 00.06 00.07 00.02 00.11 –0.05 –0.06 –0.07 –0.19 –0.00 00.93 1.000

14. Middle 33% –0.08 –0.10 00.05 00.06 00.05 00.08 –0.02 –0.07 –0.04 –0.31 –0.16 00.98 00.89 1.000

15. Bottom 33% –0.05 –0.08 00.06 00.04 00.07 00.05 –0.04 –0.10 –0.06 –0.26 –0.22 00.97 00.84 00.97 1.000
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Table A.3. Models with government conservatism as alternative measure of GOP control

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Government conservatism 0.0080***
(0.0011)

0.0077***
(0.0018)

0.0044**
(0.0015)

0.0078***
(0.0017)

0.0102***
(0.0018)

AFP 0.0415*
(0.0177)

0.0487**
(0.0177)

0.0513**
(0.0178)

0.0481**
(0.0177)

0.0448*
(0.0177)

Unemployment −0.0245***
(0.0059)

−0.0200***
(0.0059)

−0.0212***
(0.0059)

−0.0198***
(0.0059)

−0.0190***
(0.0059)

Total unionisation 0.0107
(0.0061)

−0.0098*
(0.0043)

−0.0101*
(0.0043)

−0.0098*
(0.0043)

−0.0096*
(0.0043)

Government conservatism *
unionisation

−0.0004***
(0.0001)

Labour support, average 0.0111
(0.1212)

0.3790
(0.2012)

Government conservatism *
average union support

−0.0078*
(0.0031)

Labour support, top 33% 0.1786
(0.2043)

Government conservatism *
top 33%

−0.0022
(0.0032)

Labour support, middle 33% 0.3512
(0.1947)

Government conservatism *
middle 33%

−0.0080**
(0.0030)

Labour support, bottom 33% 0.4860*
(0.1905)

Government conservatism *
bottom 33%

−0.0109***
(0.0029)

Constant 1.2922***
(0.1114)

1.2708***
(0.1389)

1.4168***
(0.1247)

1.2758***
(0.1370)

1.1581***
(0.1484)

State fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Year fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

N 1,103 1,103 1,103 1,103 1,103

R2 adjusted 0.977 0.976 0.976 0.976 0.977

Note: Standard errors in parentheses.
*p < 0:05, **p < 0:01, ***p < 0:001.
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Table A.4. Models with divided government and GOP control

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Divided goverment 0.0964**
(0.0368)

0.1314*
(0.0652)

0.1249*
(0.0561)

0.1348*
(0.0628)

0.1163
(0.0707)

Unified GOP control 0.2991***
(0.0439)

0.3043***
(0.0763)

0.1817**
(0.0660)

0.3227***
(0.0747)

0.3729***
(0.0808)

AFP 0.0452*
(0.0182)

0.0503**
(0.0183)

0.0525**
(0.0183)

0.0498**
(0.0183)

0.0475*
(0.0183)

Unemployment −0.0253***
(0.0061)

−0.0220***
(0.0061)

−0.0228***
(0.0061)

−0.0217***
(0.0061)

−0.0211***
(0.0061)

Total Unionisation 0.0036
(0.0048)

−0.0088*
(0.0044)

−0.0094*
(0.0044)

−0.0087
(0.0044)

−0.0083
(0.0044)

Divided * unionisation −0.0064*
(0.0028)

GOP * unionisation −0.0177***
(0.0035)

Labour support,
average

0.0351
(0.1252)

0.1659
(0.1537)

Divided * average
union support

−0.1980
(0.1141)

GOP * average union
support

−0.3583**
(0.1336)

Labour support, top
33%

0.2158
(0.1532)

Divided * top 33% −0.2207
(0.1172)

GOP * top 33% −0.1587
(0.1371)

Labour support, middle
33%

0.1364
(0.1492)

Divided * middle 33% −0.2023
(0.1082)

GOP * middle 33% −0.3854**
(0.1281)

Labour support,
bottom 33%

0.1103
(0.1496)

Divided * bottom 33% −0.1506
(0.1083)

GOP * bottom 33% −0.4229***
(0.1236)

Constant 1.5812***
(0.1043)

1.5358***
(0.1167)

1.5520***
(0.1068)

1.5424***
(0.1148)

1.5381***
(0.1258)

State fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Year fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

N 1,080 1,080 1,080 1,080 1,080

R2 adjusted 0.977 0.976 0.976 0.976 0.976

Note: Standard errors in parentheses.
*p < 0:05, **p < 0:01, ***p < 0:001.
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Figure A.1 Coefficient plot for direct effects of unionisation and public opinion. (a) Public opinion and
labour policy restrictiveness. (b) Unionisation and labour policy restrictiveness.
Note: Black: DV= narrow measure of restrictiveness; grey: DV= broad measure of restrictiveness.
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Figure A.2 Coefficient plot of key variables for models of individual labour policies. (a) Party and public
opinion. (b) Party and unionisation.

Cite this article: Bucci LC and Jansa JM (2021). Who passes restrictive labour policy? A view from the
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