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Abstract

This dissertation examines the political determigaof government spending
across different levels of education. What are guditical motivations that drive
budgetary decisions on primary, secondary, andatgrteducation? Who are the
beneficiaries of these appropriations? Why are ttegable of influencing the decisions

over appropriations?

| argue that the distribution of education spendingss education levels depends
on the capacity of organized groups active in seistor to make their demands heard and
served by governments. Better organized groupse h&tvonger capacity to take
advantage of the electoral concerns of politiciamsl influence their decisions on
educational budgets. | provide evidence to shoat, tlvith some exceptions, the
teachers’ unions in the primary and secondary dstere the most influential organized
group in the education sector. By taking their dedsaout to the streets, by capturing key
positions in the education ministries, and by usihegir mobilization capacity in the
electoral arena, teachers have made governmemistoaheir economic interests, rather

than direct resources in ways that would enhancesscdo and the quality of education.

| test the theoretical arguments using an origidataset incorporating a
comprehensive account of all protests, strikes, @hdr disruptive actions by teachers,
university workers, students, and parents in Mexigdween 1992 and 2008. The

statistical analysis reveals that 1) states witihéi levels of teachers’ protests receive



larger federal education grants, and that 2) sudimatauthorities spend more on primary
and lower secondary as a consequence of the ldigyeptive behavior observed in these
education levels. Complementary qualitative evigesttows how the teachers’ union has
captured the education ministries at the federdlthe subnational levels, consolidating
its influence over education policy. Finally, thisudy reveals the teachers’ union
capacity to leverage their participation in eleatopolitics in order to defend its

economic interests.
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1. Introduction

1.1. The political economy of education
Education is a key policy for governments, polickers, and the general public, and an
increasingly studied scholarly topic. Perhaps nopisingly, a growing consensus has
emerged on the importance of education for the ldpweent of human capital, the
improvement of health, and the promotion of ovenall-being. From a social point of
view, education is frequently considered a panagaénst poverty, inequality, and social
despair (Barro and Sala-i-Martin 1995, Birdshall &abot 1997; Birdshall and Londofio
1998; Psacharopoulous 1995). When meeting a neheeshold of quality, education
increases the role of technological innovation (M/&conomic Forum 2006-2007) and
fosters economic growth (Hanushek and Wolimann)20®3a nutshell, spending on

education is a good investment.

From a policy standpoint, investment in educatias been central in strategies to
promote economic growth and social cohesion. latiwnal organizations have called
governments to increase their levels of spendingdutation (ECLAC 2004, UNESCO
2002, OECD 2005, World Bank 2004). Between 196020G8 the average spending on
education in the world increased from 2.5 percert.8 of GDP (World Bank 2009).
However, while governments agree on the benefieslatation spending, there is
enormous variation in the way these governmentsaé resources across education

levels and across time (UNESCO 2009).



Some countries heavily privilege tertiary educatidnle others allocate more to
primary and secondary education. The beneficiafi¢sese education expenditures are
different. Cross-national studies show that inedeping countries, the main
beneficiaries of primary and lower secondary edanadre the poor (Psacharopoulos,
1995; Scott 2005). In contrast, given the higltamemic and opportunity costs of
college education, it is mostly the middle classed the rich who study in universities,
and therefore benefit from government spendingediary education. Thus, the
allocation of education spending has clear distidmal consequences for different social
groups. Government spending on primary and secgrsgaooling can be viewed as
progressive because it enhances social equalipydading all children with an even
start. In contrast, government spending on tergahycation can be seen as regressive
because it benefits only those who can afford taydearning an income until after the

completion of a university degree.

Given that not all societies decide to allocatelipulesources for education in a
similar way, it is necessary to identify the fasttinat drive the variation in the
distribution of education budgets. What can expthfferences in the distribution of
education spending? What are the political mativest that drive budgetary decisions on
education? Who are the beneficiaries of theseogpiations? Why are they capable of
influencing the decisions over appropriations? éligh scholars have made important
progress in enhancing our understanding of theéipelof aggregate levels of education

spending, the factors that affect the distributéeducation spending across the primary,



secondary, and tertiary levels are relatively utengal. This study is an attempt to fill

this gap.

In this dissertation | assess the politics of etlanaspending and present
evidence to advance our understanding of the bligtan of governments’ expenditures
on education. | contend that in order to comprdrtae distributional struggles and
consequences of education budgets, it is necessgrn/beyond the aggregate measures
of spending. Furthermore, | contend that for adgooderstanding of the political
economy of education spending one must take irdowatt the interaction between actors
responsible for budgetary decisions and the stheofgthe organized interests that

demand these resources.

1.2. The argument

The main argument of the dissertation is that teeteral considerations that
motivate governments in the resolution of conflimter education spending are mediated
by the collective action capacity of organized grouteachers, workers, students and
parents—who benefit from the public resources i skctor. Strikes, mobilizations,
street blockades, and the invasion of governmdittesfand buildings are among several
strategies utilized by these groups to exert pressa the government, and achieve their
demands. The effects of these disruptive actionsducation budgets vary according to
the actors that carry them out and according telwbducation level the actors belong

to: primary, secondary, or tertiary.



Of all the interest groups in the education sed¢eachers’ unions are the most
powerful and influential. They are the largestreegt of public workers in every
country. Protection from external competitionnfrabroad, access to mandatory
contributions from members and high collective laarmpng power provide teachers’
unions with great leverage to gain political clant to influence spending decisions on
education. Among all organized groups in the etlocaector, teachers’ unions are best
positioned to use a portfolio of strategies —disugpactions, the capture of education
bureaucracies and relationships with political ipart to advance their demands and get
better job benefits and working conditions. Beeaoistheir ability to mobilize collective
action and threaten to take their demands to tieetst teachers’ unions can extract

significant resources from governments.

Building on literatures examining interest groupsions and social movements, |
identify that not all voices are heard equally lpjitcians when they make their
decisions on the distribution of funds for educatidhese literatures highlight that
capacity to organize affects groups’ ability tdurince public policy. During the last
two decades, trade unions around the world have tfonugh difficult times. As
globalization has integrated markets pushing fitonsompete to keep production prices
low, unions have increasingly been faced with nemjetitors from parts of the world
with lower labor costs. As a result, unions hagedme less influential in labor relations
in the private sector. As Wallerstein and Wespgyimt out “unions are in big trouble...
under attack by conservative politicians, battdredverseas competition, threatened by
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capital flight, bewildered by changes in the nawfrevork, and shackled by an outmoded

egalitarian ideology” (Wallersterin and Western @Q@0355).

The stress that trade unions have faced duringntgears in the private domain
has not affected the unions in the education se®@ecause most education services are
not tradable, this sector is inherently protectgaiast external competition from abroad,
allowing unions to continue to organize the empésym this sector. Their persistence, as
well as their unionization rates and wide geogreglhpresence in every country, have
made them powerful political actors. This studgwh that teachers’ unions influence
education spending decisions as no other actoasnthe major beneficiaries of the
funds allocated to this social sector. They dedmasources for better pension funds and
defend early retirement. They favor policies thgtly a smaller number of students per
class — and therefore require more hiring — andtragy oversight measure of their
performance in the classroom. Teachers use thaiepto receive exclusive special
bonuses such as the teachers’ bonus day. Thetiategeith governments for funds for
teachers’ housing programs. They constantly imiteethe selection process of new
teachers, and privilege salaries based on the nuofilyears in work rather than on merit

pay systems based on external evaluations sudhradasdized tests.

They also make sure to take their demands to thetstwhen their benefits are
jeopardized by governments’ budgetary decisiongenEluring times of economic

hardship, when governments facing budgetary dsfédigcuss the possibility of budget
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cuts, teachers make sure elected authorities Eside the possibility of cutting teachers
jobs. Teachers’ unions protect their members antefgovernments, if budgets
adjustments are necessary, to only let go non-izedrteachers and to focus their budget
cuts in other areas, including sometimes imporsanial services such as the police

force.

Interest groups such as the teachers’ unions tieeait tools to consolidate their
organizational structure. First, they rely heawatythe provision of selective incentives to
their members in order to secure their loyaltyadrers’ unions have sufficient control
over institutional resources and selective inca&gtive.g, teaching posts, the systems of
teachers’ evaluation, and member quotas — to mailtgalty and discipline among
union members. These members are willing to folloevrequests of their leaderships
when times require it in order to defend the besedind privileges that these
organizations guarantee. Second, the interacetmden the members of these
organizations provides their leaders with oppottasito reward those who conform to
the norms of the unions and to punish those whoado This combination of carrots and
sticks contributes to the consolidation of theeadilve action capacity of teachers’
unions. As a result, teachers’ unions have besoiitally powerful interest groups
beyond the education arena. Their organizatioaaaphas allowed them to influence
electoral politics and through such influence, asibave been able to further consolidate

their control over the education system.



In this dissertation | show that although othepestan come together and form
organizations or social movements through whicly tiso try to influence budgets for
education, these collective bodies are weaker mmpewison to teachers’ unions.
Collective bodies such as parent associations taest organizations seldom possess
selective incentives or constraints over their mersland are rarely bound by
institutional routines similar to the ones thaballteachers’ unions to consolidate their

organizational capacity.

In my research | recognize that partisan actorsassing for electoral support
vary in their response to the political pressuremforganized groups in the education
sector. In their electoral considerations, pamgspond to the popular demands of
organized groups according to both the mobilizatapacity of potential beneficiaries
and the linkages they have with these groups. bElker organized groups — teachers’
unions — are more effective at influencing poldits’ budget decisions by exploiting
their electoral concerns. In exchange, politicatipa expect both to benefit from
avoiding disruptive political mobilization that dduaffect their governance and political
performance, as well as to gain the political suppbthese organized constituencies

whose political value increases as the levelseaxdtelal competition increase.

As | aim to show in this dissertation, the politafseducational spending is a
much more complex process than the view advanceldebgxtant political economy

literature. Most studies have embraced the assongtf the median voter, but have
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ignored the distributional struggles that my théoed framework incorporates. | argue
that the distribution of educational spending b&mvprimary, secondary and tertiary
education is the result of the social mobilizati@apacity of organized actors in the
different education segments. | thus hope to comefe existing studies in political
economy that account for aggregate levels of puidgending in terms of political regime

differences, electoral considerations, partisandifprences, and international factors.

This dissertation brings into the analysis of ediocareforms the role of
organized interests in the education sector anthimes the way they influence the
allocation of government expenditures across educévels (primary, secondary and
tertiary education) and between levels of goverrirnffederal and state governments). By
disaggregating education spending, this dissertdtighlights the capacity of organized
interest groups in the education sector to infleethe distribution of budgets. The
examination of disaggregated funds further allogrgttie identification of other
important political factors influencing governmeéregspenditures — such as partisan
considerations and electoral motivations — that aésy across the different segments in
the education sector.

This study contributes to the advancement of resean the relationship between
democratic politics and the provision of public geo Scholars have compared the
performance of democracies and non-democratic egand have maintained that
democratic governments provide more public goodkeo citizens. The competitive
electoral processes and accountability mechanisatsiemocracy presupposes have
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been seen as the best incentives for elected #@iglsdo be more attentive to the
electorate’s demands. Politicians know that ireotd stay in office they need to provide
public goods and services that satisfy voters amd tipeir support. However, as this
dissertation shows, pursuing electoral goals thindtig provision of public goods such as
education often implies that politicians must cateorganized interest groups that

command mobilization capacity and can guarantestceld support.

This dissertation also contributes to advancingumdaerstanding of fiscal
federalism and the effects of decentralizationefducation spending. Policymakers and
scholars have frequently argued that decentrabzathproves the efficiency of the
provision of education services by bringing thehauty in charge of their provision
closer to citizens’ demands while simultaneousigrjthening the democratization
processes in these countries (Di Gropello 1998)oractice, however, the
decentralization of education policy did not onhaoge the fiscal relationships between
national authorities and the lower levels of goveents that assumed new
responsibilities, but also the distribution of dgon-making power among key players,

including subnational governments and organizest@st groups.

Following decentralization, new policy responsii®k were accompanied by the
distribution of federal grants, so state and Igmalernments could carry out education
services. This dissertation shows how powerfdrggt groups such as the teachers’

union have captured the process of decentralizatainbenefited from it. They have
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used their capacity to carry out disruptive actiongrder to influence both the

distribution of federal education grants and thenstional budgets for education.

1.3. Testing the theoretical arguments in the Mexican case

Mexico provides the ideal empirical setting fortileg the implications of the theoretical
argument advanced in this dissertation work. Tieedying goal of my research is to
improve our understanding of the politics of edigraspending and its allocation across
levels. In addition, this dissertation researchtgbuates to enhancing our understanding
of decentralization and its consequences when golveterest groups interfere with the
intended allocation of decision-making and spendasponsibilities. For reasons |
emphasize below, the Mexican case offers an idaplrecal ground to pursue these
goals and to rigorously test alternative explamatiof democratic responsiveness to the
provision of public goods.

The analysis focuses on the 1992-2008 period, weeoountry transitioned from
authoritarian rule to democracy and from a clogateded economy to an open market
increasingly integrated into the international emoic system. These dual transitions
allow me to assess the impact of social mobilizatiger the distribution of education
spending alongside the impact of political reginzex] electoral, partisan, and economic
factors typically associated with educational spegqd Furthermore, although formally
Mexico has been a federal country throughout mbis dnistory, the country was highly
centralized during most of the twentieth centuowever, during the last two decades,
hand in hand with the increasing political competithat emerged first at the
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subnational level and eventually at the federatlleand as part of the economic
adjustment process and a new development straiéggico has gone through a series of
reforms to decentralize public services. Educasahe most important policy area from
those which have been decentralized in recent y&hese conditions —increasing but
uneven democratization and decentralization — piothie variation across time and
space necessary to test the theoretical arguméwdmeed in this study.

In 1992, when the decentralization of education wagemented, 30 out of 31
states were governed by the PRI. Electoral competnas grown since then both at the
federal and subnational levels. In 2000, the BRI the presidency and eight states had
already experienced government turnover. By 208&tates had governors from a
different party than the president’s party. Howetieere were still seven states in which
no political party other than the PRI controlled #xecutive and legislative branches of

state government (Hiskey 2010).

As a consequence of the increasing decentralizatidrthe growth of resources
transferred toward Mexican states, subnational igouents increased their levels of
public spending. Between 1990 and 2011, statd-favdic spending grew 147 percent
in real terms. The governors’ access to incregsuidic funds has occurred in a context
of uneven democratization at the state and lowal Cornelius et al 1999; Gibson 2005;
Giraudy 2010; Guillén Lopez 1995; Snyder 2001) sdme states such as Morelos and
Nuevo Leon, governors have not had a majority ingfess and have faced intensive

legislative negotiations. In other states suc@@ahuila and Quintana Roo the
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subnational executives have had large legislatippart in their local congress and have

abused political power.

In terms of the disruptive actions carried outhia education sector, there are also
important levels of variation by education levetidetween states. With a common
border, the southern states of Tabasco and Chiepeshad opposite experiences in
relation to the number of protests observed irr gwémary and lower secondary schools.
While in Tabasco, between 1992 and 2008, there wreverage 2.5 teachers’ protests
per year, in Chiapas teachers were much more dotie streets and carried out on
average 14.2 protests per year. Sinaloa expeddouelevels of protests in the
education sector, although protests in the tertaiycation level (3.6 per year) are
slightly higher than the disruptive actions obsdrisg teachers of primary and lower
secondary education (2.7). In other states aStde of Mexico, the number of protests
by education level was similar (9.7 in the casprohary and secondary, 10.4 in public

universities).

In sum, the variation observed both across timesgade in political competition,
the levels of pluralism in local legislatures, dhd disruptive behavior in the education

sector provide the conditions to test empiricallg hypotheses proposed in this work.

Furthermore, the comparison of subnational unit&isable because it increases
the number of available cases and controls for ssystemic sources of variation (King,
Keohane, and Verba 1994; Putnam 1993). Natiorgreggted data hides important

subnational variation of factors that are theosdlyorelevant. For example, there is a
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growing literature that has underscored the uneeenocratization within countries (see
Gibson 2010 for an overview of this literature)nalyses which use democracy averages
of heterogeneous subunits without controlling fizpdrsion are methodologically
unsatisfactory and can lead the researcher to weonglusions, including on the effects
of democratic regimes for the provision of publaods such as education (Linz and
Miguel 1966).

The Mexican states provide a great setting forraparative analysis of
subnational units and for testing how organizedrgdt groups in the education sector
influence the budgetary allocations for educatiomss levels in each of the different
states. The experience of the Mexican states lslpsnderstand how powerful interest
groups can leverage their influence in the eletgpace to shape the provision of public
goods to their advantage. Finally, the comparlsetween the 31 Mexican states allows
us to identify the challenges for the implementatd decentralization and its

consequences for key public services such as edaocat

1.4. Collective action, electoral concerns and budgetary decisions

This dissertation research shows that organizedast groups in the education sector
influence the distribution of education budgetowséver, not all groups have the
capacity to make their demands heard by electdubatiés. This study provides
empirical evidence revealing that the union of @niynand secondary school teachers in

Mexico, the SNTE, is the most influential organizetérest group in Mexico’s education
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sector. Teachers can leverage their ability taughisthe provision of education services
through strikes and protests in order to increase access to government funds
earmarked for education. In addition, teachergns have also taken advantage of
politicians’ electoral motivation by promising teldrer votes in exchange for more
benefits and larger education budgets.

This dissertation shows that politicians serve oizgd groups for two reasons.
On the one hand, political leaders are fearfuhefriegative consequences of the unions’
disruptive actions challenging decision-makersf@@nance. On the other hand, they
hope to leverage the mobilization capacity of usitmgenerate votes supporting their
mandate. | argue that street protests do notymedballot considerations driving
budgetary decisions in education, but they do §utieir effect. Through their power to
mobilize both on the streets but also at the hakaichers’ unions are capable of
exploiting to their advantage the electoral consepoliticians and extract larger
budgets from the federal government as well froengilibnational authorities.

These findings suggest that it is necessary tafgubk effects of electoral
competition on the allocation of funds to educatids mentioned above, the literature
on democracy and provision of public goods, andqadarly the existing research
regarding the effect of political competition oruedtion spending, have argued that
electoral incentives influence elected authoritieprovide more public goods in order to
gain votes. However, this dissertation researchwstthat in the presence of powerful
organized groups such as teachers’ unions, thepdige actions carried out on the streets

have a stronger effect on the decisions of educ&timgets than competitive elections.
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The empirical evidence provided in this work algghlights that the margin for electoral
manipulation of federal grants decreases consiteuwatuler conditions of strong

organized groups such as the teaches’ union.

1.5 Roadmap

The study is organized in six additional chapt@fsapter 2 establishes the theoretical
foundations of the dissertation. The chapter glesian overview of the literature on
democracy and the provision of public goods, wiiahk focused on the effects of
electoral competition on public spending for pulsivices such as education. This body
of work, however, has analyzed aggregate levetslotational spending without taking
into consideration the distribution of expendituaesoss primary, secondary and tertiary
education levels. | argue that disaggregating &tilire spending allows for a better
understanding of the political economy of educasipanding and show that existent
scholarship on education spending has assumedéatigrthat the main beneficiary of
the public budgets for education is the medianrvo@onsidering that in countries
around the world a high percentage of educatioddware used for teachers’ salaries and
that teachers’ unions are often the largest p@gator unions, | emphasize that in order
to understand the politics of educational spendirgessential to analyze the role of
these organizations and other interests groupkedistribution of funds for education.

| advance a theoretical framework that builds anliterature of interest groups and
unions to underscore that the groups with the lsgbellective action capacity in the

education sector are the teachers’ unions. Theisasiuse a portfolio of selective
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incentives and political strategies to maintaireldy and discipline among their
members. These selective incentives also allowtien leaders to organize protests
and carry out other disruptive actions in ordesxtract resources from elected
authorities.

Chapter 3 provides an overview of the history eftdachers’ union in Mexico
and an analysis of the different attempts to deaépn¢ education in Mexico. The
chapter underscores how the teachers’ union madifie content of the decentralization
policies to ensure that their interests would reaffected by the efficiency goals that
motivated its implementation. It shows that, iderto create the political conditions
necessary for implementation, the federal goverrined to provide a series of
economic benefits to the union, including a meay program that was eventually
captured by the leadership of the teachers’ uniba uwsed it to strengthen its control
over education spending. Ultimately, decentraiarablurred the division of state
responsibilities on education between federal axhational authorities, while keeping
the monopoly of representation in the teacherdmnivho, paradoxically, started as the
main opponent of the decentralization of educasenvices and ended as the main
beneficiary of this reform.

In chapter 4, | analyze how the decentralizatioadhication policy affected the
allocation of federal transfers toward the Mexistates. This chapter offers an empirical
assessment of the theoretical argument on the bBarsoriginal dataset which contains
information on all disruptive actions by teachadministrative university workers,

students, and parents in the 31 states and in &y between 1992 and 2008. The
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dependent variable in this chapter is the changledreducational transfers per student
for basic education (primary, lower secondary) teathers’ training colleges, and the
change in the total federal grants per studentatésl for education to states in Mexico.
This dataset reveals that collective action ingflecation sector varies, as the theory
predicts, by education level and by actors, actioss and across space. This chapter also
tests several of the hypotheses that have beeormrednt in the literature of fiscal
federalism. Specifically, the chapter examinestiviestrategic behavior is present in
the allocation of federal educational grants fatest and contributes to the advancement
of scholarship on fiscal federalism by showing thhtle it is widely believed that
electoral competition influences the allocatiorfexferal grants and public spending
decisions, in the case of conditional grants, deteed under the presence of powerful
organized groups such as teachers’ unions, and gndditions of divided government,
there is considerably less room for electoral malaijon.

Chapter 5 analyzes the politics of educational dpgnfinanced by subnational
authorities in Mexican states from multiple angl&#st, the chapter provides further
testing of the theoretical argument by disaggregatiducational spending per student for
basic education and tertiary education in 31 Mexsiates for the period 1996 to 2009.
The same dataset of disruptive actions in Mexiagsed to assess their differentiated
effect over spending decisions by education lemanced with subnational budgets.
Second, following the literature on educationalnsjdeg, | also test a complementary
hypothesis on the effect of competitive electiond partisanship on the expenditures for

each education level. Third, | examine whethectelal considerations lead to political
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budget cycles in educational spending. Fourthsd provide evidence on how
increasing pluralism observed in the local congressmeasured through the effective
number of parties in subnational legislatures anield government — has had different
effects on the expenditures targeting differentcational levels. By relying on
subnational units for hypothesis testing, this ¢teiapvoids the problems that have
deviled cross-national studies when making gerestdins derived from aggregate
national data that conceal significant variatiorthiw countries (Snyder 2001).
Moreover, this subnational analysis avoids the jgrmolk of data comparability both
across education levels, and among spending figapested by national agencies and
used in the cross-national studies (De Ferrar@B28tuart et al. 2006).

In Chapter 6 | trace how the teachers’ union usegptementary strategies
beyond its disruptive capacity in order to consatigits influence over education policy
in general and over the resources allocated te legication level in particular. Based
on an extensive review of the national and thellptzss and on fieldwork conducted in
Mexico City, the State of Mexico and Morelos, | shieow the union has captured the
educational structures at the federal and the gidmah education systems by instating
loyal members in key authority positions in the @ation systems. Likewise, this chapter
highlights how taking advantage of its mobilizatmapacity, the teachers’ union has
successfully adapted to the decentralization anabdeatization processes in the country
by participating actively in electoral politics.oiffnerly a corporatist member of the
electoral coalition of the hegemonic party thaeduMexico for more than seventy years,

the union has learned to diversify its politicdiaalces with all the major political parties.
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Finally, since 2006 the union has enhanced itsgyaation in the electoral arena by
forming its own political party. This new stratelggs allowed the teachers to have their
own congressional representation in both the fé@elocal congresses and one
additional political tool to defend favorable akdions in the education budgets. | present
original data on the specific benefits that teaseceive across the states. The variance
observed in the type of benefits (standardizeduasber of paid days) portrays the
different capacities among the teachers’ unionigesto influence state authorities when
serving their economic demands.

Chapter 6 also provides an overview of the multq@eruption practices that have
accompanied the growing budgets for basic educdtspending. In that section, |
analyze how corruption and clientelism have sudiglespite the decentralization of
education policy and the growing competitivenesslettions in Mexican states.

Despite its negative consequences for developmmehivall-being, the current situation
of schools and public spending on basic educai@nstable political equilibrium. This
equilibrium is explained by the institutional framark of the political system and the
governance of the education system.

| end in Chapter 7 with a review of the argumerd #me key findings, a brief
discussion of the theoretical implications for eahion policy in other developing
countries and a few thoughts on possible theotetix@nsions for future research that

can address some of the limitations of the presteiaty.
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Education spending is not a decision that shoulthken on ideological grounds;
it is not a decision between left and right bueaision between past and future.

President Felipe Calderén February 7th, 2007.

All societies must invest in their most valuableeistheir people. Education
plays a critical role in enhancing economic contpeness and growth, facilitating
personal development and building strong and hgallieties.

Angel Gurria, Secretary-General of the OECD

In politics, an organized minority is a politicakjority.

Jesse Jackson, American politician

2. Theoretical considerations

2.1. Introduction

Education is a critical policy for governments, ipginakers, scholars and the general
public. There is an increasing consensus on ig@itance for the development of human
capacities, for improving health, and for promotioxerall well-being. From a social
point of view, education is frequently considerdet tsilver bullet against poverty,

inequality, and social despair. Consequently, siment in education has moved to the
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center in the strategies to promote economic gramth social cohesion. Between 1960
and 2008, the average spending on education iwdhniel increased from 2.5 percent to
4.8 of GDP (World Bank 2009). However, while theray be consensus on the benefits
of education spending, there is enormous varidatidhe way governments allocate their

resources across education levels and acrosstiIME$CO 2009).

What can explain the different distributions of edlional spending? What are
the political motivations that drive budgetary dgamns on education? Who are the real
beneficiaries of these appropriations? Are theyablpof influencing the decisions over
the distribution of educational spending? Althoutlere has been progress in our
understanding of the politics of aggregate levéksducation spending, the distribution of
this spending across educational levels is relgtivaexplored (but Ansell 2008). Also
largely missing from existing research is the asiglyf the role of organized interests,
which shape budgetary decisions as well as thetogdcconsiderations motivating
governments in the resolution of conflicts over@tional spending. Particularly notable
in this regard are unions, which exert pressurgaxernments by menus of strikes, street

blockades, the invasion of government offices amttimgs, and electoral mobilization.

The central focus of research explaining edcucatiafiocation has been regime
type. We know that democracies outspend authaianiegimes in their overall
educational expenditures (Brown & Hunter 2004; Héc®006; Stasavage 2005).

Moreover, scholars have found evidence in advadeadbcracies of partisan differences
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in educational spending. Left-wing governments a@re likely to spend more on
education than conservative governments (AnselBBO8oix 1997; Huber, Mustillo &
Stephens 2008; Kaufman & Segura-Ubiergo 2001). pidtiéical economy literature has
also explored the effects of globalization on sopdlicies, whithout reaching any firm
conclusions as to where governments respond toalig@ition with social policies
oriented toward cutting costs (efficiency), or tod/grotecting their citizens’ welfare
(compensation). For defenders of the efficiencgdtlyesis, governments tend to reduce
educational spending, while for proponents of tbengensation hypothesis, countries
that are more integrated into the global econongndpmore on education (Avelino,
Brown and Hunter 2005; Garret 1998; Huber and I&ep 2001; Rudra and Haggard

2005; Rudra 2008).

As it stands, however, the existing literature Aasmplified view of the politics
of education spending. Not only does it ignorertistional struggles over educational
budgets, but it does not consider the role of thaeliciaries of these expenditures.
Scholars tend to assume that the allocation ofip@xpenditures for education is used
for building schools and improving the educatiofrastructure; but, in most countries
more than 80 percent of educational spending exailéd to salaries. As a consequence,
it is hardly to imagine that the beneficiarieslodde wages do not try to influence the size
or distribution of education budgets. | address @mission by analyzing the ways that
organized groups in the education sector influethee political arena in which the
budgetary decisions are made. | challenge the esdional view associated with the
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median voter theorem, which would predict that aoipdemocracies governments will
favor the expansion of education budgets at loweels of education (primary and
secondary) rather than at the tertiary level. Itend that in order to understand the
politics of educational spending, it is necessaryntegrate the interaction between actors
making budgetary decisions, and organized inteqgstssuring for more resources. My
research analyzes the impact of the social molibzaof organized actors in the

education sector on the allocation of educatiopahding.

| argue that the electoral considerations that vatéi governments in their
resolution of conflicts over educational spendimg mediated by the collective action
capacity of organized groups who benefit from theblig resources in this sector---
teachers, students and parents. | recognize tigical parties react differently to the
political pressures of these groups depending Ugmbh the mobilization capacity of the
potential beneficiaries of state spending, and thaitisan linkages. The better organized
groups have a stronger capacity to take advanthtes @lectoral concerns of politicians
in order to influence their decisions over educalobudgets. In exchange, political
parties expect to both benefit from avoiding dismg politics that could affect
governance and their political performance, andydo the political support of those
organized constituencies whose political value graw the level of electoral competition
increases. Therefore, the politics of educatis@énding is a much more complex
process than the standard view advanced in thégableconomy literature, which has
embraced the assumptions of the median voter, wigi®rintg the distributional
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struggles that this model tries to address. Unpikevalent explanations that account for
aggregate levels of spending in terms of politicegime differences, electoral
considerations, partisanship differences, or igonal factors, the main working
hypothesis that | advance and test with this diaten, is that the distribution of
spending between primary, secondary and tertianycattbn is largely shaped by

mobilizing capacity of organized actors in the eation sector.

This chapter is organized as follows. In the fipstrt, | briefly review the
literature on democratization and public good pmn. | show that the logic of the
median voter theorem has heavily influenced theseliess. | contend that it is
paradoxical that authors, who have assumed thatdisteibutional consequences of
democracy are the result of the electoral pressunase themselves ignored the
distributional conflicts involving the allocationf aresources among the different
education levels. In the second section | deviigpargument, bringing into the analysis
the role of the organizational capacity of the extbenefiting from these decisions---
teachers, students and parents---and explain hcavdantext of electoral competition,
they influence the distribution of resources in public education sector. Moreover, |
assess the way partisanship mediates the distibofieducation spending across levels,
qualifying the conventional wisdom that left-oriedtparties spend more on education
and especially on primary education, in comparisonmore conservative parties.
Finally, the last section summarizes the argumedtdelineates the set of hypotheses to
be tested empirically in subsequent chapters.
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2.2. Political economy of education spending

There is a growing consensus in the literature wmdn capital: education is good for
development. Education matters not only for indiidl development, health status,
social inclusion, and access to employment (OEQDstitute for Statistics 2003), but
also has major relevance for countries’ socioecaaaievelopment. Education promotes
economic growth (Barro and Sala-i-Martin 1995; Psacpoulos 1995, 2004; Sianesi
and Reenen 2003; World Bank 1991, 1993), incredbesrate of technological
innovation (Goldin and Katz 2008; World Economicaiim. 2006/2007), contributes to
poverty reduction (Watkins 2000; World Bank 2008glps to lower economic and
gender inequality (Birdsall, Ross, and Sabot 1®8itishall and Londofio 1998) and has
positive externalities on improving health and r@dg crime (Psacharopoulos 2004). In
a nutshell, education is a good investment ancbbas seen as a cornerstone of human
development potential. Consistent with an appteeiaof the positive externalities of
human capital, diverse international organizati@gsee on a policy prescription of
investment in education (ECLAC (Economic Commissfor Latin America and the
Caribbean) 1999; ECLAC (Economic Commission fori.#&merica and the Caribbean)
2000, 2001; OECD 2001, 2006; OECD / Institute fdatiStics 2003; Sherman and

Poirier 2007; UNESCO 2000, 2006).
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Governments have increased educational spending tinee last fifty years.
Between 1960 and 2008, the average spending oratoludn the world increased from
2.5 percent to 4.8 of national income (Ansell 2068)wever, even when controlling for
a wide range of socio-economic and socio-demogcaphriables (e.g. the stage of
development, the levels of economic growth, theilab#éity of resources and the
governments’ fiscal capacity, development stratedgmographic variables and other
structural controls), we observe wide variatiorducational spending by governments.

The politics of these investments in human capigel been addressed by several
recent studies which focus mainly on the aggretgatel of spending. Put briefly, the
main arguments in the literature are two: 1) demades in Latin America and Africa
spend more on education than non-democratic regiraes among them, 2) left-wing
governments in Western Europe and Latin Americaspmnd their right-wing

competitors (Ansell 2008; Boix 1997, 1998, 1999pkuet al. 2006).

2.2.1 Democracies, elections and educational spending

The impact of political regimes on the provisioneadiucation has been the most explored
thesis in the current literature. Scholars havepamed the performance of democracies

and non-democratic regimes and have maintained deatocratic governments have

! Joan Nelson has summarized the literature of pgoiod provision in a recent review.
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better education policies. These arguments cagrdaged into four different theoretical

categories:

a) The state as a monopoly which produces public sesyiwhile democracy is a
competitive political market.

b) The effect of political freedoms and individualhitg for the provision of public
goods.

c) Elections and the size of the electorate.

d) The long-term effects of democracy on the provisibhuman capital.

a) The state as a monopoly producer of public servicesand democracy as a
competitive political market.

In several articles, Matthew Baum and David LakeO® develop a theory that
identifies the state as a monopoly producer of ipukgrvices. They argue that giving
their legitimate monopoly over the use of forceatess are capable of producing goods
where as collective action problems, informationasymmetries, contractual
impediments, and barriers to voluntary exchange ldvatherwise result in market
failures. When contrasting democracies and nonedeatic regimes (autocracies), it is
necessary to understand the costs of participanmhthe barriers to exit. Democracies
have competitive political markets with low cosfsparticipation and barriers to exit.
Under these circumstances, politicians who ardtytihaximizers who compete for

office, may face credible threats from new paracis in the political market. As a
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consequence, under democratic regimes the stdesgsable to extract rents from its
citizens and has a weaker monopoly power.

Politicians have an incentive to provide more pulglbods when they are fearful
of losing the election if they do not act accordyndn contrast, in autocracies elections
are largely irrelevant and politicians face lowsks of losing power. Political markets
are dominated by a group of individuals linkedhe tuler and are capable of exercising
their monopoly power to extract higher rents fromeit citizens. As a consequence,
cronyism is more likely, as in the case of Suhartmdonesia, or in the Philippines under
Marcos (Lake and Baum 2001). In contrast, competitiolitical markets lead to a more
generous provision of public services such as healtl education. It is precisely due to
the higher provision of basic services that denmcifaas a positive indirect effect on
economic growth (Baum and Lake 2003).

b) The effect of political freedoms and individualrights for the provision of public

goods.

Under this view, the effects of democracy on thevision of education and other
public goods come from the capacity that individuahve to organize politically and
openly express their points of view. The provisodipublic services is a consequence of
extending political rights and civil liberties. Bdom of the press strengthens the
accountability mechanisms of politicians who aréeptally subject to harsher criticism
in case they do not deliver on their promises. puklic is capable of being informed

about the way their governments serve their neadsd, therefore can punish them
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electorally if they fail to provide adequate edumat As a consequence, democracy has a
positive effect on several aspects of the phydiéalof citizens (Frey and Al-Roumi
1999; Sen 1999). Brown (1999) found that demoesatiad higher levels of primary
enrollment than authoritarian regimes did in deplg regions of Central and South
America, the Middle East, South and East Asia, nd-Saharan Africa between 1960
and 1987. In the case of Latin American countriegerall education spending is higher
in countries that transited to democracy during 28B80s and 1990s than that observed

under authoritarian regimes (Brown and Hunter 2004)
c) Electoral competition and the size of the electate.

The most compelling argument in this traditionhie bne offered by Bueno de Mesquita
and his colleagues. They argue that politiciansratienal actors who are office seekers,
constantly struggling for their political survivah order to do so, they need to create and
maintain a “winning coalition” within the “selectate”, that is, within the smaller body
of citizens with the ability to influence who wikad the government. Given that the role
of leader is coveted and competitive in all soewetrulers are constantly preoccupied that
a challenger could replace them. As a consequéraers rationally adopt policies that
reward the members of their winning coalition id@rto maintain their loyalty. The size
of this winning coalition is bigger in democraci#san in authoritarian regimes and
therefore politicians have different political imteres under these two regimes. The
smaller size of the coalition in an authoritari@gime allows rulers to provide private

benefits to their supporters. Nevertheless, inataties the constant provision of these
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private goods for a bigger number of potential sufgys would be highly inefficient, and
therefore governments are more likely to providbligugoods such as education. In this
way, for governments that rely on a small winnir@altion, good policies are bad
politics, and bad policies are good politicdn contrast, in governments dependent on
larger winning coalitionsgood policies are good politics.Therefore, politicians in
democratic arenas are compelled to maintain thikgct@al connection with their
constituencies in order to maximize the probabidifytheir own reelection (Bueno de

Mesquita et al. 2003; Mayhew 1974; Root 2005).

Following a similar logic, Stasavage (2005) argtiest politicians in recently
democratized countries in Africa not only have ¢pere on education, but have
privileged spending on education services thateseéne majority of the population.
Contrary to previous research, in his study Stagaveot only analyzes the aggregate
level of education spending, but compares primang #ertiary (higher) education
spending. Given the incentives described prewousirican democratic leaders spend
more on education and mainly do it by privilegingnmary education. As this author
recognizes, the logic of this literature restswa assumptions. First of all, citizens care
about education and therefore education spendiagétevant issue for voters. Second,
candidates have incentives to implement their psemion education spending because
they anticipate that the voters will punish themtlre next election if they do not

implement them.
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Peter Lindert has provided an economic historicahlysis with a similar
electorate approach. He shows that since the eamteenth century when suffrage
began to expand across different Western Europeantries and the United States,
governments started to spend on social policiegnanthem education. In countries
where the “political voice” was spread more equdlhe willingness to spend tax money
on primary education was significantly greatern fact, the countries least willing to
spend taxes on mass primary education were notatiiecracies but the elite-vote
countries” (Lindert 2002, p.13). At the end of #ighteen century, the world champions
of mass education were Germany and the United sStatkhough with regional
differences. Mass education was heavily finanecethe northern states in the United
States, Germany and Prussia, but not in the Amefcauth or in Britain. Lindert argues
that the spread of democratic voting rights plagddading role in explaining why some

nations forged ahead in education and others é#linal (Go and Lindert 2008; 2005).

d) The long term effects of democracy on the devgdment of human capital.

Despite the different causal mechanisms enumega@dously, the consensus over the
effects of democracy in the provision of human tg@nhancing policies has not been
unanimous. The skeptics argue that the empiricaleace used in the studies of the
positive views of democracy and the provision ofblpu goods is shaky. Thus

democracy is far from being a generous politicgime, good for the poor (Ross 2006).

Qualitative evidence found in developing regionghsas Africa and Latin America
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seems to reinforce this image of the diluted bémefif democratic governance.
However, recently scholars have challenged this giew of the socioeconomic effects

of democracy.

They argue that it is necessary to differentiateorsgn countries with old
democratic politics and countries that have onlprigf experience with this type of
political regime. In their view, this distinctioslows us to disentangle the effects of
democracy. The effects of political institutiorskeé time to crystallize (Huntington
1968). Moreover, the civil society institutions thmake politicians accountable do not
spring forth overnight. Therefore, long-term demawies are more likely to have
institutionalized politics, while younger democrexihave weaker political institutions
and thus are less responsive to their citizens f@£e2005). Once we make these
distinctions and we consider the “country’s sto¢kdemocracy” then it is possible to
support the thesis that democracy has a strongangt influence on countries’ current

level of human development (Gerring, Thacker, aifdrd 2006).

2.2.2 The median voter argument and educational spending

The main logic that drives the three bodies ofditere reviewed is the benchmark result
of the median voter theorem (Drazen 2000; Meltzed Richard, 1981). This model
assumes that in a representative democracy withpawties and majority voting, the tax
rate and the implicit level of redistribution istdemined by the preference of the median
voter. In poor and unequal societies, in which thedian voter is poor, voters have

much to gain by taxing the rich and will imposeptsferences by democratic means.
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In the case of education, the literature assumatstbie majority formed by the
poor pressures governments to focus on policiesrédne to themselves. Consequently,
in low and middle income democracies such as Mexeccational spending will be
distributed from the rich to the poor. Therefdtes allocation of public resources would
be expected to follow a pyramid pattern in whicté grimary education sector would be
the level with the highest budget, while tertiadpieation which primarily serves the rich
would receive the lowest share of the educationagbt. Educational spending will be
redistributed from the rich to the poor and willtagher in the education levels that serve
the median voter. In low and medium income denwesasuch as Mexico, primary
education is the level that serves the median vot&@herefore, the distribution of
education spending would be expected to have ampgrpattern as shown in Figure 2.1.,
with the primary education sector being the lardesteficiary of educational budgets.
Public universities (or “tertiary education”, toeu’NESCO classification term) would
be expected to receive the lowest resources ineth&sieties, given that the
socioeconomic profile of their students indicatleat tmost of them come from middle

class and rich families (Franko 2003; Perry andldvBank. 2006).
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Figure 2.1. Expected Allocation of Public Educatinal Spending in Low and
Middle Income Countries under the Logic of the Medan Voter Theorem

Consistent with the literature we reviewed on demmog and the provision of
public goods, it should be expected that demoaihyielected authorities are more
concerned with issues of human development thateaders who maintain power
through other means (Lake and Baum 2001). Theindihe is that competitive
elections provide the incentives for politiciand&have in a way closer to serving the
electorate than their authoritarian counterpartserefore, in the case of education,
competitive elections should be expected to geadaager educational budgets. This
effect should be particularly strong in the edumatevels with larger social

consequences, namely, in primary education.
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Electoral competition and educational spending.

1. The level of electoral competition will have a fgn& effect on educational
spending. This effect will be stronger in primagucation than in tertiary.
However, there is ample cross-national evidencevsigpthat the distribution of

education spending does not follow this patterenmerging economies with democratic
governments. In a recent report for the World Baauillermo Perry and his group of
researchers contrasted the distribution of educapending in Latin America and the
East Asian tigers. Despite the important efforfs Latin American countries to
substantially increase the resources allocateddtaagion, with special emphasis on
primary education, the inequality in the distriloatiof these resources persists. Public
spending on education has increased from 2.7 peoteBDP in 1990 to 4.3 percent in
2002-2003. Nevertheless, the statistical and ataceévidence has consistently shown
the persistence of high subsidies observed in mainyhe Latin American public
universities and the insufficient funds allocateg¢condary schools. In fact, educational
finance in the region reflects an inverted pyram@ompared to expenditures in OECD
countries, in Latin America there is a higher pntipm of public resources spent on
higher education as a ratio of primary or secondhgn in developed countries. In
contrast, most of the denominated East Asian tigave allocated resources closer to the
expected distribution under the logic of the medrater theorem (OECD 2008; Perry
and World Bank. 2006). In Nicaragua, the wealthigsiintile receives one-third of all

public spending on education, while the pooress getmeager tenth (Franko 2007). In
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the case of Mexico, the condition of the public etion system cuts against the
assumption that education spending serves the mediar. While 58 percent of young
Mexicans (19 — 23 years old) in the richest delsdge access to tertiary education, only

4.9 percent and 8 percent in the last two incontdefeattend a university (INEGI 2008).

As can be seen in Figure 2.2, salaries and wagesharlargest component of
education budgets. Nonetheless, in the study ef ridationship between political
regimes and the provision of education, scholaesnsto assume that the allocation of
public resources for education is mainly for buigischools and improving the education
infrastructure. They neglect the effect of thgamized groups who are actually the main

beneficiaries of educational spending.
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Figure 2.2. Educational Expenditure by Nature of Spnding in selected Latin
American Countries for 2005 — 2007

2.2.3 The importance of organization: collective action and its
effect on education spending

Politicians do not hear all voices equally. As d@lgdentified in his seminal work on
collective action, individuals have different mednsnfluence governments’ decisions.
There are several reasons why organized groups &ateonger capacity to influence
public policy than atomized individuals, even ifeyhundermine the welfare of the
majority when they do so (Bates 1981; Olson 1969821 2000). Individuals’

perceptions are imperfect about how much the gonent contributes to or detracts from
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their welfare on each policy. There is asymmatriormation between organized groups
and the general public. Moreover, interest grolgpse the resources to process
information regarding the policy arena under thefluence. In contrast, unorganized

citizens lack this knowledge due to the high infation processing costs they face
(Grossman and Helpman 1996, 2001; Lohmann 1998)200nterest groups are better
equipped to monitor governments’ activities visia-the diffused general public, and

therefore politicians have stronger incentivesiss Ipolicy toward such special interests.
These resources open the door to different stiedelgi block reforms that endanger their
privilege. In Latin America, there is ample eviderof the influence of organized groups
in policymaking. For example, unions and businessociations blocked or shaped the
reforms implemented in the region during the 1920l frequently preserved the rents
they extracted from the state (Haggard and Kauftr®9®; Haggard, Webb, and World

Bank. 1994; Hellman 1998; Schamis 1999; Teichmd&i2Weyland 2002).

In the education sector organization also mattdiisere are different actors that
organize and influence educational policy in itsltiple aspects, from teaching content,
to the hiring process of teachers, and the digiohuof spending. These groups are
teachers, students and parents. Their organizaticepacity varies according to the
education level, and consequently they have difteated means to influence policy in

this sector.

In the case of primary education, teacher unioesbgr far the most organized

group. Potentially, students and parents can aiganize and influence educational
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policy, but their role in this area pales in comgam to teachers’ collective capacity.
Teacher unions have played a powerful role in thplementation and even in some
cases the design of educational reforms. The pt&elyy some governments to ignore
their participation have frequently failed or dézdithe education policymaking process
(Corrales 2003; Grindle 2004; Kaufman and Nelsod42Melson 1999; Palamidessi and

Legarrald 2006).

It has been argued that in a global economy, unseesn to be in trouble given
the overseas competition, threats of capital fligamd technological changes that
suppress jobs (Wallerstein and Western 2004).héncse of unions in public entities,
the fears of job insecurity and union decline amaker. Workers in the health and
education sectors are the largest segment of pabijgloyees. They are not subject to
competition from abroad. Moreover, they traditibpahave a monopoly on
representation, and are constantly developingipalitelationships with political parties
that will guarantee them institutionalized protenti This monopoly of representation
reduces coordination problems and facilitates banmgg by reducing inter-union
competition (Golden 1993). Additionally, teachemstitute a more homogenous group
compared to other unions in the private sectorelhto different companies and thus with
more diverse interests. Teachers’ unions in cehghare a homogeneous demand for

higher salaries and benefits.

Teacher unions have different means to pressurergments and see their

interests served. As several scholars have enggthsstrikes are used to influence the
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“who gets what of politics”. Wages, salaries, pulaxpenditures, and taxation can be
determined by union strikes (Robertson 2007). Wither levels of unionization, there
are more workers to participate in protests antkestr (Franzosi 1995). This is a
powerful resource for unions. Strikes and threditstiokes are highly disruptive in the
case of teachers. Parents immediately face théeadigal of finding alternative childcare.
Teachers have a nationwide presence that conssdidageir political position and turns

teachers into a valuable asset for political partie

In the negotiations between education authoritied the union, the teachers’
leaders frequently have more leverage over theingparts due to more accumulated
experience. In the case of Latin America, Javierr&les has documented a high
turnover at the education ministerial level, in ttast to the longer tenures of teachers’
union leaders (Corrales 1999). Additionally, mersbef the teachers’ unions control
important segments of the education bureaucracyaa@dble to pursue their interests
from inside the captured structures of the ministfgachers in most countries are rarely
supervised on the job. They work alone in clagsimoand as will be shown in detail in
Chapter 6, in cases such as Mexico the teacheishUSNTE) controls most other
educational positions (e.g. school directors, strsupervisors and superintendents),

making impossible any external oversight of teasher

From the point of view of their members, teachersons diversify the means of

control and compensation over their affiliates. ©®& compensation side, unions deliver

2 Terry Moe describes the resistance of teacheiishsrin the United States to accountability meas(ioe 2011).
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different benefits (carrots) to teachers. Thewe them with job security, facilitate the
negotiation of higher wages, and negotiate moregers benefits (such as lower interest
rate loans and mortgages, better health serviceaspensatory payments for vacations,
complementary payments for teachers’ day, and &lerstmas bonuses). Unions also
have access to a repertoire of control mechanistickg) that dissuade dissidents and
facilitate the mobilization of their members, if cessary. With monopoly of
representation in most cases, teachers unionsraveded with institutional protections
against challengers. Unions frequently negotia@muses that provide them with
discretionary hiring and firing power, as part ofcallective bargaining contract. If
teachers’ leaders require the mobilization of the&mbers, they have credible persuasive
mechanisms to secure their participation in pretastd marches. If they do not comply,
dissidents can be fired, blocked access to faverbbhefits, or sent to remote locations
far from where they live. Moreover, it is commont@achers’ unions that members pay
mandatory monthly fees equivalent to 1 percenthefrtsalaries (Tiramonti and Filmus
2001; Vaillant 2005) . These compulsory contribngigrovide leaders with the material
resources to finance demonstrations and strikesaisiable even for months. They allow
leaders the access to vehicles for the transpomtati demonstrators and even facilitate
the hiring of consultancy services on educationmdutheir negotiations with government

officials.3

% Interviews conducted in the Spring of 2007 withders from different SNTE'’s sections confirmed ‘teltiple
instruments of rewards and persuasion” that allothiech to enjoy theupportandgenerosityof their members
(Confidential interviews, January 2008).
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The development of teachers’ unions in Latin Arceeparallels the expansion of
education systems in the early twentieth centudyions were an attractive and natural
instrument for governments to implement the padicief educational expansion
developed during the 1950s and 1960s (Grindle 20040st teachers unions developed
partisan linkages and were key players for sevgoakrnments’ support bases. These
relationships allowed unions to develop the poweportfolio of sticks and carrots

mentioned previously.

As political entrepreneurs, teachers’ union leadeiderstand the importance of a
relationship with the political party in governmgbut at the same time diversify their
risks. Therefore it is common practice to keep dber open for eventual negotiations
with new parties that may eventually assume pow&he diversification of political
risks---or if this is seen as a political investmeahe diversification of political assets---
multiplies in decentralized and partially decenned systems, where different levels of
government have responsibilities in the educatemios. Under circumstances in which
political parties control distinct governments dtedent levels, the position of a teachers’
union strengthens with respect to the educatiohaaitiies, especially in the case of a
unified union. Education authorities that beldagyovernments of different parties can
hardly develop trust mechanisms that could helmthretheir negotiations with teachers.
This coordination problem leads them to avoid stmainformation (e.g. the terms of
negotiations on salaries and benefits), puts thlreaoinstant competition to take credit for

successful measures on education policy (e.g. tmstiction of new school or the
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renovation of the schools’ infrastructure) or tiavblame and transfer responsibility to
another government level when negative eventspldae (e.g. the extension of teachers’
strikes, or the poor performance of students indsedized tests). Unions perceive this
problematic relationship and use it to their bendfnerefore, rather than seeing a strong
and loyal relationship between teachers’ unionsoitical parties, we observe partisan

linkages of teachers’ unions that are politicallyedsified.

According to the enrollment figures, primary edimats the biggest level in the
education sector. Taking into consideration thestxbf membership or union density,
teacher unions at the primary education level tnenger compared to the teacher and
professor organizations at the upper secondary Bw public universities. When the
monopoly conditions of unions disappear or are @ih)gben their negotiation capacity
erodes, given that they begin to compete for meséed resources. In the case of union
fragmentation as it occurs in some upper seconsigstems such as the Mexican one,
coordination among teachers is harder to achievause the conditions of the monopoly
of representation become more fragile. The mutigtion of union representations
weakens their bargaining power toward the educatiothorities. Governments take
advantage of the competition of interests in orttemrivilege political allies, while
punishing and disregarding the demands of unfriendions and nonunionized teachers.
A similar phenomenon occurs at the university lewath a multiplication of unions
whose membership is attached to their institutio aot encompassed in a single

national union. However, although university ui@re fragmented and smaller unions
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occupy a weaker position when influencing educalispending, students are potent
allies to pressure politicians for additional res@s for higher education and this
compensates by increasing their influence with tipdins at this education level.

Organized students are a second potential constiyue be served by political parties.

Overall, the organizational capacity of the teasharion at the primary education
level consolidates its strength. As | pointed otgvpusly, the portfolio of sticks and
carrots guarantee teachers some force at the sam@ehe union density augments their
capacity to disrupt the economy, provides them witite resources to influence political
campaigns and lobbying, and strengthens their pdavextract preemptive concessions

from government policy makers (Hicks and Swank 198dGuire 1999).

In contrast, student organizations and parent &Hsmts have weaker
institutional arrangements that can contributeheirt mobilization. These less robust
resources do not preclude their having potentiatesgies to challenge the education
authorities and to conduct an active defense of tteanands. However, these collective
groups are social movements, and do not have 8iguitional strength or the constant
provision of resources such as that observed iaratiterest groups such as unions, to
shape education policy. As Sidney Tarrow has naedal movements “seldom possess
selective incentives or constraints over followersr are they bound by institutional
routines, and therefore leadership has a creativetibn in selecting forms of collective

action” (Tarrow 1998).
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Students in public universities are traditionallyermittent political actors. In
Latin America they tend to be more politicized omparison to the individuals attending
upper secondary schools or private universitietn order to assert their claims and
appeal to new constituencies, student movementitreantentious challenges through
direct action against elites and authorities. dmparison to teachers’ unions, student
organizations lack the resources and constant sitoethe state that could facilitate a
broader and permanent spectrum of political asdsjtsuch as the ones observed with the
teachers’ organizations. They demonstrate uraeréble political opportunities with
the purpose of defending common purposes whenfdetyaggrieved, and trust that their

demands will be satisfied by acting collectivelygiam, MCCarthy, and Zald 1996).

However, students’ shared interests are much mgrardic in comparison to the
recurrent demand of higher wages and more gendenusfits that characterize teachers’
mobilizations. In places where universities habveen granted autonomy by
governments, students mobilize to defend that aubhynwhen they perceive authorities
try to influence the teaching policy of their irigtion. They take to the streets to
challenge policies that increase the requiremeantadmission. Students rally to promote
and protect political rights and civil libertiesice In the case of tuition fees, Latin
American public universities are characterized bypegous subsidies and even in some
cases automatic admission privileges if applicamaime from a certain group of high
schools. Most of their students come from midddss families, and as consequence, the

opportunities to achieve advanced education acorast frequently to those already
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endowed with privileges. It is important to higtit that frequently middle class children
study in private primary and secondary school$calgh at the tertiary education level
only the wealthiest ones are capable of contintivegr education in private institutions.
The rest of the students that continue their edutado it in public universities (De

Ferranti 2003; Lopez-Acevedo and Salinas 2000)e Jibsidies at this education level
are literally middle class entitlements that orgadi students strongly defend when

governments attempt to reduce them.

The Mexican experience is illustrative in this nejaDuring the last two decades,
the federal government has attempted three timésctease the tuition at the National
Autonomous University (UNAM). For more than thiggars, students have been paying
twenty cents of a peso as their annual tuition. rgeaand protracted student
demonstrations have derailed the proposals focypahange. Similar demonstrations
have been observed in Germany and the United Kimgtlg students who oppose
changes in the universities’ fees. Once subsidieesl or free tertiary education has been
granted, policy changes to modify tuition are exieé/ complicated because of the

students’ protests.

In sum, when political circumstances are favorafdey. when authorities’
capacity to repress manifestations is weak, whetlesits have the solidarity and support
of other social or political actors, when commoiegances activate a shared identity and
student organizations are capable of consoliddtwognective structures” among their

members), then student protests are more likelyodour and shape government's
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decisions in the educational sector. Under th@seirostances, governments are more
likely to buy the support of organized studentrder to avoid or end costly protests

while simultaneously pursuing their political suppo

In the case of organized parents, teachers’ uraomgraditionally wary of active
parents’ associations that could dispute their rebrdf the teacher hiring and firing
process (Moe 2011). They have opposed any aabieehy parents in the supervision
and evaluation of teachers. The asymmetric infdonabn students’ performance
between teachers and parents also plays in favibrediormer. The transaction costs for
teachers to get involved in school organizatiomsmauch lower compared to the parents.
Moreover, parents organizational structures arekearea@ompared to the institutional
protections of robust unions. They lack the ecaromasources to develop horizontal
structures that could help them coordinate natlgrial function as a homogenous actor
in their relationship with education authoritiesdaeachers. Parents are more likely to
organize at lower education levels, and typicalpym much less relevant role at higher

levels of education.

Contrasting primary and secondary education, iticcdie expected that these
associations are likely to be stronger at the prymeducational level than at the
secondary. There are studies documenting thairtitsability of parents’ involvement in
their children’s academic affairs diminishes ag/tgeow older. In other words, parents’
involvement is weaker when students are in secgnoampared to when they are in the

primary schools. Given the age of the studentegondary schools (between 13 and 17
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years old), we can assume that parents are natvatvéd in their children’s school
performance as they are at the primary level becatusdents in the adolescent years
begin to take their first steps toward greater peohelence from their parents, and
therefore are less likely to be enthusiastic aldlingct interventions from them in their
school performance and about parents’ potentiaéraction with their professors
(Dornbusch and Ritter 1988; Eccles and Harold 18925). Moreover, there is evidence
that parents themselves think that they have nmdheeince over their children when they
are in the elementary schools than when they radoltescence (Freedman-Doan et al
1992). Even from the teachers’ perspective, iess likely that they expect any
significant interaction with their students’ parerdat the secondary level compared to
what is observed at the primary level. Therefonegeneral it is possible to assume that
parents are less engaged in their children’s schoiVities and as a consequence their
associations at the secondary level are weaker a@dpwith their counterparts whose

children are in primary education.

Considering the organizational characteristics hed tifferent beneficiaries of
public education spending, it is possible to essabln ordinal classification of their
collective action capacity that influences governtaen the distribution of resources in
this sector. In this ordinal classification, agliér value highlights a more powerful
collective action capacity of the actors comparebbiver values. As can be seen in this

classification, it is expected that actors at thenpary education level have the highest
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collective action capacity, while actors at theosetary level are the weakest in terms of

their collective organizing capacity.

Table 2.1 Collective Action and the Distribution ofEducational
Spending

Primary/lower Upper  Tertiary education Expected distribution of
seondary education secondary spending
Parents 2 1 0 1st. Primary and lower secondary
Students 0 1 2 2nd. Tertiary
Teachers 2 0 1 3rd. Upper seondary
Total 4 2 3
collective action

From the previous discussion, | propose the follghypotheses:

Union strength and overall education spending.

2. Public education spending will be contingent on rt@bilization capacity of the
actors in the education sector. Overall educajmending will be higher in states
where this capacity is greater.

Union strength and the distribution of resourcesoas education levels.

3. The stronger the union at the primary educatioelleglative to the other levels,
the higher will be the share of the budget gointhte sector.

Mobilization capacity and tertiary education spemgli

4. The more combative the university unions and thelestt organizations, the
greater the resources that governments will chaiomedrd tertiary education.
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2.2.4 Political parties and education spending

In democratic regimes political parties are keyiolels for the representation of voters’
preferences. They allow politicians to overcomeemive action problems and make
agreements possible through which policies are emphted (Aldrich 1995). As
summarized by the political scientist Schattschexefdemocracy is unthinkable save in

terms of parties” (quoted in Aldrich 1995 p.3).

The study of political parties and their influenice policy-making has a long
tradition in the political economy literature of ¥tern Europe. Essentially this literature
has argued that although all political parties @rgdolicies that maximize economic
growth in order to improve their constituencies’lfare and augment their electoral
strength, there is a clear difference in the peficthey implement in government to
achieve this goal. On the one hand, left-wingegoments are seen as relatively more
concerned with distribution and therefore tendaweof economic policies that imply a
bigger role for government, with a special emphamsisfighting unemployment. In
contrast, right-wing parties tend to be more filsc@onservative, privilege balanced
budgets and focus on keeping inflation low (Braddeyal. 2003; Cameron 1984; Cusack
1999; Garrett 1998; Hibbs 1977). They prefer tpriove productivity through stronger
private sector control of investments. Left leanpayties have stronger linkages with
labor unions and therefore have contributed toettgansion of social policies beneficial

to these constituencies. In contrast to right-wgogernments which tend to place more
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trust in market mechanisms for the provision ofiaobenefits, left-wing governments
tend to be more generous in the provision of sosgalices; they tend to expand the
welfare state by universalizing social welfare pamgs. Finally, Christian democratic
parties in OECD countries are found to privilegegyeus welfare states, but with a less
inclusive and redistributive profile. They rely moon private provision of social

services (Huber, Ragin, and Stephens 1993; Hulie6phens 2001).

In the case of education, Carles Boix has providedience that in OECD
countries left-wing governments allocate more resesi for human capital to raise the
productivity of labor and the competitiveness oé taconomy, while the right-wing
governments reward capital to accelerate economawty (Boix 1997, 1998). More
recently, Ben Ansell (2008) has examined the edutagpending of OECD countries
between 1960 and 2000. His results show that encéise of education, partisanship
matters. Consistent with the assumption thatdefternments are more concerned with
distribution issues, in his cross-national analysedinds that these parties favor higher

levels of educational spending.

In this literature, scholars of advanced Westermatacies assume that the
linkages of accountability and responsiveness batweoters and political elites are
mainly programmatic appeals and policy achievememslitical parties are assumed to
provide policy packages that help voters to maptipal parties on an ideological
spectrum in which the labels of left and right arformation shortcuts that summarize

the policy proposals and stances of political partiHinich and Munger 1994).
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However, there is abundant evidence that the liekdgetween politicians and voters in
most developing countries (but not exclusivelyher) are characterized by exchanges
of selective material incentives through networks direct exchange (clientelism)
(Kitschelt 2000). Domestic politics in these cor$eis characterized by clientelistic
practices. As a method of electoral mobilizatiolientelistic networks provide material
goods in return for electoral support, conditiomeda criterion of distribution in which
the patron makes all the efforts to verify that #iectors deliver their promised votes
(Stokes 2007). The assumption of a programmatigpeition then is a problematic one
in environments in which clientelism is a normalyed conducting political life, such as

occurs in Latin America.

Within these countries, the welfare state is muabremconditioned by these
clientelistic practices. Such practices can pa#ntreduce the importance of partisan
differences in terms of the welfare public prowisoMoreover, as Kitschelt points out,
“for democracies from India to much of Latin Amexjclientelist politics has constituted
the functional equivalent of the welfare state, egging the have-nots to abide by

political orders that tremendously advantage thesa(2000).

Therefore, taking into consideration these cavesis, necessary to qualify the
role of partisanship over social policies. In tlese of Latin America, political parties
have more volatile electorates and have been cemesidto be less institutionalized

compared to their counterparts in advanced demiesr@elainwaring and Scully 1995).
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Moreover, the policymaking in the region has besftuenced by international
financial dependency and balance of payments anttr Several scholars have argued
that under these circumstances, domestic politecssubordinated to international
economic pressures, technocratic expertise andigablinsulation, thus undermining
democratic accountability and responsiveness (Agaad Jeffrey Stark 1998; Oxhorn

and Ducatenzeiler 1998).

Nonetheless, there is evidence that such argumlacis empirical support.
Domestic politics do matter and political parties kdave an impact on the policies
implemented by governments. Compared to right-vgogernments, leftist parties have
been more capable of implementing restrictive me@paomic reforms that affect labor
interests (Murillo 2001), and there is evidence #monomic performance in the region

has varied in response to partisanship (Remmer)2002

In the case of education, Murillo and Ronconi hakiewn that the militancy of
teachers’ unions in the Argentine provinces dinfiags when the governors and the
unions are of the same party (2004). In a crossma study of 15 Latin American
countries Kaufman and Segura provide evidence ‘ph@pular based parties” squeeze

investments in human capital, probably to protectsion spending (2001).

In a series of articles, Huber, Stephens and aplieshave argued that despite the
little programmatic cohesion of political partiesdatheir frequent clientelistic practices,
(Ameringer 1992; Ames 1995; Mainwaring and Torc@0&), there is still a space in

public policy for ideological preferences to makeitierence. Consequently, bringing
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the logic of the aforementioned literature on OE@iintries, they argue that left-wing
parties are also more concerned with redistribuéind in consequence, are expected to
privilege social spending. Nevertheless, the emgirevidence is far from conclusive to
support these statements (Huber, Mustillo, & Steph008; Huber, Francois Nielsen,

Jenny Pribble, and Stephens, 2006).

Partisanship is expected to be less relevant iralloeation of public resources
toward primary education, but influential in thestdibution of funds across the other
educational levels. Political parties make allamatidecisions contingent on the
constituencies they serve and the influence of diganized actors in the education
sector. Traditionally, many studies of democraog redistribution have assumed that
the middle classes support right-wing parties, ghile poor vote consistently for the left
(Lipset et al. 1954). Therefore, intuitively we Waexpect that in developing countries
where the poor is the biggest social group thandtt public education, left leaning
parties would be more likely to support primary a&edondary education spending while
conservative right-wing parties would privilege Inég education. But this conventional
wisdom needs to be empirically tested. Thereweekinds of arguments that could lead
us to believe that this assumption does not holkebirtexts of unequal democracies with
a relevant segment of the population still trappegoverty, such as it occurs in Mexico.
On the one hand, if we consider the size of thedhaidtlass in a society with such
characteristics it is possible to suggest the hygmis that right-wing parties do need to

canvass the poor in order to broaden their eldcsagport base. They compete for the
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votes of the poor with leftist partiésSpending on primary education can be an effective
way to do this, given the high number of users ttias public education level
encompasses. Therefore, | argue that partisanshipnet be relevant for education
spending at the primary levelOn the other hand, consistent with the previ@eion —
most of education spending goes to salaries arréftive the biggest beneficiaries of it
are teachers- teacher unions are expected to diwtrsir alliances with political parties.
This diversified “political investment” will driveeducation spending decisions at the
primary education level and will influence partiessolutions on public resources toward

education.

In the case of secondary education, | would expght-wing parties to support
higher levels of spending than their counterpartghe left. The organizational core of

the right is the business community, which in ordelbe competitive in world markets, is

4 John Huber and Piero Stanig offer a different amation for the poor’s support for the right. Twr have a greater
propensity to support right-wing parties in cougdrthat are ethnically heterogeneous, rich, lowrlranization, and
low in party-system polarization. Moreover, it isogssary to distinguish between poor religiousrécad poor
secular voters. In countries that are relativeligious, wealth, urbanization and state entangtemth organized
religion is expected to have a large impact onltegtsupport for right-wing parties .

® Recent evidence provided by Diaz-Cayeros, EstaudaViagaloni reveals that in the recent Mexicantige, the
PAN candidate, Felipe Calderon, benefited eledioeahong the urban poor from two social progrannseal at them,
Oportunidades and Seguro Popular. Moreover, duhiedast months | conducted fieldwork in Mexicottbfered
preliminary evidence that could lead me to suptiosthypothesis. On December of 2006, the new Maxpresident
from the right-wing conservative party PAN sentuafjet proposal in which important resources folipumiversities
were cut. This proposal was strongly opposed bygposition, mainly by the leftist party PRD. Ipersonal
interview with Mexican congressmen, PRD legislasmgued that it was necessary to guarantee fressto
everyone to public universities and therefore vdtedadditional resources for them. In contrasgidlators from the
PAN argued that the state had a fundamental conipeomith development and the poor, and thereforergthe
scarce resources, the Mexican government showdtmé primary education. Interestingly, a legtsk from the
PAN accepted that nobody was pushing for additioesburces for upper secondary education. “Theyoare
dispersed and nobody listens to them. Given tbene disparities in this country, we should supffegtpoor, not the
rich”. Finally, after strong pressures from thegidents of public universities, the Congress nedlithe budget
proposal and reestablished additional resourcegsuiblic universities. (Personal interview with Meain congressmen
on December 22, 2006).
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interested in having at least a minimally educadaddr force. Therefore, it is reasonable
to assume that parties on the right will have itges to emphasize the provision of

secondary school services in order to satisfy ttaie constituencies.

There is growing evidence that private universitiage increased their number in
Latin America, serving important segments of theldte class (Levy and Castro 2000;
De Ferranti 2004); therefore we can assume thaintentives for right-wing parties to
privilege funding to this education level have dimshed, given its middle class
constituency. Moreover, as | argued previouslyerall rightist parties are weaker
supporters of social spending, and would cut experes in those areas with lower
political costs for them. Given that the publiciuansities in Latin America have
traditionally been bastions of the left and thedtzaof leftist activism, they represent a
potential area where right-wing governments cowdduce social spending without
affecting the segment of the middle class thatiticathlly support them. These middle
class students attend private universities and avoat be affected by lower resources in

public higher education.

In sum, in the case of primary education therehnaoecompeting hypotheses to test:

Partisanship and spending for primary education.
5a. Left-wing parties spend more on primary edecatompared to right-wing
parties.

Partisanship and spending on tertiary education.
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5b. Left-wing parties spend more on tertiary ediocatompared to right-wing

parties.

*kk

2.2.5 Conclusion

Reviewing the literature on democracy and the iowi of pubic goods, in this
chapter | have argued that if electoral concerag plrole in governments’ expenditure
decisions, then as elections become more compethivdgets for education will
increase, particularly in the education levels vibitbader social benefits, such as primary
and lower secondary education. Neverthelessntheence of elections over education
spending must be qualified. As has been discussedssumption of the median voter
(prominent in the literature of the political ecomp of education spending) has
downplayed the distributional considerations tleioanpany the allocation of resources
across education levels. Furthermore, the liteeatas disregarded the role of organized
interest groups in the education sector and thetihayinfluence the budgetary

allocations of funds for education.

Thus, the main hypotheses being tested here suthgeshese groups have
different organizational capacities to expressrtiemands in the streets and to
effectively use their power of collective actionextract resources from elected
authorities. Taking into consideration the diffezes in their collective action capacity,
teachers’ unions are expected to be the most polngndup driving the allocation of
resources in education. Finally, consistent witwvmus findings on the comparative

57



literature on the welfare state, | emphasize ttheblogical differences of parties on

government also do play a role in education spendin

Nevertheless, once again a qualification is in ordénder contexts of unequal
income distribution and persistent important leve#lpoverty, political parties from the
entire ideological spectrum are likely to have mtoees for attracting poor voters and to
compete for their electoral support. If this ie tase, and taking into consideration that
primary and lower secondary education levels argcodarly beneficial to the poor, then
the role of partisanship is likely to fade awaylatermining the budgets for this
education level. In the following chapter, | tdstse hypotheses using the 31 Mexican

states as the empirical setting of the analysis.
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3. The decentralization of education policy in Mexico

3.1. Introduction

The decentralization of education in Mexico hasnbadong, difficult and incomplete
process that has lasted four decades. The delatiom of basic education has a long
history of stop-and-go attempts that were systerallyi curtailed by the teachers’ union
(SNTE). It consisted of several policies that h&ramsferred the administration of the
enrollment, the teachers, the administration st school and other infrastructure
resources of the basic education system —prescpowlary, and lower secondary- from
federal to state control. In the process, the fdgovernment developed four rounds of
efforts to finally put the subnational governmeintgharge of the educational systems in
the aforementioned level, while at the same timgt lseveral powers that allowed the
federal government to influence key aspects otthecational system. During this period
tensions between the federal authorities and thehtrs’ union have been recurrent and
have been resolved through a series of economicessions and benefits for the
teachers who have reluctantly accepted the probes$iave been paradoxically the main

beneficiary of it.

The decentralization of social services such ascathn —and eventually of
health care systems- was a consequence of moreegdederal budgets for social
spending and not a policy response for demands ffowernors or mayors pursuing a

stronger role in the design and implementationhesé services in the country (Grindle
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1996). Scholars have traditionally emphasizedeheding role of federal authorities in
the implementation of this policy who decided tlaee and depth of its implementation..
As one specialist on Mexican federalism wrote ‘tlkatral government, after all, decides
why, where, what, and how to decentralize” (Rodeig997 p.8). Nevertheless, as will
be analyzed and discussed in this chapter, thenttatization of education policy shows
that the decision to transfer responsibilities tmvaubnational governments was
influenced by a key interest group — the teachemson- that modified the content of

these decentralization efforts to model the progessich a way that their interests would
not be affected by the efficiency goals that md#adaits implementation. Consequently
the decision of the central government to decedm@rabducation was more much
circumscribed by political allies such as the temshand their union than the traditional
approaches in the study of federalism in Mexico endeen willing to accept (an

exception is the work by Carlos Ornelas 2008).

While decentralization of education had as ondsobriginal purposes to weaken
the SNTE (Foweraker 1993; Ornelas 1995; Stansfi€é?2), the final result of its
implementation showed the political muscle of tlmon which not only impeded the
enactment of policies that could have fragmenteduhion or increased accountability
for the performance of teachers in Mexican schdulg, strengthened the union power
over education by gaining more economic prerogafiteenefits and control over schools

in exchange for accepting education reform.
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The chapter is organized as follows. First | dégcthe long journey of the
decentralization of education in Mexico. | providebrief account of the history of the
education system that emerged after the Mexicanlugon. The teachers’ union in
Mexico was born out of the need to centralize etioigan order to expand the education
services for primary and secondary school in thentry. Rapidly, the SNTE became a
pillar of the corporatist governance structure ttaracterized the hegemony of the PRI.
| argue that the political positions occupied bg Hecretaries general of the union show
the union’s political power and how the PRI valuexl capacity to mobilize voters.
Systematically the union strengthened its positipn colonizing both the federal
education ministry and the few subnational eduocastuctures. | show how on the
different rounds of education reform, the teacharsbn had a de facto veto power over
the content of policy proposals that intended toedéralize educational services. During
five decades the union was systematically succkssfpreventing policies that could

have fragmented it.

Second, | show that in the decentralization of etlon approved in 1992 the
SNTE was the main political actor brought to thegaotation table by the federal
authorities. The reform was possible due to a d¢oation of four factors: 1) the
concession of economic benefits to the union aral ithplementation of Carrera
Magisterial, a program that restored the teachsatary that had eroded during the
economic crisis of the eighties, but that strengditethe union control over its members;

2) the preservation by the SNTE of the monopolyrdeachers’ representation; 3) the
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political leadership that the president had over gbovernors in a growing competitive
but still authoritarian system; 4) the provision additional conditional transfers for

subnational governments to finance their new edumealt responsibilities.

Finally, | discuss the consequences of the dededtian for education spending
and the new political dynamics that emerged asrseguence of this process. | show
that although the SNTE was the main opponent ofdgentralization of education, it
paradoxically finished being its main beneficiary bsing its political influence to

delineate the contents of the education reform9é21

3.2. Antecedents: The development of a national educational system
and the teachers’ union

In the early decades of the twentieth century, primievel education was a
responsibility of the municipalities, while secongiéevel education and the training of
teachers were under the jurisdiction of the st@itksillo 1999 , 38; 2001, 122; Ornelas
1998 , 324). Until that time, schools had beentexklargely as a result of municipal
efforts. In the last quarter of the nineteenth egntabout 65 percent of the schools were
under municipal jurisdiction, 28 percent belongegitivate associations and the church,
and only the remaining 7 percent were under egtete-level or federal jurisdiction

(Arnaut 1998 , 47).

After the Mexican revolution, the education sysiarMexico was fragile and

hardly developed. The number of people withoutriredion was high. The country faced
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an enormous challenge of increasing the enrollnmeeiementary school in order to
educate a population that was overwhelmingly ifite. Consequently, the federal
government started in the 1930s a centralizingegsa(known ironically as the
federalization of education) for developing a naéibeducational system. Except for
some states which had had the resources to detreopmwn educational systems
(Chihuahua, Mexico, Nuevo Leon, Veracruz), mostudnational governments lacked
the fiscal capacity to finance the structure ohdaquate educational system for their
citizens. This situation led the federal governnteribke the leading role in the provision

of education services in the country.

The National Secretary of Education (SEP) was eckat 1921 at the initiative of
José Vasconcelos, initiating a process of exparedfitime national educational system
and centralization of policy-making authority. Tieeleralization of educatiowas based
on rural teachers who had just finished elemergahpol and lacked an academic
formation in the teachers’ training colleges. la #arly stages (1920s) there was a
conflict between these rural teachers promotedbydderal government and the
teachers who had graduated from the training cedlégnown in Mexico as Escuelas
Normaled. Thesenormalistaswere part of the few existent state educationstiesys.
Normalistas were reluctant to accept the exparisitime number of teachers who did not

have the same training as theirs and that couldreget their privileges with the state

! Theescuelas normalesere part of the states’ educational systems. State of Mexico and Veracruz were two of
the few Mexican states with a long tradition irsthype of schools.
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authorities. The federal authorities extended ¢laeliers’ colleges for rural teachers to
overcome their poor academic formation. Duringl#te thirties, as the corporatist
structures in Mexico began to be a key elemertteéngbvernance structure of the
hegemonic party, the federal government pusheddi@hactions to incorporate teachers
in a single national union that would eventuallgdmme the most relevant actor in the

corporatist coalition linked to the regime.

President Lazaro Cardenas understood the importdrabor politics for
consolidating the electoral and political allianaeshe country which would guarantee
the monopoly of power to the hegemonic party. pbléical relevance of unions was
highlighted when after arriving to power, Cardedaseloped a strategy to escape from
the political influence of the former presidenttaheco Elias Calles. Calles had kept
control over his successors in a period known ixibsn history as the “Maximato” and
pretended to continue being the strong man beloodsdduring the Cardenas’
administration. In the strategy to end the Mationand to consolidate the presidential
power, the president relied on the support of thens and peasant corporatist structures.
Teachers became a key element on the corporatsiggment that characterized
Mexican politics during the following years of thathoritarian dominance of the PRI
regime (Bensunsan and Cook 2003, Collier and Gd®®1, Meyer 1996, O’'Donnell

1979)?

2 The PRM, predecessor of the PRI was organizechdrtaur sectors that grouped together millions @dans into
peak-level functional associations: 1) a militaggter which eventually would disappear when the RiRdd
transformed into the PRI; 2) the workers sectandlgh the Mexican Confederation of Workers (Confadién de
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In December 1943 the federal authorities suppdteddea of creating a national
teachers association, and eventually maneuveridan of a monopolistic and
centralized nationwide union. The union arose ftbenmerger of the Union of
Education Workers (SUNTE), the Mexican Union of dlears and Education Workers
(SMMTE), the Autonomous National Union of EducatMorkers (SNATE), and the
Union of Workers of Mexican Education (STEMRM), plather small groups (Avila
Carrillo and Martinez Brizuela 1990 p.23). In ortleguarantee that corporatism would
be a strong political pillar of the regime, thedeal authorities established a clause in the
labor law by which for each public sector instibitionly one union was officially
recognized. The SNTE was legally the teachergdumiith the official representation of
all federal teachers.

As the federalization of education continued, thN'E gradually consolidated its
power over the education system. In exchange émt@lal votes provided by the union,
the government agreed to give economic benefitsachers, and conceded the gradual
but persistent colonization of the education sydieits leaders. As the Mexican
education scholar, Alberto Arnaut (1998) has pairdet, in the evolution of the
education system in the twentieth century the rmhange observed between the

aftermath of the revolution and the early sixtieswhat a system characterized by

Trajadores de México — CTM); 3) the peasants seltough the National Confederation of Peasantaf&teracion
Nacional Campesina — CNC), and 4) the popular sedth the different bureaucracy unions organizethie
Federation of Unions of State Workers (Federace®ithdicatos de Trabajadores al Servicio del EstaB8TE).
Teachers were one of the largest members of thelgogector.
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multiple employers’ (some subnational governmenth their state educational systems
and the federal government) and multiple employgarmzations (some of them in state
teachers’ unions) evolved into a system with a gngwole of one single employer —the
federal government through the education minishgctetaria de Educacion Publica —
SEP) - and one single employees’ organizationNgt@nal Education Workers Union
(Sindicato Nacional de Trabajadores de la EducaeiSNTE) with teachers in a few
states organized in separate state teachers’ utlianmaintained a political alliance with
the SNTE. (Arnaut 1992, 2010).

The SNTE emerged as a monopolistic and centralinézh from the merger of
four education unions and several smaller groupgi{ 2001, 122). Although the
union had sections in all the states, its centatibnal office -the National Executive
Committee (Comité Ejecutivo Nacional)- becameeasingly powerful under the
umbrella of Mexico’s corporatism.

The role of teachers as key actors in the electoaghines of the PRI needs to be
understood in a context of a considerable largal population such as the one that
characterized Mexico in those years. In 1950, Hérdent of the total population lived
in communities smaller than 2500 habitants (INEXSK0). In communities of such
characteristics, the role of teachers as a respacte influential authority was relevant.
Moreover, the rural teachers supported by the &dderthorities were not only a key
instrument for expanding enrollment in primary ealian, but also were instruments for

promoting a nationalistic education through a disse that legitimized the PRI as the
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authentic and historical heir of the Mexican revion (Aguilar Camin and Meyer 1995;
Middlebrook 1995).

As the unions’ membership grew considerably, théipal alliance between the
authoritarian regime and the union created an asing challenge for the governability
of the educational system. The SNTE began to candjéferent positions in the
education ministry and eventually capture its strrec School principals, scholar
supervisors, directors in the central offices @f éulucation ministry in charge of policies
such as teachers’ training and the distributiotertbooks, up to superintendents, all
became positions in hands of the union. The cecdramittee of the SNTE collected
mandatory membership fees (equivalent to one pedfall teachers’ salaries) and
controlled the negotiations with SEP about salariesuitment, teacher postings, and
influenced the teachers’ careers in the educatiomadaucratic ladder. The increasing
power of the teachers’ union provoked concerns a@ntloa authorities. Jaime Torres
Bodet, minister of education from 1943 to 1946 wriot his memoirs at the end of the

fifties:

“In 1921 Vasconcelos fought for the federalizatioh education. In 1943 |
naively thought that the firm unity of the teacharsion would contribute to
improve the federalization pursued by VasconcelBsit in 1958 | realized that
from an administrative point of view, the federatibn was not convenient...The
unity of the teachers’ union did not seem to fapwositively the quality of

teaching among its members... We had lost contadh wihat happened in
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thousands of schools... Our direct informants wepestsors who, as members
of the union, covered up faults and absentees diy téllow teachers, given that
they knew that in the long run it would be more dfemal to be in good terms
with their union leaders than with the educatiotharities” (my translation from

Torres Bodet (1959) cited by Arnaut (1997 p.69)).

But as precise, crude and frustrating Torrres Bedatrds might have been for
the governability of the education system, what ®alae true is that simultaneously to
their privileges in the education structure, thearcontributed politically to the
discourse of legitimacy of the PRI in the schoald alectorally as effective mobilizers of
voters. Several union leaders were awarded gallifiosts as recognition of their
political value. Such positions contemplated thmle range of the political system: high
positions in the education ministries, represeveatboth in the federal and local
legislatures, senators, mayors and even govermasiis in can be seen in the following

table most of the secretaries general of the SNAVE had relevant political institutions.
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Table 3.1 Political office held by Secretary Genela of the SNTE 1943

- 2012
Name Period as secretary Political positions
general
, . Under-secretry of educatiol
Luis Chavez Orozco Dec 43 — Jul 45 (1936-1938)
Gaudencio Peraza Esquiliano Jul 45 — Jan 46 n.a.
Federal congressme Colima
(52 — 55)

Senator, Colima (64 — 70)

JesUs Robles Martinez Mar 49 — Nov 52

Secretary general, FSTSE (-
65)

General Director, BANOBRA!
(65— 76)
Federal Congressman, Hidal

(55 — 58)

General attorney in Hidalgo

Nov 52 — Nov 55

Senator, Hidalgo (64 — 70)

Manuel Sanchez Vite

Governor of Hidalgo (6- 70, 72
—75)

President of the PRI (70 — 72

Local congressman in Duran
(50 — 59)

Enrique W. Sanchez Nov 55 — Nov 58

Federal congressman (- 61)
and (64 — 67)

Secretary of Education
Durango
n.a.

Alfonso Lozano Bernal Nov 58 — Nov 61

Alberto LariosGaytan Nov 61 — Nov 64

Senator (64)
Secreary of Political Action,
CNOP (61 — 65)
Major of Manzanillo (79 — 81)
Federal congressman, Chia|

Edgar Robles Santiago

Nov 64 — Dec 67 (64 — 65)

(67 — 70)
Member National Council PF

Senator from Chiapas (70, 75-7

6)

Secretary general, FSTSE (68-1

70)

% The secretary generals were considered the leafiéite union.
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President of Labor Congress (

General director, ISSSTE (-
75)

Félix Vallejo Martinez

Nov 67 — Feb 71

n.a.

Carlos Olmos Sanchez

Feb 71 — Sep 72

President of Labc
Congress (71-72)

Eloy Benavides Salinas

Sep 72 -Feb 74

n.a.

Carlos Jongitud Barrios

Secretary of organization, CE
PRI (70 — 76)

Senator (76)

Feb 74 — Feb 77

General director ISSSTE (-
80)

Governor of San Luis Potosi (
— 85)

Senator (88 — 91)

José Luis Andrade Ibarra

Federal Congressman, ja
California Sur (79 — 82)

Feb 77 — Feb 80

Secretary of Social Action, CE
PRI (79 — 80)

President Labor Congress (-
80)

Secretary International Affair
CEN PRI (81)

Ramoén Martinez Martin

Feb 80 — Feb 83

Secretary of Social Action, CE
PRI (81 — 82)

Senator, Jalisco (82 — 88)

Alberto Miranda Castro

Feb 83 — Feb 86

Federal congressman, Bi
California Sur (82 -85

Antonio Jaimes Aguilar

Feb 86 — Feb 89

Secretary of Social Action, CE
PRI (86 — 88)

José Refugio Araujo del Angel

Feb 89 — Apr 89

Federal cngressman, San Lu
Potosi (79 -82)

Elba Esther Gordillo Morales

Apr 89 — Feb 95

Federal congresswoman, State
Mexico (79 — 82)

Undersecretary of organizatio
CEN PRI (84)

Federal congresswoman, Mexi
City (85 — 88)

Senator, Mexico City (Clir of
Education Committee) (97 — 0(

General secretary of PRI (02

Federal congresswoman, Mexi
City (03-04)

Humberto Davila Esquivel

Mar 95 — Mar 98

Local congressman, Coabhuila (

— 85)
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Major of Ciudad Arteage
Coahuila(85 — 87)

Presidentocal committee i
Coahuila, PRI (99 — 00)

Federal congressman, Mexi
City NA (09 — 12)

Delegate Coyoacan, Mexico C

Tomas Vazquez Gil Mar 98 — Mar 01 (95-96)

Senator, Mexico City (Chair «
Education Committee) (00 — 06

~"

Federal Congressman, xico
City, NA (06 — 09)

Federal Congressman, Mexi

Rafael Ochoa Guzman Dec 00 — Jun 11 City(03 — 06)

Senator, Mexico City, NA (0-
12)

Sut-delegate Public Participatic

Juan Diaz de la Torre Jun 11 — current Coyoacan, Mexico City (95 — 96)

Three examples illustrate the political power & tnion’s leadership. Manuel
Sanchez Vite (general secretary of the SNTE betw88@2 and 1955) was federal
representative, senator, general attorney in msehstate Hidalgo and finally governor of
the same state. When he left his leadership paogiti the teachers’ union, his former
private secretary Carlos Jongitud Barrio, assurnegbosition. Jongitud had also a
strong political career and was compensated foeleigtoral services to the regime. Like
his predecessor, Jongitud was also a congresserardgwo times as senator, was
general director of the Social Security Systentlier State Workers (ISSSTE), and
governor of San Luis Potosi. The new leader whtaosml him, Elba Esther Gordillo, has
also a long political career, as three time fedepalgresswoman and one time senator.
As a corollary of the SNTE political power, thedkars’ union in the late 1980s

controlled 16 seats in the Federal Congress, 42 gethe state legislatures, more than
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100 mayoral offices and had control over the mmgtartant positions in the federal

education structure and in the structures of thetent subnational ones (Grindle 2004).

Although the political alliance between the PRI ahe teachers’ union was
strong, it did not mean that it was always smoatthat the union had established a level
of dependence that would force its leaders to dcedpcational policies potentially
dangerous for their privileges. This was evidenthie teachers’ union resistance toward
decentralizing education policy in Mexico, resis@nthat effectively translated into
actions that boycotted several policy proposalsetiycation ministers since the early

1970s.

3.3. The teachers’ union and the decentralization of education.

The decentralization of basic education has a losigry of stop-and-go attempts that
were systematically curtailed by the SNTE. Witk growth of the educational system
during the forties and fifties, the authorities &egheir first attempts to restructure its
operation. In 1958 there was a first proposataagform the posts of school principals
and education inspectors from unionized workergaldical appointees. These political
appointees would be directly controlled by the atitles and would therefore be
responsive to them and not to the union. Nevertisebhe SNTE leaders opposed this
measure and after several street protests, wesd@pkrsuade authorities to abandon

their initiative (Arnaut 1994).

Education in Mexico continued highly centralizedsaveral key aspects.

Curriculum and teaching materials were determimedéxico City, as were hiring,
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promoting, and firing teachers, salaries of alspanel, the distribution of funds to local
schools, and school location and construction dietsvx Teacher formation and training
was also a centralized task. Moreover, when ttiema system of free textbooks was
established in the late 1950s, the federal goventismle cemented (Grindle 2004,
Ornelas 2010). With these growing tasks on thelbar the central authority, the
efficiency in the provision of education erodedcheTarguments for the decentralization
of the educational system increased because thev@EBeen as an obese and inefficient
bureaucratic structure with an inadequate capaeitgspond to the educational needs at
the local and state levels. The ministry of edwratvas in charge of a large budget even
bigger than some subnational budgets. Its strectas penetrated by the union which
controlled several decision-making positions in $BE the operation of schools. Every
aspect of the educational policy —from the desigh @lanning of educational services to
their provision and evaluation- was undertakenhgySEP and the SNTE. The first
became the largest federal bureaucracy in the Maxgovernment, and the second the

largest union in Latin America (Trejo and Jones&)99

A second round of efforts to restructure the edanatystem occurred during the
early seventies with very limited progress due tatwould become a recurrent pattern
in the union leaders’ strategy: delay the polioygmsals in the negotiations and take
advantage of other critical situations in the etiocasector in order to condition union’s
support toward the authorities in exchange of abaimd) proposals dangerous for their

political control. The authorities tried to recovwke aforementioned positions of school
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principals and school supervisors while simultarsépintroduced new free textbooks for

elementary and secondary schools.

Parents’ associations and business sectors opfusedntent of these textbooks
(Loaeza 1981). Moreover the regime had just repteg®lently the students’ movement
in 1968 and had also used repressive measurestagalroad workers (1958 — 1959)
and doctors (1964 — 1965) who had protested agtiesegime demanding better
salaries and democracy in their respective uniods@presentative organizations (Pozas
Horcasitas 1993, Meyer 2000). Likewise, the pssa#f the presidential succession had
started with the former interior minister Luis Egb&ia as PRI candidate. The union
understood the political moment and the authotitiesakness. A potential national
conflict with teachers could be politically destang for the regime. Moreover, the
federal authorities wanted to avoid any largeritioal between teachers and other
unsatisfied groups in the country. Understandmsg s$ituation, the union persuaded the
government to abandon the proposal of retakingrobaver these key positions in the

structure of the educational system in order tadhaay further social conflict.

In spite of these derailed efforts, the educatiath@rities continued their attempts
to deconcentrate the system. In the early 197@sSHP created nine regional units for
the decentralization of educational services. vierg state there were additional units
dependent on the regional ones. Despite theseegonal and state offices, the federal
authorities kept control in Mexico City over impamt areas such as the General

Directorship of Primary Education which was in deof the administration of all
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federal primary schools and teachers (Arnaut 19286, Trejo 1995 p.120). Problems
in the efficiency of the educational system remdinEor example, all paychecks were
issued in the central offices in Mexico City, whigsulted in painful inefficiencies for
the educational system. A new teacher, for examyds expected to wait up to a year to

receive her first payment check (Alvarez 1992; Bdra98 p.26).

The decentralization of education was pursued oore time in the early 1980s.
President Lopez Portillo attempted to deconcengdteation toward the subnational
governments though thirty one delegations of the BBhe states. His education
minister Fernando Solana Morales (1977 — 1988ylerstood the need to curtail the
power of the union, and as his predecessors, therative need to recover the control of
the structure to be responsive to the authoritisana appointed well-respected people
such as prestigious former governors, teacherspeonty leaders, and former delegates
of the Federal Committee for the Construction did&ds, who responded directly to him
(Prawda 1984, p.202, Prawda 1987 pp.215 - 251pretVer, the tension with the union
grew given the first attempts of emphasizing messtw improve the quality of
education for which it was necessary to recoverfbeementioned positions in control

of the union and to restructure of the teachenshédion and training systems.

The new delegates seemed to work at first. Ealdgdton put under its single

command more than 15 federal offices. As Arnascdbed “the delegatiomseated a

4 Solana was education minister two times. Firsinduthe Lopez Portillo’s government (1977-1982) aecond with
Carlos Salinas (1993 to 1994).
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new political arenawhose dominant — and almost exclusive — actors we longer the
union representatives and federal directors andrsigors in the states, neither the
national union members, nor the central authoritighe SEP . In the new political
scenario, the local union representatives had abwlgh the new authorities of the SEP
in the states, with the local governments, and aitta managers who previously did not

have any interaction among themselves” (Arnaut 189874, Ornelas 1995).

The resources in control of the new delegationsessed considerably. While in
1979 they operated 1.6 percent of the SEP budg&882 they had direct control of 56
percent of these resources (De los Reyes 1988). Rdit the teachers’ union managed
eventually to put pressure over the authoritiesragdested that the delegates were
named through a consensus process between a@hari the union. These demands
created tensions with the union over time. Maragetlett, minister of education in the
Salinas’ administration (1989 — 1992) rememberadwhen he arrived in office the
union demanded a majority of the delegates’ passtisomething that contributed to the
federal government’s conviction of developing measuo limit the political power by
the union (interview with Manuel Bartlett June 2DOEventually the union was able to
advance their demands by local protests where atdsgvere not in union hands. At the
end of Lopez Portillo’s administration as well as 2 Madrid’s term, nearly forty

percent of the delegations were in hands of ureadérs (Arnaut 1999 p.77).

During president’s Miguel de la Madrid, the edusatminister Jesus Reyes

Heroles, who was convinced of the persistent ioigfficies in the SEP, persuaded the
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president to continue the efforts to decentraleedystem. Reyes Heroles had been the
interior minister and had a stronger style for pughhis reform against the will of the
union. The government made a proposal of strorgrealization, with the specific
initiative to transfer the education services dralteachers’ labor relationship of the
basic education and teachers’ training collegem fitee federal government to the states
(Arnaut 1999 p.71). Government officials were doned that better educational
services would be provided if decisions were madkealocal level, based with more
reliable information and a better understandinthefsubnational political circumstances

(McGinn and Street 1986, Ornelas 2000).

In his inauguration speech De la Madrid announhediecision to transfer to
state government the administration of preschqoisary, secondary and teachers’
colleges education. In the National Plan for Depailent 1983-1988 the authorities
established that “The decentralization of educatvonld be a key instrument to
ameliorate and eventually eliminate the persistequalities between regions and
citizens. It will strengthen federalism and wopldmote regional development”
(Presidencia de la Republica 1983 p.234). The mowvent was cautious and tried to
overcome the union leaders’ reluctance toward degeration by explicitly recognizing
that “in the process of decentralization the umights will be absolutely guaranteed”
(Ibid p.234). Moreover, in a National Congressamiged by the SNTE, the education

minister pointed out that “the decentralization btes done and will be done, bwith
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the teacherswithout their participation this policy would bemdemned to failure

Together we will plan it and execute it” (Reyes dles 1985 p.28).

The government formed a mixed commission with SEPSNTE representatives
to analyze the decentralization proposals. A pestidl decree transformed the
delegations into institutions to be decentralizallied Units of Educational Services to be
Decentralized (Unidades de Servicios Educativogeebtralizar, USEDES). SEP
authorities amended these organizations to be apatelinating agencies of educational
services, and each governor was authorized to apiha director general. The public
announcement of this proposal rapidly unified lib#hinstitutional leadership of the
SNTE and the union dissidents’ movement againstiaypperceived as a common threat
that could endanger the unity and survival of th®n. Despite the attempts to persuade
the SNTE, the union opposed a radical decentraizaif educational services. This

policy could mean the fragmentation and consequéimé weakening of the union.

Moreover, some governors perceived as unattraatpm@posal of such nature. It
is necessary to remember that during these ye@82 (2 1988) all governors belonged to
the PRI, and that despite the so called party@ise, the reluctance of some of these
local politicians to accept the decentralizatiored@ication was real. This resistance
might be explained by their fear of receiving nertthe economic nor the political
resources to perform their new responsibilitieevé&nors considered that in case of
conflict with the teachers’ union sections they Vdooot have the political tools such as

strong police forces to control marches or the eota resources to buy off their
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support. Or it could be that the political ben&fitm accepting the administration of
these educational services seemed unclear (DeclgassRL988). Bilateral agreements
with the states were proposed to transfer the resbitity for education, but only 14
subnational governments accepted: Aguascalientga, @alifornia Sur, Campeche,
Colima, Guerrero, Jalisco, Michoacan, Morelos, NiayRuebla, Querétaro, Quintana
Roo, Tabasco, Tamaulipas, Tlaxcala, Sonora, Yucat&hZacatecas (SEP 1986 p.94).
All of these states —with the exception of Jalidtad either all their educational services

provided by federal teachers or had small stateathnal structures.

Unfortunately, the minister died and the effortgle€entralization faded away
with a new minister characterized by a much moretiatory style in his relationship
with the SNTE (Ornelas 1997). The effective vetpamaty of the union in a system
where the president was considered the stronggadlinan, its successful resistance in
an environment where the hegemonic party had alytvernorships, large majorities in
both federal chambers, and most of the mayor positand local congress seats, revealed
very clearly that the union was undoubtedly a grpalitical actor in the Mexican
political system during the authoritarian yearse Political importance of the SNTE for
the PRI was real. As mentioned previously teachere effective mobilizers of votes,
and formed near fifty percent of the popular seofdhe party. This political influence
combined with the capture of the education systeuttire, allowed the union leaders to

resist effectively changes in the governance oktihgation system. By 1986 the union
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kept control over 40 percent of the SEP delegationise states. The decentralization of

education had failed one more time.

3.4. The National Agreement for the Modernization of Basic
Education (Acuerdo Nacional de Modernizacion para la Educacion
Bdsica - ANMEB)

When president Salinas arrived in office, the eooicanodel of import substitution that
had been the developmental strategy between thesedies and early eighties was
exhausted. De la Madrid had already started assefiefforts to advance a process of
economic restructuring (Lustig 1998). Salinas w@svinced that the reform efforts had
to be stronger and faster in order to create agewrt-oriented development paradigm,
a smaller role for the state in the economy andeerefficient operation of the
government. Education reform would be one of teeents of this reforming strategy

(Salinas 2000).

Reforms in public services such as education sed¢avedable for citizens’
welfare. On the one hand, with the increasing cditipe elections that began during the
late 80s and early 90s citizens would be capabieafitoring more closely local
politicians, and consequently would make them na@m@untable than national
politicians (Blair 2000). On the other harad, an extensive body of research on
decentralization suggests, devolving power to lgoalernments would increase
efficiency in the delivery of public goods and sees while allowing governments to be
better informed about the needs of their citizédatés 1999, 1972; Bardhan 1997; Bird
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1993; Campbell et al. 1991; Tiebout 195B)e decentralization of basic education
continued to be a government priority and a top4aavitiative to increase the state and
local roles in the provision of this service (Brfl93). The decentralization of
expenditure responsibilities in education, as icuoed in other government areas, would

be mainly a consequence of federal unilateral é@tsCabrero and Martinez 2000).

Moreover, the need for educational reform camedaordext in which the most
serious problem in the system was not access tcaéidn, but its quality and equity.
Although Mexican authorities claimed to spend 3rcpnt of GDP on education in 1990
(12.8 percent of total government expenditure),itbernal efficiency of the education
system was low. In the case of primary educatidg 86 percent of enrollees were
reaching fifth grade while 9 percent of studentsenrepeating grades (Schmelkes 2000).
Some 15 percent of teachers in the system didana bfficially the adequate
qualifications for their jobs (Grindle 2002). Thavere no systematic standardized tests,
but the few that had been implemented suggestetdygpoor quality of education in
Mexican schools. This information was not madelipuiut some specialists involved in
the implementation process of the exams denourneetailures of the education system.
Gilberto Guevara Niebla, a Mexican education spistisummarized this situation as a

“silent catastrophe” (Guevara Niebla 1992).

® As it has been described previously other viewistpaut the federal government had been overwhelwi¢h the
growth of the education system, and that in ordesdive the inefficiencies that had multiplied ddesably, federal
authorities decided to push forward a project afeti¢ralization that had been in the planning stheeearly eighties.
See for example Arnaut (2010).
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Salinas appointed Manuel Bartlett, who, like Relylesoles, had been former
Minister of the Interior and a hard-liner who cowlppose the SNTE and its long-term
leader, Carlos Jongitud Barrios. Salinas had afrimgower in the middle of a
controversial election against Cuauhtémoc Carddoasger governor of Michoacan who
had abandoned the PRI to run as presidential catedat a coalition of left parties.
Jongitud Barrios had been the de facto leadereofeéachers’ union for more than two
decades, and clearly would be an obstacle to themginterviews with Manuel Bartlett,
former interior minister and education ministerwiresident Salinas, and with Olac
Fuentes Molinar, former undersecretary of basication). He had opposed the
previous decentralization attempts, had pusheddahthe influence of the union in the
selection of the appointees for the SEP delegatenmd had expressed publicly the

importance of keeping education as a national armtea

The decentralization reform would occur also iroatext of numerous and
intense protests by the teachers’ union dissidé&sts consequence of the debt crises in
1976 and 1982 teachers’ salaries had eroded coablgeand although the control of the
central committee of the SNTE over its members stiamg, it was not enough to avoid
several protests and demonstrations by teachelifféement parts of the country. The
dissidents of the union had grouped together edéaal left oriented organization known
as the “Coordinadora or CNTE” National Coordinatdgmmittee of Education
Workers, which initiated large protests demandiigipér salaries and the removal of

Jongitud’s dominant political group Vanguard Rexignary. Large demonstrations
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were seen in Chiapas, Oaxaca and mainly in MeRibp Angry primary and
secondary teachers claimed that their wages hdohe@gdy 63 percent between 1982
and 1989 (Cook 1996 p.268, Silva Ruiz et al 19968 political importance of Mexico’s
capital city made dissidents’ contestant actioniqadarly noisy and provided them with

the adequate clout to receive attention to themateds (Fowekarer 1993, Cook 1996).

The executive committee of the SNTE had maintagwedrol over the internal
life of the teachers’ sections in the states. $NGE leadership had constantly
maneuvered to influence the local electoral prazeasd constrained the local sections
decisions by keeping control over the distributidrthe union finances. This situation
fueled rank and file discontent. Independent fermeyanized democratic union
elections. Taking advantage of the conflict betwiw SNTE and SEP authorities by the
1978 deconcentration, these dissidents were capalkaning the leadership of the
union’s sections in Chiapas, Oaxaca, and Mexicy. Qiater they would expand their
influence over other states, including Guerrercgiidacan and Morelos (Fuentes 1983).
As teachers’ salaries continue eroding with theehniyplation that accompanied the
economic crisis of the early 1980s, more membenggbthe dissident movement. After
the controversial presidential election of 1988/thleowed their political muscle with

massive mobilizations in Mexico City and in therafmentioned states.

During the following months, strikes, mass dematgins, sit-ins, and marches
by teachers dominated the political scene. In 1#88®rding to the authorities, between

February and May, Mexico City experienced “41 mag;H8 meetings, 60 assemblies of
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union locals, six national assemblies, four forums, walkouts (one of six hours and
another of 17 days), six sit-ins (three covereavb®king days) and 32 sessions of
negotiations” (Presidencia de la Republica 19982 duoted by Grindle 2002 p.8). In
April, a half million teachers participated in a @8y work stoppage. Millions of
children were affected. Parents and universitygasors joined the teachers’ protests in
a large demonstration on April 17. The period lestw February and May 1989 was
chaotic. The CNTE had intensified its protests, #INTE leadership was trying to
control them while former loyal members of the umgtarted to join the dissidents’
movement, and the ministry of education condemhedituation but was incapable of

returning teachers to classrooms (Avila Carrilld &fartinez Brizuela 1990).

Salinas’ decision to accelerate the process ofrdedzation was particularly
reinforced after a serious of accusations that sgnoeps of these dissident teachers
provided electoral support to his political rival&@ihtemoc Cardenas. The insinuation of
an electoral challenge by members of the corparsttigcture of the PRI was not
tolerable for the new president, who witnessed tieeader of the teachers’ union was
being not only disloyal but incapable of contrajjithe members of his organization.
Bartlett was particularly aware that the decerzedion efforts had been derailed several
times previously as a consequence of Jongitud’sdibgpctions and of his political group
Revolutionary Vanguard. Extreme actions needdwbttaken in order to stop this
chaotic situation, actions that eventually favaiteslimplementation of the education

reform. Salinas decided that in order to pladaéeSNTE'’s opposition, it was necessary
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to force Jongitud’s resignation and replace hinhwithew leader, loyal to the president

and capable to recover control over the union.

Another dissident within the corporatist PRI allfesd been Joaquin Hernandez
Galicia alias “La Quina”, the leader of the oiltstaompany union (PEMEX). The
PEMEX workers had also actively supported Cardepeesidential campaign. As one
of the first actions to demonstrate political sg#n Salinas sent the army to the oil
leader’s house and put him into jail under suspigicharges of murder and possession of
illegal weapons. The actions agaihatQuinapersuaded Jongitud and his followers of
the convenience to accept the government’s reqoeseép aside for the arrival of a new
leadership in the teachers’ union. After a meetuity Salinas on April 23, 1989,
Jonguitud was forced to resign. Three weeks |#tergovernment and the union agreed
to a 25 percent increase in teacher salariesséfoe time, teachers’ protests ameliorated

and they returned to the classrooms.

Elba Esther Gordillo, member from another SNTErmaéfraction, replaced
Jongitud. Gordillo was a moderate union leader witbng presidential support. By
request of Salinas, Gordillo ended the formal iatiibn of the union to the PRIShe
would be persuaded to cooperate with the goverrshpridposal of decentralizing the
education. Salinas announced infrsgram for the Modernization of Educati¢h989 —

1994) that “the educational system will be decéizizd... The decentralization is a

® One of the constant complaints by the dissideatttters had been that their leaders pressured theapport the PRI.
Consequently the termination of the formal linkiwiihis political party allowed the new leader towtthat her arrival
would mean a different way to conduct the politiedationships of the union with the federal goveent.
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recognition that the local community could conttdwith anoriginal life to the
education... The centralized framework has exhaustaditherefore is costly and

inefficient” (Presidencia de la Republica 1989 @¢ibyy Arnaut 1999 p.79).

Salinas had been minister of planning and budgéfiag2 — 1988) and was
consequently aware of the challenges with the &rashlaries negotiations. He knew
that as had occurred with other public employdesptroposals for change in the public
administration of the education system would bested by teachers. The international
experience had also warned about the potentialiosaaf workers in the public sector.
Several studies on the process of structural refonnhatin America had underscored the
resistance by public employees to the governmatitsmpts to restructure the public
administration. Consequently, as had occurredheracountries that had undergone a
process of decentralizing education, teachers ixiddevere expected to fight against a
proposal perceived as dangerous for their salandsenefits (IADB 1996 p.290). As

Hanson pointed out:

...the likely opposition of powerfully organized téa&cs’ unions is one of the
central problems facing decentralization reforms Liatin America. This
opposition is based on the fear that decentratimatvill break up national
collective bargaining, reduce teacher power, andsequently, result in declining
salaries and working conditions. Based on theohgsl experiences in such
countries as Argentina, Chile, and Mexico, the fisanot without justification

(Hanson 1997 p.9).
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Taking advantage of the previous failed experienaed removing the leader
who had opposed the previous decentralization malppSalinas created the political
conditions to advance his project. Paradoxicadlyesal of the remaining subnational
leaders of the teachers’ union sections who hadearto their local leadership positions
under Jongitud’s support, saw in Salinas’ decemtabn proposal a potential survival
strategy. They considered that under decentradizéiiey would be able to avoid the
influence of the new leader and eventually stresgtimeir control in the state union’s
sections. They feared being removed by Gordilha, they were right. In order to calm
down the teachers’ protests, she allowed dissiderdgater the national leadership by
introducing proportional representation. Eventuahe would operate to get rid of the
old jongitudistadeaders and replace them with her followers taketcontrol over the

union.

Federal government officials thought that completagnto the more efficient
system that could emerge with decentralizatiors, plalicy would be politically beneficial
for its relationship with the teachers’ union. Defcalization could be an effective tool to
cope with the growing dissidence among teachersTEN The CNTE claimed to have a
membership of 300,000 teachers and demanded chiangegernment policy and union
practices. If the system were decentralized, & a@ued, it would be possible to confine
the dissidents to the states where they had inflieiChiapas, Guerrero, and Oaxaca
mainly- while renewing their political alliance \Withe SNTE (Ornelas 2000 p. 429).

Gordillo needed to bring order and coherence taithen by incorporating the dissidents
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and weakening the Jongitud’s machine. During thefiowing years, she consolidated
her power in the central committee maneuverindgéelections of the unions’ sections,
incorporating some of the members of the dissidémtlee central committee, and

extending the tenure of her leadership (Loyo andidw2003).

Although the new union leaders owed her politicatdo the president, Gordillo
faced the challenge of controlling the union’s mensbespecially in a context of the
aforementioned growing discontent among dissidentseven among some loyal
members of the central committee. The criticalagitin required measures to gain
legitimacy among its ranks for the new union leatgr. Therefore, as part of the
educational reform package, Gordillo demanded smidit resources and benefits in
exchange for taking teachers off the streets. s Eparticularly relevant, because as will
be analyzed closely in the next chapters, the gt®tsit-ins, hunger strikes and other
disruptive actions by teachers would have a relevapact on the distribution of budgets

for education.

Consequently, the union’s demands wesia qua norcondition for the new
leadership to accept the governments’ proposaléoentralization (Benavides and
Velasco 1992). The cabinet members were dividedtahe steps to follow for
achieving the desired decentralization. The herel$, led by the education minister
Bartlett, considered that it was necessary to tak@ntage of the change in the union’s
leadership to finally push forward a policy thaeatually would fragment the SNTE in

thirty two sections corresponding to the 31 states Mexico City. Taking advantage of
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the internal conflicts between teachers, he re@a/several of the delegations’ positions
from the hands of the union. However, there wéherocabinet members led by the
mayor of Mexico City, Manuel Camacho Solis, who oggd the fragmentation of the
union. He had presidential aspirations and, acegrh several interviews, established a
political alliance with Elba Esther Gordillo to geade the president to keep the unity of
the teachers’ union in exchange of future electsuglport for his candidacy. The
coming intermediate federal congressional electari991 also played in favor of the
union’s position. Its support was required for 8ainas administration to recover the
congressional majorities needed for implementingstitutional reforms to keep
advancing his modernization strategy. The PRIlbstthe two thirds majority required
for constitutional reforms in the previous electan 1988. The new central committee
of the teachers’ union continued opposing compfdtet idea of any fragmentation of
their structure and started a series of measunesaen Bartlett’s position. Eventually,
Salinas opted for a decentralization arrangemethiowrt the fragmentation of the union

and removed Bartlett from his cabinet and subsiititim with Ernesto Zedillb.

After three months of intense negotiations withdhen in which salary and
benefits concessions were made, Zedillo and Gorokhched an agreement. In May of
1992, the federal government signed the Nationaeagent for Modernization of Basic

Education (ANMEB) with the 30 state governments th@National Union of Education

” As compensation, Bartlett was the PRI candidatéi® governorship of Puebla. During his governinenhad a
particularly harsh relationship with the teachension section who demanded control over the steaional
structure and that Bartlett opposed without mudtsss.



Worker$. With this political agreement, federal authostieturned several
responsibilities for the administration of the sacheystem in the basic education level
and of the teachers’ training colleges¢uelas normalégs All schools and teachers in
the preschool, primary and secondary levels woalddministered by the state

authorities.

The ANMEB increased the complexity of the educasgstem given that the new
legal framework, the General Education Law, didesiablish with enough precision the
responsibilities for each government level in salvaratters. The law was particularly
vague about the responsibilities for financing edion. In the analysis of this legal
initiative, Congress highlighted as one of itsuad that the new legal framework
established a concurrent obligation of funding edioo and that the proposal explicitly
considered that “there would be growing budgetfdilic education” (Camara de
Diputados 1993). Nevertheless, the legislatonsidised the absence of a criterion to
define the corresponding funding responsibilitiesach level of government. In the case
of middle and tertiary education they establishstiared responsibility for providing
these educational services but did not clarifyitag each authority would serve these
levels. In the case of basic education, the fedgraérnment through the Education

Ministry (SEP) kept the legal power of defining #ducation curriculum and the content

8 The only opposition governor was Ernesto RuffojéB2alifornia) who refused to sign immediately #ygeement,
and only did so seven months later after long natjohs with the federal government for additioredources for
financing the educational system. Baja Califomiés already investing heavily from its own reveiuthe finance of
its educational system. Ruffo wanted to be suaehle would have enough resources to sustain thesdacational
responsibilities.
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of the material to be taught in the basic educadools. Moreover, it kept the power to
define the content of the public textbooks distidolfreely in all schools in the basic
education level. It also maintained the jurisdiotover other major relevant policies,
such as teachers’ training and evaluation. Omther hand the states received the legal
mandate oproviding all educational services for basic edwraand teacher training

colleges.

The new education law guaranteed the recognitioinéptate governments of all
teachers’ labor rights, improved their salary stuce (which particularly benefited
primary-school teachers), and gave teachers prifitreceiving public housing. Given
that the agreement emphasized the national chafdtee educational system, the
negotiation of wages remained centralized —ona@key conditions of the SNTE
leadership to accept the education reform- bub#reefits portion of the salaries would
be negotiated by the state section of the uniontlaadovernors. Rhetorically Gordillo
promised that the teachers were not going to baed in partisan politics. In her
discourse during the signature of the ANMEB shd &hie leaders of the union sections
or the leaders of the national central committdeneit be able to combine their union
responsibilities with their partisan duties norlwgtopular elected positions. There will
be no excuse to mix up the responsibilities ofpfgisan arena with the duties of the
education workers” (cited by Latapi 2004 p.40).t Bsiit will be shown in the following
chapters, the union has continued to play a palitiale as an electoral machine first

serving the PRI and eventually, with the democaditin process, has diversified its
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political alliances and gained electoral muscléhepoint of creating its own political

party?

Finally, in a sign of strength, the SNTE throughféderal deputies was able to
incorporate a change in the new education law tgflravhich teachers became exempt
from any potential sanction considered under #ug | In the article 75, section XlI the
new law establishes: “The considerations of e (on which the sanctions for
violating the legal framework were established)rastapplicable to the education
workers, because the faults that they could evégtcammit will be sanctioned
according to the specific rules applied to thermhe principle of equity in the rule of law

was explicitly violated through the new legal framoek (Blanco 1995).

The ANMEB and the new education legal frameworkdfiéed the union. As the
SNTE’s leader underscored the union accepted tbenti@lization of education because:
“in its spirit and content (the decentralizatiomesgment) has a cleegcognition of the
leading role that teachensave for the transformation of education in Mexidbis a
compromiséetween the federal government and the subnateurthlorities to improve
the salaries for workers in the education secibestablishes a state educational system
to improve the formation of teachers and develofaehers’ training system.... The

agreement responds to our request to establishiedmation based pay system (Carrera

® As it has been pointed out Gordillo was federaligresswoman three times by the PRI (1979 — 19885 191988,
and 2003-2004) and senator (1997 — 2000). Aseesht was the chair of the Education Committee.
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magisterial).. and because tBNTE is recognized as the unique representativteeof

labor relationships of the education workers in Mek (Gordillo 1992).

Table 3.2 Responsibilities over basic public edudah in Mexico

Federal government

To define the national curriculum for basic edumatand teachers’ training colles
To define the ational school calend:

To draft the free textbooks and distribute theralithe schools in the count

To authorize the use of any complementary textdookasic educatio

To define general guidelines for the use of teaghiaterials

o o~ w dhoF

To reguate a national system for education, training adegsional upgrading
teachers.

~

To establish the pedagogical requisites of curai¢at private pr-schools
8. To regulate a national system of credits and edutatequivalent:

9. To establish a nonal register of all schools in the educationatesye
10. To design guidelines for the Councils of Socialtiegratior®

11 To prepare the planning, programming and evaluatfahe national system
education. To establish the guidelines for theatadns that the state authorities decide
to undertake.

12. To coordinate the cultural relations with other cibies

13. To develop the necessary measures in order to mfearthe national character of !
basic and training teachers educational institgtion

19 The Councils for Social Participation are simt@Parent Teaching Associations formed by paréesshers and
school principals. These organizations can develepsures to contribute to the safety of the sehélméy can discuss
pedagogical practices developed in the classroarnarkexplicitly forbidderto be involvedn any labor issue of the
teachersor to encourage any religious activity in theadlcommunity. See articles 69 to 73 of the Gdnera
Education Law.
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State government

To provide all educational services for basic etlonaand teacher training collegt

To propose the local contents to be considereth&r addition in the state educatiol
plans for the basic education system, the teactraising colleges and the courses for
professional upgrading of teachers.

To adjust, if necessary, the school calendar tal loeed:

To provide il-service training and professional upgrading focheas in accordance
the guidelines by the SEP.

To approe, deny or revoke the authorization to the prisstetor to create and oper
basic education and teacher training services.

Shared responsihilities

1.

7.
8.
9.

To promote and provide educational services ithalladditional levels different fro
the aforementioned services in basic educationh&ra’ training colleges and courses of
professional upgrading for teachers.

To determine and formulate curricula content fottad educational levels different frc
the mentioned previously.

To acknowledge stucs done abroad according to the guidelines of

To approve, reject or revoke the recognition ofoadional studies provided by t
private sector different from basic education, heas’ training colleges and professional
upgrading of teachers.

To gublish books or other educational materials beytbedfficial ones

To provide library services in order to support tia¢gional education system, to prom
the innovation in the education sector and thensifie, technological and humanistic
research.

To promote the research in educati
To encourage the development of technical educatiointechnological resea

To promote cultural and physical activiti

10. To oversee the enforcement of the General Educhton

Source: General Education Law (articles 12, 135Hd
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3.5. Consequences of the decentralization of education

With the education reform63,000 primary and secondary schools, 22 millgaching
materials and school equipment, 513,000 teachesstipns, and 115,000 administrative
workers were transferred from the federal educaimtem to the state administrations
(Moctezuma, 19943 The state authorities started to be in chargemfiging school
service to 14 million students that up to then been studying in federal schodfs.
Moreover, the SEP authorities promised the contionaf national programs to

compensate poor regions the most.

Although the decentralization of education trangféthe administration of
educational services in the basic education lenéltaachers’ colleges to the subnational
authorities, the SNTE continued controlling sevetision-making positions both at the
federal and state levels, including the operatioschools. Gordillo embraced a new
political discourse with the purpose of reestalitighthe image of the SNTE as an actor
in favor of educational reform and not as an olistecadvancing the quality in this
sector. She emphasized that the union as a smt@l had the legitimate right to be an
active voice in the design and implementation afoation policy in Mexico (Loyo

1997).

1 The management of the schools in Mexico City cared under the responsibility of the Federal gowenmt
because the city is not legally considered a state.

12|n order to clarity the dimension of the new suioral responsibilities it can be considered thatumber of
students transferred to the subnational governnvesssequivalent to the combined enrollment of sttslen these
education levels in Costa Rica, Ecuador, UruguayyFBolivia and Paraguay together (Latapi 2004).
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The decentralization of education produced a newanyc in the negotiations of
teachers’ salaries that eventually played outworfaf the union. The two stage process
for the negotiation of salaries and benefits stiteeged the union vis-a-vibeir
government counterparts —federal and state autésrand eventually would create
additional pressure on educational budgets —fedachlsubnational ones. The education
reform fragmented the government control over etioicaallocating, as it has been

shown, different powers to the federal governmedtthe subnational authorities.

However, by keeping the monopoly of the teachexgiesentation in the SNTE,
the union was capable of exploiting coordinatiooljpems that emerged between the two
level governments. This situation is particulaigdent in the case of vertical divided
government. Neither the federal authorities norstia¢e ones trust each other and do not
share complete information of the terms agreetieéir negotiations with the union.
Furthermore, in the education ministries, both faebland state, there is a regular rotation
of the main authorities while several of the gehdn@ctors are part of the union. In
fact, several state education secretaries are fasmaurrent union members. Finally, as
has been pointed out, the union conducts two roohdalary and benefits negotiations
with the education authorities. First, through acgl commission from the national
executive committee they negotiate with the fededaication authorities, the finance
ministry and staff of the presidency a nationatheas’ salary increase. Second, this
same commission with the cooperation of a seconthdtiee formed by the state union

section leaders carries out a second round of r@igots with the subnational authorities
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where additional benefits, such as paid vacatiys,die Christmas bonus and the
number ofdays to be considered for the end of the year b(agisnaldo), are

determined?

As part of the political agreement with the govesdederal authorities provide
complementary funds for financing the new respalisés of the states as administrators
of the school system. These resources were indeiodeduce the reluctance of certain
governors to accept their new educational respditigb (article 27 of the General
Education Law, Interview with Esteban Moctezumafer undersecretary of Basic
Education, January 2011). These resources woutdtoplemented by the states’

contributions.

Several concerns and challenges accompanied tlcateztureform of 1992. The
union not only was successful in keeping its urbiy, also obtained both an important
salary raise for its members (Murillo 1999 p.44)d @ major economic concession from
government: the teachers’ compensation progranwkrasCarrera MagisteriaJ and a
new scheme to promote upward mobility. In thetmg, program was developed as a
strategy to reward economically the teachers viighltest teaching performance and
practices. However, as it occurred with other atiooal programs, the union

conditioned its acceptance to the establishmeatmix commission with 50 percent

13 Theaguinaldois a complementary payment for all workers infthrenal sector in Mexico distributed at the end of
the year. The federal labor law establishes iaritigle 87 that “workers will have the right taecetve an aguinaldo
which has to be paid before Decembéf,2ehd must be equivalent at least to 15 salary’ddysvertheless, all
teachers’ sections have at least 45 days.
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representation by the federal authorities (SEP)Xnhpercent representation by the
union. The proficiency examination for teacherspmsed by the federal government as
part of the evaluation in Carrera Magisterial wiaslfy approved by the union when

seniority was also incorporated in the teachersipensation scheme.

The program was rapidly captured by the union adldaminor impact on
improving the quality of education in Mexico. Mokeer, this program was an effective
control instrument for the union’s central comnette keep loyalty among its members
(Santibafiez 2002, 2008) The teachers that join the Carrera Magisteriaire
meaningful material rewards, ranging from 27 perter224 percent of their basic

salary. These benefits accrue for retirement.

The SNTE leaders were also concerned about they shfferences between
federal and state teachers. Traditionally fedex@athers had higher salaries and state
union sections demanded equalization schemes épattee new decentralization policy.
Eventually these demands would translate into E@cimobilizations and pressures over
educational budgets both for the federal and thie gfovernments. Teachers pushed
firmly for changes in their salaries and benefitseceive the same compensation as their
colleagues. In other states, the teachers who inethilvere eventually the one who had
been under federal control. In some states sudluaso Ledn, state teachers had better

benefits than their federal colleagues who warttedsame compensation. Furthermore,

14 The proficiency examination that had been dispéueidusly by the union was in practice diluteds part of the
evaluations, the principal’s school is require@valuate the teachers’ performance. As both timeipals and school
supervisors are active members of the union, theesfor an impartial evaluation disappeared intprac
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there were several states that did not have thénsgtrative capacity for taking over the
transferred educational systems (interview withi@aMancera December 2007 and June

2008, and with Esteban Moctezuma January 2011).

But despite the challenges with the passage oB#reeral Educational Law in
1993, the local educational authorities assumedresponsibilities that used to be in
federal hands, such as: planning, hiring new stiaffjsing educational innovations,
launching in-service programs for teachers, crgatome infrastructure, publishing some
textbooks, and above all managing the labor relatigp with the teachers and the
consequent administration of large educational btedgainly funded by federal

transfers (Ornelas 2000, 2010).

3.6. Conclusion

The decentralization of education in Mexico wasadgal process, with a series of
advances and setbacks defined by the permanenict®ahd negotiations between the
federal government and the SNTE. In the long jeurfior decentralizing this social
policy governors played a marginal role in its dgfon while students and parents were
not involved at all in the process. Legislatosogblayed a minor role in defining the
decentralization of education, despite being theradormally in charge of approving
the new legal framework that has regulated educaiiace 1992. The teachers’ union
was the strong player with whom the federal goverminnad to negotiate several

concessions in order to advance the decentralizafithe education services in Mexico.
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The implementation of this policy was constantliagted by the teachers’ union
due to its fear that such a policy would fragmémstructure and eventually weaken its
political power. Teachers resisted successfullgsghgovernment attempts to
decentralize education and finally accepted oneg d¢ibtained the institutional
guarantees that their union would continue withrttenopoly of representation of the
education workers and after getting larger salarescomplementary benefits that
recovered the previous lost economic power of techThe SNTE as the strongest
interest group in the education sector benefitadeirom the education policies of the
federal government. First the SNTE gained withdgeision to centralize the education
services in a period when the education systemrelquhby the intervention of the
federal government. Federal authorities guarandemdnopoly of teachers’
representation to SNTE leaders in exchange for tdogiperation to increase attendance
in primary and secondary educational services. pidveer of the union grew hand in
hand with the growth of the enrollment in basiceation. Moreover, the SNTE was
capable of colonizing the federal education stmg&cand the few existent subnational

ones due to its important electoral services asfi@cetive mobilizer of voters for the PRI.

The veto capacity for several decades by the SNiblvs that even in
authoritarian regimes powerful interest groups €anact generous rents for political
support. This seems to be especially true in elactuthoritarianisms such as the one
that existed in Mexico, where leaders require ¢distic machines to strengthen their

political legitimacy and where teachers becomeetitre political allies.
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The union benefited in a second moment when deaderation was finally
implemented by getting compensation mechanisms asi€arrera Magisterial that
increased salaries and benefits for its memberghbtidid not endanger the SNTE'’s
monopoly over teachers’ representation not finishid its colonization of the education
structure. The union was capable of influencirgithplementation of education policies
also by becoming active member of the new evalnatiechanisms for teachers. Once
decentralization took place, and as democratizatidviexico advanced, the union took
advantage of the political parties’ electoral nedds competitive scenarios brought into
place to move forward its interests. The decemttabn of education weakened the
governments’ position as a whole by fragmentingitghority over teachers while
keeping the monopoly of the workers’ representatiDespite the existence of a relevant
dissidents’ movement (CNTE), the teachers’ uniomked together to defend its
condition as the only representative of teachetgrests while getting better salaries and
benefits for its members. The union was capabkxp&nding its control over new
management positions in education. This growingrob elicited administrators’ loyalty
to the union rather than to the SEP or to the ndmational education authorities (Street
1992; Cook 1996). Supervisors in the educatiotesysonfirmed their dependence on
the union and were perfectly aware that their care®uld continue depending on their
loyalty to the SNTE leadership rather than in tledficiency as authorities in the

education ministries.
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As democratic elections took root in Mexico, theomwas capable of adapting to
the competitive political conditions and in theggotiations with the federal government
and the state authorities used its structure tioegand take advantage of complete
information in its salary negotiations with bothvgonment levels. This new political
game that started with decentralization is paridylbeneficial for teachers under

circumstances of vertical divided government.

Under scenarios where the president and the govaradrom different political
parties, the union can exploit the lack of coortdoraand trust between the two level
authorities to be more effective in its economigateations. For example, when
Francisco Barrio became governor of Chihuahuarbmised several changes to the
state educational system. Once in office he naarsetretary of education that did not
belong to the SNTE and complained that there wenelieds of teachers that receive

their salary but did not teach.

The tensions between the union and the state govsrtndeteriorated rapidly.
Moreover, the local sections 8 and 42 defied theegwr’s control over the state
educational system. Further, the section 42 forhyetthe state teachers demanded the
same benefits and salaries as their colleaguesdemtion 8. Section 8 teachers were
formed by the teachers transferred by the federatignment to Chihuahua. The
pressures increased while the national negotiafanthe yearly salary increase where
held in Mexico City. The federal authorities diottooperate with the Chihuahua

government to control the protests that emergetddrstate during these negotiations.
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Interviews with former education authorities frorhiluahua indicate their lack of trust
of their federal counterparts. They did not knohaivhad been negotiated in the center
in terms of benefits and salaries, and did notivecany advice from the education
ministry staff to approach the salary negotiatiaitt) their local union sections.
Eventually section 42 would receive additional be#sevhile at the same time teachers
from section 8 demanded additional paid days featians and more generous loans for
housing. The dilemma of cooperation between lesktovernment and the complete
information of the union worked in favor of the ¢hars and put pressure on the

Chihuahua educational budget.

Although the administration of the basic educatewel and teachers’ colleges
was transferred to subnational governments, sekeyapolicies such as teachers’
evaluation, the definition of the curriculum, aihe ttontent of free textbooks remained in
hands of federal authorities. Analysts of the efioa reform of 1992 have pointed out
that given these characteristics, the educatiotesys Mexico should be considered as a
centralized education structure or at the bestdecantralized system only in

administrative terms (Cabrero et al. 1997; Orn2RH0).

However, despite the persistence of highly cemtedlifeatures in the Mexican
education system, the reform of 1992 changed thegabdynamic of the relationships
inside this social sector. The relationship betwthenstates and the federal government,
of the governors and the SNTE state sections,fadrtportance of education for

subnational politics changed as a consequenceasofdtorm. As it will be shown in the
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following chapters, the state ministers of educatained political clout once they
started to control considerable resources trarestdrom the center to the states.
Although the decentralization of education wasmdown initiative implemented by the
federal government, and despite the political lestup that the president had over the 30
PRI governors, the central authorities had to glewdditional federal transfers to
subnational governments in order to secure themptiance to the new system. As will
be shown in the next chapter, the distributiorheke federal transfers has followed a
political rationale and not the objective critestated in the formulas for the allocation of
these resources. Electoral and partisanship caasioles influence the allocation of
educational grants. Furthermore, consistent wakhers’ capacity to influence education
policy, | will show that as part of the new relaitship between the states and the central
authorities, and of the teachers and governors,EBNdisruptive power does impact
education spending. As governors have becomettaigeSNTE demands, new budget
pressures have appeared at the state level. Pplaeitaof the teachers’ union to obtain
resources from the federal government and fronsti@ational authorities through

disruptive actions will be analyzed in the followitwo chapters.
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4. The political economy of educational transfers in Mexico

4.1. Introduction

During the 1990s developing countries undertoog&raes of reforms to decentralize
public services, among them education. In Latinefioa in virtually every country this
process entailed some form of decentralizatiordatational services. These
developments reflected the emergence of an interretconsensus favoring market-
oriented economic policies and state sector refarnich ultimately led to the

widespread adoption of decentralization as a furehdah principle of the restructuring of
the state sector (Rhoten 2000, 601-603; MurillolB2-34). Policymakers and scholars
argued that these decentralization strategies wimydove the efficiency of the

provision of public services by bringing the auibpm charge of their provision closer

to citizens’ demands while simultaneously strengitig the democratization processes in

these countries (Di Gropello 1999).

The expansion of subnational responsibilities nexglia new design of the
spending framework that had dominated the educataetor. In federal systems, like
Mexico, where state governments did not have maxyowers and depended heavily on
federal grants to finance their budgets, theseeuhveational duties were accompanied
by increased federal transfers. The question addceby this chapter involves the

criteria utilized in the allocation of these tragrsf. Are these educational funds
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distributed following technical criteria, or do gals influence the distribution of these
federal grants? Have organized groups been albbly politicians in charge of these
funds? How do they make their demands heard ipribeess of the distribution of
educational grants? Are these resources manipuhdtk coalitional goals? In sum,
what are the politics surrounding the distributadreducational transfers to subnational

governments?

The decentralization of education in Mexico showsvhnterest groups such as
the teachers’ union can take advantage of the méwagional education responsibilities
while simultaneously pressuring the federal auttesifor more benefits and higher
salaries. The decentralization of education in Mexvas a long, difficult and incomplete
process that lasted four decades from the earl@851992. When finally implemented
in 1992, the education reform changed the subratigovernments’ responsibilities for
education. In order to implement this decentréilirea the federal government has
distributed conditional transfers to the statesh&y could finance their new educational

responsibilities.

In the allocation of these funds, federal authesitipromised subnational
governments that these new federal grants wouldrige enough to finance the new state
educational systems, and would be compensatorythi®rpoorer states that required
additional resources to alleviate existent ineduesli and other challenging social

conditions. Conventional wisdom has emphasizetittreallocation of these resources
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was mainly influenced by an inertial dynamic whigtevailed after a first distribution
based on the size of the existent state educatsysééms in place before the educational
reform of 1992. The hypotheses that | explorehils thapter challenge this view. |
argue that the allocation of educational transifefglexico has followed a political logic
influenced both by partisan considerations and tip@ns’ responsiveness to the
influence of organized groups in the educationmect Furthermore, while it is widely
believed that electoral competition influences pubpending decisions, in this paper |
show that in the case of conditional grants undedtions of divided government, there
is considerably less room for electoral manipulatioThe results address a potential
omitted variable both in the analysis of fiscal delism and the provision of public
goods, namely how organized interest groups sucdhaahers are capable of using their
collective action capacity to drive the distributi@f federal grants and educational
budgets for their own benefit. Teachers’ disupttapacity along with the partisanship
considerations shaping the relationship between fédderal government and the
subnational authorities are the main drivers ofdlecation of educational grants to the
states. Moreover, | show how the ability of thacteers’ union to transform its political
alliances with the PAN federal governments haseiased the federal funds for education

in comparison to the last PRI administration.

The chapter is organized as follows. First, | fyieeview the literature on
intergovernmental transfers. Second, | undersdoegemain characteristics of Mexico’s

fiscal federalism. Third, | review previous worlks the distribution of federal
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educational grants in Mexico. Fourth, | explainnhthe organized groups in the
educational sector, especially the teachers’ urasrwell as partisan considerations drive
the distribution of the educational grants. | shitmat states in which teachers and other
actors of the education sector carry out disrupéiggons such as protests, sit-ins and
marches, tend to receive larger educational tremsfiem the federal government.
Moreover, the empirical evidence provided in thisrkvdemonstrates that governors
from a party different to the president receive eneducational transfers compared with
their counterparts of the same party as the preside€Contrary to the conventional
wisdom about federal educational transfers in Mexicshow that beyond the inertial
distribution of these funds, there are politicalnsiderations driving them. In the
distribution of educational transfers in Mexico ries little evidence of a benevolent
planner that compensates poorer states to fulfdirteducational needs, but rather a

political rationale with no redistributive considéons.

The findings are consistent with previous workst thave questioned the
distributional promises of the federal governmenhew explaining the logic of
educational grants. Sixth, | discuss how the palitalliance between the teachers’ union
leader and the federal PAN governments has beateaant factor for the growth of
education budgets, including federal educationahty, since 2001. Finally, | conclude
with a discussion on the implications of the figBnfor understanding the politics of
education reform and educational spending carriedim new democracies such as

Mexico.
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4.2. The political economy of transfers.

In federal states intergovernmental fiscal trarssfewsm the central government to
lower-tier administrative units are crucial both fbe efficient provision of public goods
and services and for the political competition et parties (or coalitions) at different
levels of government. In the distribution of thdsderal grants, central bureaucracies
and finance ministry officials constantly use diffiet normative arguments to justify
their decisions on determining the level and alioraacross states. From this normative
perspective, there are at least three recurret@rieriused in these allocations: justice,

need and equity (Bird and Smart 2002; John and V\28@iL).

The public finance literature has analyzed the tggand efficiency concerns
motivating the use of intergovernmental transfarshas ignored the political issues that
accompany their design and allocation (Oates 189MZsgrave and Musgrave (1989).
Nevertheless, there is ample evidence in the paliteconomy literature showing that
governments use these transfers to obtain poligaals. Some analysts have stressed
that the central authority may abuse its spendowep by imposing its policy goals, thus
excessively intruding into local matters and undeing local autonomy. Furthermore,
interest groups and subnational authorities mayag®égin lobbying activities to
manipulate the allocation of these transfers inrtfavor. Intergovernmental transfers
can be used as policy instruments for strategiegowents to maximize their electoral
position rather than equity concerns. Consequernlylitical considerations are

constantly observed in the design and distributibfederal grants.
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Although federations frequently have rules thaelt&hn the distribution of
intergovernmental transfers from political distors, incumbent politicians at different
layers of government keep margins of discretionusing these resources as a policy
instrument for building alliances with other pdaliins or to favor groups of supporters.
Moreover, the design of these rules is itself altesf a political process. The formulas
of the distribution can leave room for politicakdietion, or even when they are binding,
as Khemani has highlighted “national governmentstaan to other fiscal instruments at
their disposal, such as direct spending or finapdeaficits of subnational governments,

to place funds for political advantage” (Kheman2y

The political economy literature on federal transfeas shown that politicians
behave strategically when allocating these trassfeffrom the point of view of electoral
concerns, the literature has found three differlators of voting influencing the
distribution of public resources, whether as trarsfto local governments or through
direct spending in national programs. First, thegrde to which voters are “core
supporters” of the party in government at the matidevel shapes fiscal allocations.
Second, swing districts that switch back and fdar¢tween government and opposition
can anticipate receiving larger transfers to inflee electoral outcomes. Third,
allocations are influenced by the degree to whiehdlectorate participates in elections

and is informed about policies (Case 2001; BestelyBurgess 2002; Schady 2000).
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The literature has examined extensively which ésghpporting group targeted by
the national ruling party. There is evidence sufppg both sides of the argument, and
the debate is far from being conclusive (Londreg@@6). Dixit and Londregan (1996,
1998) have emphasized the importance of swing ydtar incumbent politicians who
deliver welfare gains with the expectation thatsthgroups can tilt an electoral outcome
(see also Persson and Tabellinni 2001). In cept@ox and McCubbins (1986) argue
that vote maximizing candidates who are risk avevde over-invest in their closest
supporters, while only more risk accepting candiglawill pursue “swing” voters.
Johansson (2003) tests the hypothesis of Dixit lamudregan by analyzing the grant
allocations in Sweden and finds support for thaitteat the allocation of federal grants
has followed awing votelogic in that country. Stokes also argues in fasathe swing
voter logic pointing out that “voters who are pgmbsed in favor of (a party) on partisan
or programmatic grounds (-that is, its core votees)not credibly threaten to punish their
favored party if it withholds (distributive) reward Therefore, the party should not waste

rewards on them” (Stokes 2005 p.317).

Snyder (1989) analyzes two contrasting politicalgomaximizing the number of
votes that a party gets and maximizing the probiglof winning a majority of seats. If
the policymaker’s objective is to maximize the n@mbf votes received, transfers should
be distributed to the districts where races arbttigr where voters are likely to be
“swing”. In contrast, if the goal is to maximizeet probability of obtaining the largest

number of seats —contingent on the electoral systatregulates the political system-
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resources should be targeted to the core suppstticts because their support is
necessary for the party to win the majority of &afiors. Finally, parties can combine
these two strategies in order to maximize votes smals (Magaloni, Diaz-Cayeros and
Estévez 2007). In this sense, politicians mighbo an investment strategy making the
allocation of expenditure contingent both to eleztoisks and expected electoral returns

(Diaz Cayeros 2008).

In addition to the effects of electoral competition the allocation of federal
transfers, the alignment between the two levelg@fernment —that is, whether they
belong to the same party /political coalition ot-rfeas also been considered as a driving
factor in the allocation of federal grants. Fadlgovernments are expected to favor their
political friends, and be less generous with tpeiitical enemies. For example, in India
Arulampalam and his colleagues (2009) find thagredd states receive larger grants. In
the US, there is evidence that states with goverbetonging to the same party of the

president receive more funds from the federal bufilgecinese, Rizzo, and Testa 2006).

Complementary to the political considerations tnaght drive the distribution of
federal grants, federal systems face a dilemmarnmg of the policy objectives being
pursued with these instruments. To the extentfdddral governments have an interest
in equity and regard the provision of public seegicuch as education as contributing to
national equity, it is expected that federal auties would use policy instruments to

advance in this direction. Conditional transfare a common instrument for these
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purposes (Boadway 2007). These grants are an ttentlose the fiscal gap between
states, so differences in revenue-raising and alipegas responsibilities can be

reconciled while minimum standards of key publio/gees are ensured (Sato 2007).

Equity enhancing intergovernmental transfers mayastel with political
considerations. Federal systems face a tensiamebaton the hand pursuing an equity
enhancing agenda, and on the other hand recodrezgifferent revenue-raising capacity
of subnational governments before and after tlealfiagreement between states and the
central government is established. In order toaané equity in contexts where the tax
revenue capacities of states vary, the federal rgovent needs to push for redistribution
by taking funds from the common pool to favor stangth more limited resources. |If
this equity push is too strong, richer states hawentives to challenge the federal
arrangement and in extreme cases opt out of ivdaasituations in which they finance
the provision of public goods such as educatiowthrer states at the expense of their
citizens. On the other hand, if federal grants ra follow a redistributive and
compensatory logic, then the inequalities obseheatdeen subnational units will persist

or even worsen.

Along with the electoral and partisan consideratjaihe role of interest groups
must be considered in the analysis of the distiobubf federal transfers. This is
particularly true for transfers that are designed & specific purpose with defined

beneficiaries. This is the case of educationahtgran Mexico. = These conditional
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transfers are allocated by the federal governmergtates with the single purpose of
financing their educational services. Almost 9%5cpat of these resources are spent on
salaries for teachers. The latter are interestegatéssuring authorities to allocate larger

budgets to serve their interests.

4.3. The Mexican fiscal federalism framework

Mexican fiscal federalism is characterized by tbdefral government’s highly
centralized tax authority and a growing decentealiexpenditure capacity by states. The
Constitution limits state authority by granting kisive tax rights to both the federal
government and municipal authorities. Moreovetickes 117 and 118 establish explicit
tax prohibitions for states, such as internal areign trade. The federal government is
responsible for taxes on income, foreign trade,imginoil and its derivatives, financial
institutions, forest exploitation, tobacco, andohlol. Municipalities have the power of
property taxes known gzredial (Constitutional reform of Article 115 in 1983) atiie
right to charge fees on the delivery of municipatveces such as water (Cabrero
Mendonza and Carrera 2000 p.11). Article 124 assig the states the residual authority
over all areas not explicitly assigned to the falgovernment. States have their own
payroll taxes, annual taxes on automobiles, and {&ugale et al. 2000; Flamand

2008Y.

! Although states have the power to tax automohitzsntly several governors have incorporated lit@ration of
this tax to their campaign promises. In 2010 tbw governor of Queretaro finished with this taxhia state.
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The centralization of fiscal authority throughol twentieth century was a result
of a series of negotiations between the federabgovent and the states delineating the
tax jurisdictions in such a way that double orl&ifaxation could be avoided through the
coordination of the three levels of governmentbe Tesulting arrangement was designed
to compensate states for the tax powers that thiepteally gave away to the federal
authorities (Careaga & Weingast 2003; Diaz Cayet885). Although the fiscal
agreements between the federal and state goversmeghiced substantially the amount
of resources that the states generated from thairsources, they would receive transfers
and investment projects from the federal governnmantcompensation. Subnational
governments accepted their loss of tax authoriy tuthe political circumstances under
which the PRI as a hegemonic party could credibbyget local politicians from electoral
challenges and offer them attractive political esse(Diaz Cayeros 2006). On average
more than 70 percent of the state budgets come é¢mntral government funds, although
the dependence among poorest states such as GuandrOaxaca is even greater

(Aregional 2007, Sour 2004).

The Mexican states receive federal grants througho tmechanisms:
unconditional transfers known agdrticipaciones and conditional transfers called
“aportaciones Participacioneswere originally revenues of states and municijealit
whose collection was delegated to the federal levéhe Fiscal Pact for tax efficiency
reasons. These resources have been complemerttedh iortion of the oil revenue

generated by the federal government and sharedthgtiubnational counterparts. Once
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participacionesare received by subnational governments, statesusa them as their
own resources. Governors are accountable to kbeal legislatures for their use and

federal authorities do not have any power to atingitn.

In contrastaportacioneswvere conceived as federal money earmarked to pay fo
services decentralized by the federal governmergutenational governments such as
education, health, and other policies that the riddgovernment considered a priority,
such as poverty alleviation programs. In legaintergovernors are accountable to the
federal authorities for the way they use these dufithese conditional transfers have been
allocated since 1998 through item 3Banio 33) of the federal budget, although
subnational governments had previously received nditional transfers for these
purposes either by bilateral agreements with tleerfd government or by resources

transferred throughtem 25. Currently there are 8 fundsiiem 33:

1. The funds for basic education and teachers’ trginoolleges Fondo de
Aportaciones para la Educacion Basica y NormaAEB).

2. The Fund for Health Services.

3. The Fund for Social Infrastructure.

4. The Fund for the Strengthening of Municipalitiesl &elegations in Mexico City.
5. The Fund for Multiple Contributiong-6ndo de Aportaciones MultiplesFAM).

6. The Fund for Technological Education and EducattorAdults (FAETA)

7. The Fund for Public Security in the States and MexXiity

8. The Fund for the Strengthening of States
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FAEB is by far the most important funditem 33 and the most relevant among
the federal educational transfers. FAM and FAETAthe two other conditional
transfers allocated to the states for educatiar@ices. These resources have grown
systematically since their creation and continukbdadhe most important component of
item 33. Between 1998 and 2009 FAEB has repredemeaverage 60 percent of the

total conditional transfers.

4.4. The decentralization of education and its consequences for
educational spending.

Since the early 1990s Mexico has been experien@ngincrease in the
decentralization of public services. As has bestierved in the previous chapter, after a
long journey of negotiations with the SNTE in 1982 federal authorities agreed to the
decentralization of education services for basiecation and teachers’ training colleges.
Four years later, in a similar way after a gradsaties of proposals, the federal
government also agreed to the decentralizatiomeaflth services, and in 1998 the
technological institutes for upper secondary edanatwere transferred to states. In this
way, subnational authorities have become in chasfehe administration of the
educational services for basic education (prepymarimary and lower secondary) and
the teachers’ training collegés.In the case of middle and tertiary education the new

education law established a shared responsibilifyaviding these educational services

2 The federal government through the Education Mini€SEP) kept the legal power of defining the ediocat
curriculum and the content of the material to hegtd in the basic education schools. Moreoveejit the power to
define the content of the public textbooks distréialifreely in all schools in the basic educatiorele It also
maintained the jurisdiction over other major relgvaolicies such as teachers’ training and evainati
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but did not clarify the way each authority wouldva&ethese levels and would contribute

for their financing.

The new subnational responsibilities demanded risealf resources for state
governments to provide educational services. Algioilne reform substantially enhanced
the subnational governments’ responsibilities, éherere several meetings between
federal and subnational authorities in order tospade them to accept the
decentralization proposal. Therefore, the proceas & top-down initiative where the
federal government and the main teachers’ unionf&§Mad the main voice in defining
the terms of the decentralization agreement. Nleglass, governors knew the economic
costs that would accompany the administration eflibsic educational levels and as a
consequence insisted on having institutional guesmnfor the provision of adequate

resources.

In the National Agreement for the ModernizationBdsic Education Acuerdo
Nacional para la Modernizacion de la Educacion Basi ANMEB, both levels of
government explicitly agreed that in order to imgr@ducation quality in Mexico it was
necessary to increase educational spending. Téuentent established that “a key policy
to carry out the modernization of basic educat®that federal and state governments
commit to continue increasing education spendintatas considerably higher than the
GDP growth rate...”. Moreover, the federal authositiatified their commitment to

support subnational governments with additionabweses: “The national authority will
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become stronger through compensatory measureatés €nd regions carried out by the
federal government... Thé&deral executive power is committed to transfeoug
resources to each state government so they caroiragghe quality and coverage of their
education serviceand of the new responsibilities acquired with thagsional agreement”
(emphasis mine). Finally, the agreement estaldisttee explicit compromise by
subnational authorities to increase the educat@mding financed with state resources:
“(The national authority) agrees with all state gowments, which until now have
provided modest resources to education, to incréese educational spending, so they
have a more equal situation compared to states siuiilar development levels and

which are already spending more on education \Wwigir bwn resources” (SEP 1992).

All governors that signed this agreement belongeitié PRI. The exception was
Governor Ernesto Ruffo of PAN from Baja Californisho delayed signing the
agreement with the central authorities because isf disagreements on the terms
proposed. Ruffo argued that Baja California wasaaly investing too much in education
from its own revenue, and that the new responsdslwould add even more pressure on
the state budget. After negotiations with the fatauthority, Baja California finally
joined the decentralization process. It is uncleaw large were the additional resources
promised to Baja California. Moreover, during #enonths the local teachers’ union
sections had initiated a series of protests in rotdepressure the governor to obtain
greater compensation, so Ruffo’s concerns seemave heen correct. According to one

interviewee involved in the negotiations with B&Jalifornia, the federal government
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responded positively to Ruffo’s pressures and atled additional resources to the state.
Unfortunately, it has not been possible to verihe tterms and amounts of these
additional resources because the correspondingmafion is missing. Nevertheless, this
antecedent is relevant for the analysis of thetipsliof the distribution of educational

funds proposed below. An opposition governor waggble of obtaining more resources
from the federal authorities in exchange for jogithe educational decentralization

agreement.

Despite the PRI having the overwhelmingly contreérogovernorships, Mexico
began to experience an accelerating process digablcompetition in the 1990s, with
growing levels of political openness. The demoeedibn process of the regime altered
the political relationships between the federalegoment and the subnational authorities
(Fox 1994, Ward and Rodriguez 1999, Beer 2003, Oimgeros 1997; Hiskey and
Canache 2005). Democratically elected mayors awrgors began to demand more
autonomy from the central government and requeasi@e control over fiscal resources
(De Remes 1999). Simultaneously, as the educatifitmm began to be implemented,
organized interests groups such as the teacheish uealized that as the undefeatable
condition of the PRI was eroding at the subnatideskl, their members needed to
negotiate with local executives from other politiftteces. The union needed to come to
terms with the new non-priista governors and alsmahded more generous educational
budgets for salaries and benefits. First, thehees union started negotiations through

its local sections with governors coming from the\R especially in the northern part of
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Mexico (Baja California and later Chihuahua), aatét then with PRD governors, such

as in the case of Zacatecas and Michoacan.

As political competition at the subnational levatrieased, the political incentives
for maintaining total discipline and loyalty towatde central authorities waned even
within the PRE In the case of governors from the oppositionirthelitical careers did
not depend on their relationship with the presidauit on their capacity to show good
results to their citizens. Consequently, governbegan to demand larger federal
transfers and eventually more transparency in ules rgoverning the allocation of these
resources. These increasing demands would evgnte observed in the case of

educational grants.

As pointed out above, at first the federal govemifimanced the decentralization
of educational services through funds on the iténofthe federal budget. The specific
criterion used for thénitial allocation of these grantss unclearalthough according to
the federal government’s promise the funds woulcebeugh to cover teacher salaries
and the administration of their schools. Howewdren in 1997 the PRI lost its majority
in Congress, the opposition pushed for a changieeifrederal Coordination Law in order

to establish a new budget line, the aforementiateed 33 (amo 33). This line would

% During the PRI regime governors had been congideoétical loyal to the PRI (Ward and Rodrigue29%
Nevertheless, some scholars have challenged gimvi Diaz Cayeros for example argues that sudmelti
governments were not mere appendixes of the fedexarnment or employees of the president. Govemegotiated
during the authoritarian years with the federalegament and only “surrendered” their fiscal auttyoonce they had a
credible protection against competition in loc&oions and had attractive gains with larger reeemsources
compared to the ones they would generate if kedpigig tax powers (Diaz Cayeros 2006).
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define the conditional transfers to the states amdhicipalities from which the

decentralized responsibilities would be financéwl.the case of the funds for education,
the conventional wisdom among analysts is thatettiesds were allocated according to
the number of federal teachers and schools traesfedrom the federal educational
system to the state with minor adjustments foraidh and occasionally with changes by

“special requests” from subnational authoritieshi@eo and Martinez 2000).

The law established a new article that creatednapcomise for holding periodic
meetings between federal authorities and subnatgmzernments in order to analyze
new alternatives and proposals for the distribubbfunds. These meetings would have
the ultimate goal of pushing forward a more equlaication of federal transfers and a
better use of these educational grants. Consdguémt subnational authorities agreed
to share information about their educational busigebrder to improve the planning and
evaluation of the national educational system d@ti28 Federal Coordination Law

approved in 1997).

The new funds were expected to respond to techags#ssment of educational
needs rather than the calculus of incumbents. Theglistribution of the educational
grants was expected to follow the logic of a beheavoplanner concerned with reducing
educational inequalities and overcoming poor soctadditions by compensating states
with larger educational deficiencies. Neverthelessmula-based transfers do not

necessarily curb political influence. While thep @¢hange the terms of political
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bargaining, they do not eliminate the impact ofifal considerations on the distribution
of these resources across states. Educationaferanin Mexico follow a political

rationale in which the influence of organized ietdrgroups in the education sector,
particularly the teachers’ union, is an importaattbér driving the allocation of these
funds. Other political factors such as partisgmsinsiderations also play a relevant role
in the distribution of educational grants. Neveltlss, as | show in the following

sections, on the distribution of these resources d¢bhmpetitiveness of subnational
elections does not have an impact. As these #ensfre conditional with congress
limiting the influence that the federal governmesin have over their geographical
allocation, federal educational grants are lesagtban unconditional transfers to follow

an electoral rationale.

4.5. Teachers, parties and elections: who is being served in the
allocation of educational grants?

As mentioned previously, it is widely assumed tedticational transfers tp the
states reflected the number of teachers and schiwaisferred from the federal
government to the states in 1992. Under thisraoitestates that had larger subnational
educational systems were disadvantaged and remdisadvantaged over time (Latapi
and Ulloa 2000). Other authors have argued tredtktribution of federal educational
funds followed mainly an inertial logic without csidering the demands of basic
education and teachers’ colleges (Andere 2006 PBplRD). Early work on the

allocation of these funds found that FAEB transfeexe only not compensatory but
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contributed to larger inequalities among statesqii®l 1999). In a similar way,
Ontiveros Jiménez (2003 p.608) argues that thesfumere not as redistributive as the
compromise between the federal government and thmasional authorities had
intended. Moreover, according to Ontiveros, in thstribution of educational funds,
interests groups such as the union were major pdayethe decision-making process.
Nevertheless, he does not provide empirical evidefcthis hypothesis. In one of the
most exhaustive analyses of the educational tresystoodspeed (2003) confirmed that

there was no empirical evidence that funds weceated in favor of the poorest states.

In synthesis, analysts of the distribution of thAEB have highlighted 1)
inequities in the distribution of the funds acradates; 2) the aforementioned inertia
dynamic in allocations; 3) inequalities that did kompensate for state contributions to
education; 4) a lack of incentives to promote largducational spending through states’
own revenue sources; 5) absence of the demanduatityacriteria for the distribution of
the transfers; 6) weak coordination between thereddyovernment and state authorities

(Aguilar and Maya 2006 pp.151-152;Villanueva 2010).

Surprisingly, in explanation of the distributioneducational transfers, politics
has been absent. This omission is particularlying given that different analyses of
the total conditional grants and overall uncondisiictransfers have provided evidence of
political considerations (Diaz Cayeros 2006). @ats have pointed out that political

parties and elections influenced the allocationarfditional and unconditional transfers
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in the early democratic period from 1998 to 20ates governed by political parties
other than the party of the president (PRI thenl) tAnse where subnational elections
were highly competitive received larger sharesoofditional and unconditional transfers
compared with PRI-dominated states or with teriewith less competitive elections

(Flamand 2006).
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Figure 4.1 Federal educational transfers per studdrfor basic education and
teachers’ training colleges in Mexico (1996 — 2009)
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As figures 4.1 and 4.2, show both total educatitraaisfers per student but
particularly the transfers for basic education teathers’ training colleges per student
have grown continuously since 1998. Neverthekbgse are important differences in the
grants per student received by Mexican states.eTtiéerences have produced tensions
and complaints from state authorities, particuléntyn governors, who became
increasingly vocal in response to the gradual deatization of the states.

Once the PRI lost the presidency in 2000, the ritgjof the subnational
governments were from a party different from thiahe president. Governors organized
in a confederation (CONAGO) on which they have nieged policy proposals for the
allocation of larger federal transfers (Diaz Cage2007; Flamand 2008). Nevertheless,
complaints from different subnational governmenitsia the allocation of federal
educational transfers have been recurrent sincedheation reform in 1992 (Fernandez
2010), and, as the democratization process advanddexico, these grievances found
institutional channels for their expression. 11®20in the negotiations of a National
Fiscal Convention, governors addressed differgmtsofor public spending with central
emphasis on education spending. Several governroemglained about the fiscal
burden that the decentralization of basic educdtamhentailed for their local finances.
Nine states (Baja California, Chihuahua, DurandateSof Mexico, Nuevo Leon,
Yucatan, Sinaloa, Puebla, Jalisco, and Guanajdatoyunced the high proportion of

resources they had to allocate for education.

128



Thus, state pressures for higher federal transéergng them educational ones,
have been a recurring theme among governors in ddeXdeading to requests for
Congress to change the existing distribution ofikirin different interviews with former
governors and subnational authorities, severalradtave denounced the way the local
teachers’ union sections pressure them to getiadditresources. Moreover, two former
high ranking officials in the federal governmentv@aargued that teachers have
considerable political muscle to pressure for largducational budgets —both from
federal and from subnational sources- and thapaas of the union’s strategy they
occasionally ally through their state sections wibvernors who are interested in
increasing their share of federal educational teass Within these alliances, governors
end up supporting disruptive measures by the leathers’ union section in order to
increase the pressure over federal authorities¢ep providing additional educational

grants (Confidential interviews 2007, 2008, and01

Undoubtedly, the budget reflects the pressuresptisgpns, and balance of
power among political actors. It is the arena whiércan be identified who is who in
political terms. In their political survival stegy, politicians use budgets as an
instrument to pursue their political gains. Thégoause budgets to pursue their goals.
“Claims on the budget come from job-seekers, ecanaggroups, social classes, and
regional interests, and the annual changes in anagrunambiguously record winners

and losers” (Ames 1987 p.7).
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In the definition of who is who in politics orgaaizon matters. An extensive
literature has underscored that organization is fayindividuals who struggle to
influence public policy decisions (Bates 1981; Groan & Helpman 2001; Lohman
1998, 2003; Olson 1965, 1982, 2000). Politiciansndb hear all voices equally. As
Olson argued in his seminal work on collective @ctiindividuals have different means
to influence governments’ decisions. In the casedoication policy, teachers are easily
the best organized, and hence one of the mosemtili groups (Corrales 1999; Nelson
1999). Teacher unions have gained veto power mferms in the education sector.
They use their organizational strength and relatddctoral power to pressure
governments and see their interests served. A=aescholars have emphasized, strikes
are used to influence the “who gets what of pditi®Robertson 2004). Wages, salaries,
public expenditures, can all be shaped by unigkestrand pressures, especially at high
levels of unionization. This is a powerful resaufor unions. Teachers understand it
and act accordingly. Strikes and threats of striespotentially effective in the case of
teachers, because of their disruptive effects.®aiienmediately face a challenge to find
any alternative childcare. Furthermore, teacheaseha nationwide presence that
consolidates their political position and turnscte&s in a valuable asset for political
parties. Thus, teachers are an attractive ally ammbwerful enemy in the political

spectrum of any country, and Mexico is not an pkoe.

One of the strengths of teachers’ unions is coetihgon the resources they

control. Traditionally union members pay mandatmonthly fees (Tiramonti & Filmus
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2001; Vaillant 2005). These compulsory contribngigrovide leaders with the material
resources to finance demonstrations and sustékestior months; they allow leaders the
access to vehicles for the transportation of detnatwss; and even facilitate the hiring of
consultancy services on education for their netjotia with government official$. In
the case of the Mexican teachers’ union (Sindiddaxional de Trabajadores de la
Educacion — SNTE) the leadership receives one peafethe salary from every public
teacher and affiliated worker every month. Theseluntary” contributions are a
powerful financial instrument to pay for buses, lmeand other necessary tools to

undertake disruptive actions.

Moreover, the union has a monopoly of represemativer teachers in basic
education and teachers’ training colle§ehe SNTE sections in the states frequently
negotiate, as part of a collective contract, claubat provide them with discretionary
hiring and firing power. Until recently, the unidavored practices such as the sale of
teachers’ positions and the right of their childmerclose relatives to inherit them. This
control over teaching posts underscores the uniofligence over the educational system
in Mexico. If teachers’ leaders require the molilian of their members they have

credible persuasive mechanisms to secure theicipation in protests and marches. If

4 Interviews conducted in the spring of 2007 withders from different sections of the Mexican tegahgion (SNTE)
confirmed the “multiple instruments of rewards gratsuasion” that allow them to reach supportandgenerosityof
their members (Confidential interviews March 2007).
5 Some analysts have suggested that these “voluotaryibutions” account for approximately 10 mikialollars per
month. See Castafieda 2011.
& Administrative workers in the National Politechaitnstitute (IPN) as well as workers in the Natibmstitute of
Arts (INBA) are also members of the SNTE.
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they do not comply, dissidents can be fired andvgmmeed from accessing favorable
benefits such as housing mortgages. Furthermmeeyrtiion can influence the transfer of
teachers to schools of their preference, and cadildy threaten to send potential

dissidents to remote locations if they refuse tmply with the union’ leaders orders.

Therefore, among the actors in the education sattélexico the SNTE is by far
the strongest and most influential. Other teaclams professors in other educational
levels —upper secondary and tertiary- also havearorgtions that articulate their
interests. Nevertheless, these other educatiariahs do not have the political muscle
shown by the SNTE. The collective action capacftyeachers’ unions across education
levels varies according to their fragmentation, thdéension of their representation
(national, state or at the school level), and teecgntage of the workers they organize
(union density). When the union monopolizes thegsgntation of teachers, when this
representation is national, and when all the teacle their educational sector are
members of the union, as occurs in the basic eunckdvel with the SNTE, the power
and influence of the union strengthen considerdblyontrast, when the union lacks the
monopoly of representation and competes with otivéons for members, when the
territorial domain of their representation is natianal but the state or in extreme cases
only the school level, which occurs in the caseuaions in public universities,
coordination problems arise between the union mesnbed their collective action

capacity is accordingly dilluted.
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Contingent on these organizational characteristios, mobilization of teachers
across levels varies accordingly, as does theiuente over educational budgets.
Considering their organizational capacity, teacletsasic education (preschool, primary
and lower secondary) have the strongest collecntéon capacity, and therefore are
expected to use it more effectively when pushingafdarger allocation of educational
transfers. As their capacity increases, theiuerfce over the distribution of education
funds strengthens. Nevertheless, when politicdl @ganizational conditions allow it,
other groups in the education sector such as magm administrative workers come
together and form groups to voice their demandspedsure authorities for additional
resources through similar disruptive strategiethasones carried out by teachers in the
basic education level and teachers’ training cekegT herefore, the first hypothesis that |
test in this work is the positive impact of therdjgtive actions undertaken by actors in
the education sector over the allocation of edoaatitransfers in Mexico:

1) Hypotheses

Union strength and the distribution of educational transfers.

1.1 States with teacher unions carrying out moseugiive actions are expected

to receive larger educational transfers for badiecation and teachers’ training

colleges.

1.2 States with more disruptive actions by all exto the education sector are

expected to receive larger total educational tenssf
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Consistent with previous findings in the politicaonomy literature of federal
transfers, | expect that partisan consideratiofisience the allocation of educational
grants. There are, however, two contrasting hymithen the role of partisanship and
distribution of transfers. If the core voter logg correct, it would be expected that
governors from the same party as the president dviagnefit from their partisan
affiliation and receive larger educational transféran other governors. Nevertheless, if
Congress has the authority to decide on the altmtaif resources, then it is expected
that the president will have less room to influetioe allocation of federal transfers in
favor of states with governors from his same partyhis is particularly likely in
situations of divided government such as the oreserved in the Mexican case. As
democratization has expanded, the political planalin Congress has also grown. Since
1997 when the PRI lost its majority in the HouseR&presentatives, Mexico has had
divided government and the Mexican presidents Hmaen forced to build coalitions in
Congress to advance their legislative agenda amd tieeir budget proposals approved

(Casar 2008, OECD 2009, Weldon 2002, 2005).

Further, since 2000 when the PAN won the presidetteymajority of governors
have belonged to opposition parties (PRI and PRID)consequence, it is possible that
these opposition governors have been able to éxtrace federal transfers, among them
educational grants, compared to their countergesta the same party as the president.
Two mechanisms might operate in their favor. tFigovernors have become strong

political figures in Mexican politics and have manduence over the political careers of
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federal and local legislators. Therefore, as thgotiations of the federal budget take
place, they pressure legislators from their staieserve their state’s economic petitions.
Second, the gubernatorial influence over legistaterparticularly useful for the federal
government when negotiating with congress. In arge for their cooperation on the
approval and implementation of federal policy gties, the central authorities allocate

larger educational transfers to states with gouarfrom opposition parties.

2) Hypothesis.
Vertical divided government and the distribution of educational transfers.

2. States with governors from a party differentnfrthe president’'s party will

receive larger educational transfers.

As has been pointed out, the educational grantsaréitional transfersand can
only be used for financing the educational acedgtiestablished in the federal fiscal
coordination law. The president’s discretionarg wver these funds is institutionally
constrained by Congress. Therefore, although atidmal elections in Mexico have
been increasingly competitive it is unclear thasth educational transfers would follow

an electoral rationale. Therefore, the third hipests that | test in this chapter is that
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higher levels of electoral competition do not hare impact on larger allocation of

educational transfers.

3) Hypothesis.
Electoral competition and the distribution of educational transfers.

Electoral considerations do not have an impacthendistribution of educational
transfers.  States with more competitive electiads not receive larger

educational grants.

Previous studies on education policy have emphadsiie importance of the
teachers unions’ political links and ideologiesfasilitators for the implementation of
educational reforms. Their political identities baserved as signals for their interaction
with governments and in their relationship with stituencies, in the case both of inter-
union or intra-union competition (Murillo 2000)These political identities also shape the
policy preferences of governments (Garrett & Wa98)9 As Maceira and Murillo have
pointed out these political alignments “can serseaaue for (governments’) intentions
because providers affiliated with the reformingtpare more likely to trust the absence
of hidden agendas in the reform process” (MaceaithMurillo 2001 p.14). These shared
loyalties between unions and parties —traditionilbor based parties- allow for a formal

communication channel between authorities and &Factand eventually facilitate the

| thank Federico Estévez for his suggestions twsicter the consequences of conditionality and redlatiscretional
power by executive when taking into consideratibe tlectoral explanations for the distribution dfueational

transfers.
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development of trust between them by providing &ndorizons based on their
relationship. In the Mexican case, the SNTE useldeta strong PRI ally. This political
alliance as well as the provision of economic bimefith institutional guarantees to the
union for maintaining the monopoly of representatfacilitated the approval of the

decentralization of education in 1992.

But political alignments are not frozen in time aack subject to change. As
political circumstances mutate, political competitincreases and different parties arrive
into power. Interest groups such as the teacher®nuare capable of adapting and
developing new political relationships. This istmaularly true in federal systems where
parties governing at the state level are not nacisshe same as the party in charge of
the federal government. Moreover, internal contipetialso pushes union leaders to
diversify their political alliances. In the casétbhe Mexican teachers’ union, the left
dissident movement called CNTE (Coordinadora Naiode Trabajadores de la
Educacion) became stronger particularly in Chiagasgerrero, Mexico City, Michoacan,
and Oaxaca during the late 1980s and early 1990ke dissidents had constantly
criticized the close ties of Elba Esther Gordillloe teachers’ union leader since 1992,
with the PRI. They complained that teachers wereefd to support electorally this party
despite having other political preferences. Thatre¢ leadership was pressured to
change gradually in terms of the union’s relatiopswith the PRI and adapted to the

growing pluralism observed at the state level.
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When the PRI lost the presidency in 2000, the SNiEE ended its official
membership of this party although several of itsmiers, including its leader Elba
Esther Gordillo La Maestrd, continued being influential PRI politiciand.a Maestra
had begun a political relationship with the PAN diglate Vicente Fox previous to the
2000 elections and when he became president, Goathld the union approached the
federal government to form a political alliance,ihretaining their linkages with the
PRI. Eventually Gordillo would leave the PRI, lalte has continued diversifying the
SNTE's political alliances both at the national autbnational level. The union has been
able to take advantage of the electoral needshthet accompanied competitive elections
in Mexico by using its mobilizational capacity tdvance agreements at the federal and
subnational levels from which the SNTE has beee &blobtain larger benefits for its

members.

At the federal level by supporting changes in tlticational system, and
structural reforms in the energy sector, the puiiployees’ pension system, and the tax
system, the union managed to obtain larger edugdtioudgets, with stronger salaries
and more economic benefits for teachers of pubticosls. Therefore, the fourth
hypothesis that | test in this essay is that asrsequence of the political relationship
between SNTE and PAN, more educational transfere baen allocated to the states in

comparison to the PRI era.
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4. Hypothesis
Political alignment and educational transfers.

The PAN governments have allocated more educatignahts to states in
comparison to the PRI administrations.

4.5. Empirical strategy.

To assess the impact of organized groups in theaddm sector over the
allocation of educational budgets, the subsequenpirecal analysis draws upon a data
set covering the 1996 — 2009 time period in 31 Mawistates for which appropriate data
on educational transfers is availalleThere are two dependent variables. The firdiés t
federal educational transfers for basic educatiowl a@eachers’ training colleges
standardized by student known as FAEBThe second dependent variable is the total
federal decentralized educational transfers stalwkd by the total enrollment in public
schools by state. The total federal decentralizédcational transfers (transferencias
educativas decentralizadas) is an indicator caledl®y the National Institute for the

Evaluation of Education in Mexicdnstituto Nacional de Evaluacion EducativdNEE

8 Mexico City is not included in the analysis. Wheecentralization of educational services for basiacation and
teachers’ training colleges was implemented in 198@eral authorities decided to keep control dMexico City’s
education system. This system is financed by adured funds determined in the item 25 of the fedleudget.

® The Mexican education system is structured integteducation levels: basic educatieducacion basicdormed by
preschool, primary and lower secondary educatiapper secondary education (high school knowredscacion
media superior and tertiary education (public universities aeddhers’ training colleges ) known as a whole as
educacioén superior The equivalent education levels to the Amerisgstem are: Basic education (elementary and
middle school), upper secondary (high school), tertlary education (universities and teachers'nira colleges).
The most important federal educational transfeestae FAEB funds (Fondo de Aportaciones para lackddn
Bésica) which finance the basic education systetit@achers’ training colleges.

139



2010Y°. This indicator is formed by the different funitet states receive for different
levels of education: for basic education and teehtraining colleges (FAEB), for
middle education (FAETA), and for financing infrastture for basic and tertiary
education (FAM):' Both indicators are in constant 2009 pesos.

The statistical estimations are based on the feféetts error correction model
that has become standard in recent research omrgoest financé? The model used is

the following:
AYit=Bo+ Yir1 B1 + AXif2 + Xir1Bs + &,

where Yis the educational transfers per student in state¢ime t, X is a matrix
of independent variables (including state fixedeet$), andA is the first difference
operator. Therefore, the dependent variable iscttenge in educational transfers per
student in basic education and teachers’ trainioleges or change in the total
educational transfers per student for all educatitevels from one year to the next. The

independent variables include the lagged leveldofcational transfers per student, the

10| appreciate the suggestion by Hector Roblesctiireof educational indicators at INEE, to condiiis
complementary analysis of educational resources.

" The Federal Coordination Law regulates FAEB (Fodied\portaciones para la Educacién Basica), FAER@n(lo
de Aportaciones para Educacion Tecnoldgica y ddtdsjuand FAM (Fondo de Aportaciones Mdltiples)dsn In
April 2009 article 40 was modified so FAM funds tabbe also used for improving the school infraginee of upper
secondary schools. This reform started operatinige federal budget of 2010. Another importafdnra of the
Federal Coordination Law was approved in 2007 amglémented in 2008. This reform changed the riadethe
distribution of FAEB. | explain this reform belcand the way | address these changes in the eni@inalysis.

12 See, for example, Iversen and Cusack 2000; KautmerSegura-Ubiergo 2001; Kwon and Pontusson ZRa6den
2003; Remmer 2004; Wibbels 2006; and Morrison 2088e also Beck 2001 and 2008.
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annual rate of change in each of the independerdbles, and the lagged values of the

independent variables.

As other authors have analyzed, this type of madsliimes a moving equilibrium
relationship between variables in which the depehdariable may not only fluctuate in
response to short-run changes in the independeiabies but also assume over the long
run levels consistent with those of the independeatiables. Consequently, the
advantage of these type of models is that it assebsth the short and long-term
relationship of X and Y. The coefficient on thgded level of the dependent variable
(B1) is an indicator of equilibrium properties —thene, it should be between -1 and 0, so
that the effects of shocks in an exogenous variatdaeduced over time and the system
returns to equilibrium. The short-term relationskgpcaptured by the coefficient of the
change variablep@), and the longer-term relationship py which is the coefficient of
principal interest. This coefficient indicates tasting effect of the variable in the long-

term moving equilibriunt?

In order to correct for the problems of heteroskéiday and contemporaneous
correlation of errors across states that bedeviepdata, the model is estimated on the
basis of OLS with panel-corrected standard errath panel-specific patterns of first-

order autocorrelation (PCSEs; see Beck and Kat5,1996).'* The model includes

13 See Beck 1991; Keele and De Boef 2004; Roddef; 2004 Remmer 2004.
14 ran complementary analysis with robust errousigred by state. The results are very similéiheécones discussed

below.
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fixed effects which control for the variation withthe states. The fixed effects model

accounts for a potential problem of omitted vargatias™

As argued previously, the main hypothesis drivinig tesearch is the impact of
organized groups in the education sector on theildiion of educational transfers.
These organized groups carry out several disrugtot®ns to have their interests heard
and served by politicians when budget decisiondaken. The statistical analysis of the
effect of mobilizations for public educational sparg is based on the Mexican
Education Protest Dataset (MEPD). The MEPD costamormation on all contestant
events by teachers, administrative university wagkstudents, and parents in the 31
states and in Mexico City between 1992 and 2008seB on a systematic reviewlaf
Jornada - a national newspaper published in Mexico Citghwthe most extensive
national coverage of social conflicts, protests amabilizations in the education sector-
this dataset contains more than 9,101 collectit®ra@vents carried out in a 16 years

period.

The acts of protest include public denunciationaraines, demonstrations, sit-ins,
strikes, hunger strikes, occupation of schools atiter education buildings, road

blockades, occupation of government buildings, attgandalism, and kidnapping and

15 In addition to the theoretical and statistical siderations mentioned for the selection of thediréects models, |
ran the Hausman test to confirm the adequacy sfctidice. The Hausman test confirmed that thelfeféects models
are more adequate for the statistical analysislo€ational transfers (Baltagi 2005; Kennedy 2008pWiridge 2010).
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lynching of government authoritié$. Additionally to the previous classification, lsa
included a category for demands and statementstegpm the press, but that did not
imply a collective action or disruptive mobilizatioin the streets. Marches,
demonstrations, sit-ins, strikes and occupatiosabfools and other education buildings
were the most common acts of teachers, adminigtratorkers, and students. For the
statistical analysis | sum the previous categortesth the exception of the public

denunciations category- into a single group ttegrominate disruptive actiohs.

As it can be seen in figures 4.3 and 4.4, themmportant variance in the number
of disruptive actions carried out by the differeaattors in the education sector by
education level and by state. The MEPD confirnesttfeoretical claims made elsewhere
in terms of the differentiated collective actionpaaity of the different actors in the
education sector (Fernandez 2010). Teachers ibabie education sector were by far the
largest group of actors carrying out disruptiveicas. Nearly 50 percent of the all
disruptive actions observed in the Mexican educasiector were perpetrated by teachers.
Students, most of them from public universitieg #re second largest group protesting
in the education sector with 17 percent of the memb disruptive action¥

Administrative workers who typically belong to pigbliniversities’ unions are the third

16 previous interviews with education authoritiescteers’ union leaders, students and members ofifsare
associations, and an exploratory review of Mexidaity newspapers helped me to identify these diffecategories.
17 also ran models considering all collective asioincluding the public denunciations categorjie Tesults do not
change substantially.

18 The information compiled in the database confithad students in public universities have been nmote likely to
participate in acts of protest than their youngmmterparts from public high schools.
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set of contestant actors in the education sectBmally, the information collected
confirms that Mexican parents are not very likelyehgage in protest or other contestant
actions. Less than five percent of the disruptietions with some type of demand
related to education between 1992 and 2008 weredavut by parents. The evidence
supports the argument that teachers are by fagringp most likely to carry out their

education demands on the streets.
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Source: Fernandez 2011.

Figure 4.3 Disruptive actions in the Mexican educa&bn sector by type of
actor (1992 — 2008).
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When comparing the number of disruptive actions eolycational level, the
MEPD underscores that these actions are more likebe led by teachers in the public
basic education institutions and in the teacheeshing colleges known in Mexico as
“escuelas normalés® More than fifty percent of all disruptive actioimsthe education
sector were carried out by actors from this edocalevel. Further, 38 percent of the
protests in the education sector are undertakeactoys from public universities. Finally,
the actors in the upper secondary level are cleadywveakest in terms of their collective
action capacity to make their demands heard. Lems 10 percent of the disruptive

actions are led by actors in this level (9.85 pet)ce

19 As mentioned in the footnote 9, in legal termsNuexican education law considers the teachersiitngicolleges
part of the tertiary education system. In the robepter | analyze the state educational spendtogthat analysis |
followed the classification of the education levessablished in the referred law. Neverthelessthfe purposes of the
analysis of the educational transfers, in the ofslee federal educational transfers for basic atlao and teachers’
training colleges (FAEB funds), | group togetheg thisruptive actions of these two education |lefledsic education
and teachers’ training colleges).
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Figure 4.4 Disruptive actions in the education seot in Mexico by
education level (1992 — 2008).

As it can be seen on figure 4.5, the MEPD also ssiggthat disruptive actions in
the education sector follow an electoral cycledoglhey increase when federal elections
take place (see the years 1994, 2000, and 2008howgh future research will analyze
the temporal dynamics that accompany the protissspossible to suggest that actors in
the education sector know that in election yedues governments are particularly weak as
authorities are finishing their terms in office amight be interested on serving more

effectively the economic demands by the participamthese disruptive actions.
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Figure 4.5 Protests in the education sector in Mego (1992 — 2009)

Ideally, in order to better differentiate the psite observed in the education
sector, they should be weighted by the number ofigg@ants and their duration.
Nevertheless, the precise number of participanteese demonstrations and their length

were not reported for all the events.

The MEPD allows for the identification of a strategehavior in some sections
of the teachers’ unions. In some occasions teadn@m the states took their anger and
demands to the streets of Mexico City. At the bemig their actions concentrated in

their home states, particularly in the capital citjowever, sometimes to increase the
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pressure over the state authorities, they extetiusd protest to Mexico City under the
logic that their actions would have a larger disingoeffect, and as a consequence would
be able to capture a larger attention with the ye from national networks. In order
to analyze the impact of disruptive actions over #iiocation of educational transfers
toward states and avoid biases associated withuat adf protest simply based on the
geographic location of events, | distinguish betw#ee site of the protest and the place
of residence of protesters for purposes of staisanalysis. Therefore a protest event is
assigned to a state every time the actors from dteé participate in a protest event,
regardless of where the event takes place. For gheaifithe demonstration was carried
out by teachers from Michoacan, | classified therd\as a Michoacan protest even if this
event took place in Mexico City. In the case ahdastrations carried out by actors from
more than two states, | disaggregated the infoomatind assigned an event to each

state?’

Map 4.1 shows that the disruptive behavior in thienstional education sectors
varies geographically. Between 1992 and 2008atleeage number of protests by state
carried out by all the actors in the education@ecaried geographically. Twelve states
averaged more than 8 disruptive actions per ye@nglthis period, 10 states between 4
and 8 protests, while 9 states had relatively de&education sectors with less than 4

protests per year.

20| thank Guillermo Trejo for making this suggestion
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Map 4.1 Average disruptive actions the Mexican edwation sector (1992 —
2008).

To test the hypothesis of vertical divided governtneuse a dummy variable
where 1 is when the governor is from the same pastihe president, and 0 otherwise.
For testing the electoral competition hypothesisalculated the margin of victory
between the first and the second party in the mestnt subnational election (either
gubernatorial election or state mid-term election&)e data comes from two sources: the
political database compiled by CIDAC and compleragninformation compiled by the

author from the different state electoral instifte In order to test the hypothesis of the

21 As robustness checks | used three alternativeatatis: effective number of parties in gubernatagiections,
effective number of parties in local congressiaiattions, and effective number of parties in ti@l congress.
Unfortunately these indicators are not the bedtatdrs for electoral competitiveness. As Mattheleafly has shown
these fractionalization indexes can be inconsistedtconsequently not the most adequate instrunf@mtseasuring
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benefits of the alliance between the SNTE and #hid federal administrations, | include
a dummy variable with 1 for the years of federalipa governments (2001 — 2009) and
0 otherwise?

I include different control variables to capturecttas that may affect the
distribution of educational transferSome of these are consistent with the models used
in cross-national studies, while others accountcfwaracteristics unique to subnational
studies, and to the Mexican case in particulHne literature on intergovernmental fiscal
transfers underscores the redistributive dilemrhas any fiscal federalism arrangement
entails. Normative approaches to fiscal federabsgue that intergovernmental transfers
should be determined by equity (and efficiency)siderations, so local governments are
capable both of providing differentiated public gedo heterogeneous populations and,
at the same time, ensuring an even distributiobasic services across all regions (Bird
and Vaillancourt 1998, Boadway 2007; Khemani 200sgrave 1959, 1983; Oates
1972; Shah 2006). Moreover, this literature uncaes the redistributive dilemmas that
any fiscal federalism arrangement entails: if thstribution of the common pool of

resources allocated as federal transfers punigitesntich richer states they would not

electoral competitiveness. The measure includédeémmain models is more intuitive and straightfaravto calculate.
See Clearly 2010, 203 — 209. The results analgetmlv do not change with these alternative indisato

22 |deally, if the information for the federal educationirtsfers was available for the all the period (192D09) it
would be possible to test if the distribution oésle transfers differed under authoritarianism ardatracy.
Unfortunately, despite several requests to thenfiraand the education ministries the figures f@&21-9 1995 have
been reported as not available in the governmehiaes.
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have the incentives to join the fiscal arrangeneerthey would opt out of it. By entering
the fiscal federalism agreement states gave saperal of their revenue powers.
Consequently the fiscal arrangement needs to bectwe enough -not only in political
terms but also in relation to the resources subnatigovernments receive- so rich states
accept to join the fiscal framework. As mentionaeviously, analysts of Mexican
federalism have emphasized that this second lcaggchieen prevalent in the distribution

of federal transfers.

However, when educational services were transfeiredl992, the federal
authorities agreed to provide enough resources tatess to carry out their new
administrative responsibilities. By the same tqkiwe federal government promised to
compensate poorer states with funds to overcomexisent educational deficiencies.
The ANMEB established explicitly that “the fedegralthorities will foster a harmonious
development of education between states. They agllee with the subnational
authorities the necessary actions to reduce andcawve the existent inequalities
between states andvill prioritize the regions with educational de#ricies.
Consequentlyfithe intergovernmental transfers in Mexico haviofeed a redistributive
logic, | would expect that richer states would reeesmaller educational transfers while
poorer ones would receive larger grants. Otherwfgicher states are compensated by
the revenue power they relinquished by joiningfteeal agreement, | would expect that
they would receive the largest educational trassfemeasure states’ wealth with the

GDP per capita logged to facilitate the statistaralysis (INEGI 2010).
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In order to test more thoroughly the redistributiaegument, | included the
proportion of the population living in rural comnities by state reported in the census
(INEGI) and by the projections of population by CARD for several years. Similar to
the previous argument if transfers had a compensatad redistributive nature | expect
that states with larger rural populations woulderee more transfers to address the more
dramatic educational deficiencies in these comresfit Furthermore, | use two
complementary controls to test this compensatagicidhe number of children younger
than 14 years old who do not attend school regdole the education ministry (SEP
2010) and the poverty index calculated by the Nmtiid®opulation Council (CONAPO).
| would expect that as the number of children nt#raling to school increases, so would
the allocation for educational transfers to sohis problen?* Likewise if grants were

redistributive states with poorer populations woddeive larger transfefs.

A minority of states such as Baja California, Nudweon and Veracruz have
traditionally financed a large portion of the tofaiblic spending in their educational
systems with their own resources. Their govermange systematically complained that

the arrangement for the distribution of federal cdional funds does not take into

2| draw information for the census 1990 and 2008, the projections of population by CONAPO 1995)@®005,
and interpolate the proportion of rural populationthe years in between using the following foremuVt = Vt-1 (1 +
r), wherer = [Vf/Vi]1/5 — 1; f stands for the value of the eihyear where the rural population was reportegl (2000)
and i stands for the value of the initial censuarye.g., 1995).

% The mandatory age for the last school year in Iceepndary is 14 years old.

2| draw information for the poverty index from COR® 1995, 2000, 2005, and interpolate the povedgirfor the
years in between using the same formula describ#tei footnote 18.
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consideration these funding efforts. Thus, istkhheomplaints are correct | would expect
states spending more on education either do neiwedarger educational transfers or

they receive lower grants from the central govemtfie

Finally, and particular to the Mexican case, in #flecation of educational funds
for basic education analysts have constantly @dier that the size of the state
educational system previous to the 1992 reformrdeted the distribution of these
funds. In order to measure the size of the subnatieducational systems | use the
number of teachers in public schools per state.thén case of basic education and
teachers’ training colleges, | calculated the numbleteachers in public preschools,
elementary schools, lower secondary schools, aaché&ss’ training colleges. For the
analysis of the total educational transfers | daled the total number of teachers in all
public education institutions (basic education gkechers in upper secondary, teachers’

training colleges and professors from public ursitezs)?’ | would expect that states

% The state educational spending data and the evewtlfigures for each educational level are caligdty the Federal
Education Ministry $ecretaria de Educacion PublieaSEP) with reports from the subnational educadiaimorities.
In the case of states’ educational budgets thermdtion is collected by thdnidad de Planeacién y Evaluacion de
Politicas Publicaghrough the State Educational Financing QuestigeeaiThese questionnaires are sent every year
by the state education authorities to SEP. Thellement figures are also reported by the subnatiantnorities to the
SEP. This information is collected through a gioestaire called the 911 questionnaiferulario 911) filled by each
principal in the Mexican schools and compiled by snbnational authorities.
27 n the analysis of additional robustness testsel three additional indicators for the size efstate educational
systems. The first indicator considered the pripoiof teachers transferred by the federal govemtrto the states in
1992 in basic education and teachers’ trainingegels. The second indicator considered the nunitstadents
transferred by the federal government to the submateducation systems (SEP 2010). Finally, Huseindicator
developed by Latapi and Ulloa, two Mexican educaérperts, who used an ordinal scale from 1 to 8re/i3
indicates a state with a state system roughlyitteed§ the federal one, 1 indicates no state systeaimost no system,
and 2 represents a system somewhere in the midatlepj and Ulloa 2000). The results do not chamigle these
different indicators.
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with a larger number of teachers in the public etioa system would receive more

educational transfers.

Finally, as it has been pointed out the federalcational transfers were
established in 1992 after the signature of the ANBMHEN 1997, when the PRI lost its
majority in Congress, the opposition joined foreesl pushed for clearer rules for the
allocation of conditional transfers, from which tleeducational funds have been the
largest. Consequently in addition to the analysithe period 1996 — 2009, | also ran the

same models for the period 1998 — 20089.

The aforementioned subnational complaints appeanee again in 2007 as the
negotiations for a new fiscal reform were undemeRe Therefore as part of these
negotiations, Congress changed the Fiscal Coordinataw in order to incorporate a

formula for the allocation of FAEB funds, which ergd into effect in 2008. | control

28 |n addition to the complaints expressed in the @G meeting in 2004, the governors of Michoacan and
Zacatecas threatened the federal authorities afgivack the administration of their basic educasgstem and
teachers’ training colleges if they did not recdamger transfers (Rivero, Del Valle & Romo 200&m & Del Valle
2006; Romo 2006; Ruiz 2006). As it can be seenctimplaints underscore the incapacity of federtdaities to
honor the financial compromise agreed in the edorcaeform in 1992. Moreover, several states curgiarguing that
the central government does not recognize thesStdieicational budget efforts. Finally, in sevénéerviews
subnational authorities have underscored that &dmmnsfers are a key element in their negotiatiwith the local
sections of the teachers’ union (SNTE). They cainpthat the demands by local teachers’ unionestpressure
states’ budgets and consequently they need to makeo find the resources to avoid strikes andradisruptive
actions by teachers. A state education authaaityis very eloquently: “Theyteacherskalways want more and more
benefits and there is no state budget capablafmfgng these demands.... Teachers are promisaticadd benefits
in the center and then we are left with the probtéiinding a way to deliver something for which were not even
taken into consideration in the first place”. (@dantial interview July 28, 2010). | analyze with more detail the
changes of the FAEB funds elsewhere (Fernandez)2009
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for this new formula with a dummy variable for thears 2008 and 2009 when the new

regulations began to operate.

2 several states complained against the new forfoukhe distribution of FAEB. Congress allocatempensatory
funds for the transition to the new system withesteblishing a criterion for these additional fuatlscated through
FAEB transfers.
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Table 4.1 Summary of theoretical expectations: detminants of
educational transfers in Mexico

POLITICAL VARIABLES

H1. Disruptive actions in the
education sector (t-1)

H2. Governor from the same
party as the president

H3. Margin of victory in last
subnational election

FEDERAL
ADMINISTRATIONS

H4. PAN federal government
CONTROL VARIABLES
GDP per capita

State educational spending
per student

Number of teachers in public
schools

Percentage of rural
population

Percentage of population
younger than 14 not going to
school

Poverty index

Federal educational
transfers for basic
education and teachers’
training colleges

Positive

Negative

No effect

Positive

Negative

Positive

Positive

Positive

Positive

Positive
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Total federal educational

transfers

Positive

Negative

No effect

Positive

Negative

Positive

Positive

Positive

Positive

Positive



Table 4.2 Summary Statistics of the Independent Vaables

Variable Observations Mean  Standard Deviation Minimum Maximum
Margin of victory 434 0.120218 0.1032603 0.000421 0.783133
Governor from same party as president 434 0.410138 0.4924262 0 1
Disruptive actions in basic education and tecfteailing college 40z 5.81389 11.791 0 9
Disruptive actions in all education levels 403 7.404467 13.17062 0 113
State spending in basic education and teacheirihy@olleges 427 2633.439 1944.726 0 9162.54
Total state educational spending per student 410 3369.48 1965.034 90.25636 9787.371
GDP per capita (logged) 434 11.10236 0.3988929 10.28178 11.98668
Teachers in basic and teachers' training collgAER) 434 28086.91 21619.55 3974 115953
Teachers in all public schools 434 35493.16 27151.71 5395 155155
Poverty index 434 0.050879 0.9635828 -1.47475 2.676763
Percentage of population younger than 14 yearsiddhot going to school 434 6.267392 2.34872 2.98897489193
Proportion of rural poplation 434 0.348341 0.1750162 0.039788 0.728673
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4.6. Results and discussion

Table 4.3 reports the results for eight differgmeafications for the analysis of transfers
for public spending in basic education and teacheaming colleges, while Table 4

presents similar models for the analysis of tothloational transfers. The first four
models analyze the complete period of 1996 — 20D8e last specifications are for the
years 1998 to 2009 after educational transfers viemmally included in the fiscal

coordination law in 1998. For purposes of substannterpretation, | rely on models 1
and 5. Models 2, 3, 6 and 7 include the altereaiivdicators for analyzing the

redistributive considerations on the allocation exfucational grants (percentage of
population younger than 14 not going to school thedpoverty index). Finally, models 4
and 8 exclude the disruptive actions indicator ideo to isolate the effect of the other
political indicators, such as vertical divided goweent, electoral competitiveness, and

the PAN federal administrations.
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Table 4.3 Political determinants of federal educatinal transfers per
student for basic education and teachers' trainingolleges in Mexico

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Mdel 8

Period (1996 - 2009) (1996 - 2009) (1996 - 2009) (1996 - 2042998 - 2009) (1998 - 2009) (1998 - 2009) (1998 -N00

A Disruptive actions (basic and teachers'

colleges) 18.239%*  17.941**  19.182% 11.328%** 11.635%* 12.797*

[4.944] [5.006] [5.443] [2.735] [2.833] [3.327]
Disruptive actions (basic and teachers'
colleges).; 18.068**  16.373** 18.599*** 11.442%* 9.321 % 10.513%*

[4.326] [4.483] [4.943] [2.790] [2.952] [3.356]

A Govemor from same party as president -308.133*  -313.626*  -325.439%  -208.211*  -335.623"* -320.505**  -331.619%*  -315.536***
[153.321] [155.540]  [156.840]  [149.534]  [118.300] [1283] [124.766] [119.873]

Governor from same party as president, -209.746**  -166.071* -175.592*  -219.473*  -446.667**  2B.120**  -358.280***  -448.892***

[92.137]  [88.775] [92.059] [90.075] [79.730] [85.406] [#90] [83.838]

A Margin of victory -1,156.526* -1,246.285* -1,210.756* -988.832*  -216.451 -323.184 -310.856 -149.658
[615.803]  [613.921]  [620.730]  [560.077]  [410.099] [4623) [482.823) [419.351]

Margin of victory 807.958 542,898 610.714 556.007 396.074 -99.903 -80.291  68.189

[511.154]  [524.552]  [546.981]  [458.562]  [399.832] [4389 [482.659] [440.177)
Dummy PAN federal government 895.452+  977.243** 983.899%*  857.710%*  1,005.707** 1102.850%* 1,091.123**  996.039**
[370.497)  [367.824]  [367.285]  [382.659]  [219.477] [2585] [247.857) [222.764]

A GDP per capita (logged) 2,840.87  3991.86  3,947.40  3,323.17 4016.456** 4,858% 4,611.320%* 4,107.583*
[2,372.924] [2576.262] [2528.575] [2,519.439] [1,35M] [1,532.256]  [1532.323]  [1,362.035]
GDP per capita (logged)., 215025  2,742.132* 2814.579* 2431.703* 7,332.318** 4BL.272%* 8,367.256** 7,413.223"

[1,403.926] [1,657.951] [1,636.265] [1,343.924] [932050  [1,165.380] [1,153.924] [921.083]
A State spending in basic education and

teachers' colleges per student 0.113 0.130* 0.076 -0.001 0.036 0.076 0.033 -0.038
[0.069] [0.075] [0.073] [0.062] [0.046] [0.051] [0.052] ™3]
State spending in basic education and
teachers' colleges per studeny 0.044 0.039 -0.002 -0.006 -0.023 0 -0.033 -0.071
[0.066] [0.070] [0.070] [0.068] [0.048] [0.055] [0.058] [051]
A Number of teachers in public schools in
basic education and teachers' colleg 0.135 0.112 0.156 0.119 0.001 0.011 0.037 0.014
[0.121] [0.129] [0.127] [0.116] [0.065] [0.078] [0.076] [061]
Number of teachers in public schools in
basic education and teachers' colleges -0.025 -0.02 -0.013 0.002 0.024 0.051** 0.065** 0.050**
[0.019] [0.021] [0.020] [0.019] [0.021] [0.026] [0.026] [020]
A Proportion of rural population -10,334.80 -8,423.02 -12,290.760*** -11,650.535%**
[6,869.742] [7,179.600]  [4,541.649] [4,437.769]
Proportion of rural population 4 -5,651.89 -4,466.48 -11,685.630*** -11,726.413**
[3,650.418] [3,726.460] [2,762.961] [2,786.571]
A Percentage of population younger than
14 not going to school 2.595 -7.369
[14.665] [12.778]
Percentage of population younger than 14
not going to school; 0.25 -15.901
[20.761] [19.928]
A Poverty index 335.359 3,342.450**
[1,136.346] [1,406.913]
Poverty index -1,280.224** -1,002.879**
[373.928] [418.532]
Years 2008 and 2009 -4.881 75.37 51.418 25.907 -178.867 -72.15 -86.234 -126.03
[550.423]  [569.462]  [570.725]  [423.580] [270.988] [31877 [316.367] [238.625]
Lagged DV -0.576**  -0.549%** -0.546**  -0.526%** -0.921% -0.882*** -0.883*** -0.898***
[0.124] [0.124] [0.124] [0.118] [0.081] [0.091] [0.090] [080]
Constant -17,770.96  -25,915.87 -28,056.89 -21,837.66 -72,5970987,652.296*** -88,306.202*** -73,880.497***
[15,266.266] [18,635.583] [18,328.927] [14,529.370] ,B45.447] [13,086.833] [12,888.669] [10,198.400]
Observations 360 360 360 391 329 329 329 360
R-squared 0.541 0.528 0.527 0.504 0.799 0.771 0.773 0.776
Number of states 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31

Note: Dependent variable is change in federal eftitrmal transfers per student in basic educatianteachers' training colleges. All regressiontuithe fixed effects. Tab
entries are ordinary OLS estimates corrected foepspecific autocorrelation. Panel-corrected sdashérrors are included in the parentheses.
** n<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10
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The lagged level of educational transfers is sigaift and negative, with a value
between 0 and -1 as required for equilibrium ingh@r correction model. Results across
models show that beyond technical criteria, p@litaonsiderations drive the allocation of

educational transfers in Mexico. There are fivemfaidings:

1) Expressing demands on the streets does payotiechers. States where
teachers undertake more disruptive actions regaiv@ educational transfers in the short
run. Furthermore, teachers’ protests have alsm@ ferm consequence. All else being
equal, for every additional protest led by teaclwefgexico, transfers for basic education
schools and teachers’ training colleges in theméatates would increase in 17.32 pesos
per student (approximately 1.2 dollars per studemmt)other words, if teachers manage to
mobilize 10 ten times in a year they would be dbleush for 170 additional pesos per
student for their states (12.6 dollars per studenihe analysis confirms the influence of
organized interest groups in the distribution ofidpets. The results can be considered
perverse from the point of view of the costs asged with these disruptive actions:
larger educational budgets are achieved by prewgrahildren from attending school
while their teachers are taking their grievanced demands to the streets. These
disruptive actions can have negative externalfiesother segments of the population.
Nevertheless, taking into consideration the respensss of democratic institutions to

citizens, the results confirm that there are orgahigroups capable of having their voices
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heard by politicians, and that in order to commatealearly their message carrying out

a protest is a valid and useful instrument.

2) Vertically divided government does influence thkocation of education
transfers. Governors from the same party do ective preferential treatment in the
distribution of educational transfers. The opp®sg true: opposition governors have
received on average 210 pesos more per studentactechfpo their colleagues from the
ruling party at the federal level. As it was pehtout in the previous section, as the
influence of governors on federal legislators fridmir state increases, it is likely that
they push for larger educational transfers. Lamysind Rosas (2011) have provided
evidence of this stronger persuasive power by gmrer especially in the case of
legislators with less time in office compared thleir governor. Interviews | conducted
with members of Congress underscored that evergrgov pushes for additional federal
transfers for his or her home states. Neverthelester situations of divided government
as has been the case since 1997, it is likelyapposition governors are more successful
in their lobbying attempts. Federal authoritieseiasted in approving the federal
governments’ legislative agenda —including the fadéudget- are likely to concede
additional transfers, including educational grarits, states with governors from a
different party in exchange for their cooperatiom persuading congressmen for
legislative support. Further qualitative and quative research needs to be conducted in
order to advance our understanding of these nemgoisa and their budgetary

consequences.
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3) The findings show that consistent with the tledioal expectations the
distribution of educational grants for basic edimatand teachers’ colleges have not
followed an electoral logic since 1998. The elemt@ompetitiveness coefficients are not
significant in any of the models for the period 8392009. The same is true if instead of
measuring competitiveness in terms of margin ofovicl substitute either the winner’s
total share of the vote or a standard index ofigmrtfragmentation. However, when the
analysis is expanded to include the years 19951896 there is some evidence that
electoral considerations have short term effectsherallocation of the total educational
transfers. The differences between the period®madalysis suggest that previous to
1998 the federal government had more leverage enwtdty educational grants were
distributed to the states. It seems to be the ttzeteprevious to the 1998 reform, the
federal government had “windows of opportunity”albocate conditional transfers in a
more discretionary way to attend electoral neels.| mentioned in 1997, when the PRI
lost its legislative majority, stronger checks d&alances began to operate in congress.
Unfortunately the missing information for the tréers for the period 1992 — 1995 makes

it impossible to explore this issue for earlieripds.

4) The analysis shows that PAN administrations hageeased allocations to the
states compared to the last four years of thetpnigesident Ernesto Zedillo. Taking into
consideration the whole period between 1996 and9266 average under PAN

governments states have received 895 pesos panstomre as educational grants for
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basic education and teachers’ training coll€§eas will be explained in further detail in
the following section, the budgetary differences probably explained by the political
alliances that the teachers’ union leader have Idped since 2000 with both PAN
Presidents Vicente Fox and Felipe Calderon. Thdirfgs suggest that the teachers’
union support for advancing relevant structurabmefs and changes in education as well
as its electoral services in favor of the PAN piestial candidate in 2006 have been
compensated with larger educational budgets. Tlaeger educational budgets include
federal educational grants that eventually havenbesed mainly for paying better

salaries and more economic benefits to the mendfehe SNTE.

5) Results across models suggest that the distiibof educational transfers does
not respond to a redistributive logic that comp&sagoorer states to overcome the
educational deficiencies. Consistent with otherlysis of Mexican fiscal federalism
(Diaz Cayeros 2006, Flamand 2006, Velazquez 20hd) with scholars who have
studied educational spending in Mexico (Esquived9,9Gershberg 1995; Gershberg &
Jacobs 1998; Goodspeed 2002; Merino 1997, 1998)fitldings confirm that richer
states receive larger educational transfers. dSriaf the distributional arrangement have
argued that states with rural communities are atisby the federal government

because they receive less federal educational fooehparatively to more urban settings

30 The difference between the funds allocated byPil and the last PRI administration is even laifyere only
consider the FAEB transfers established since ¥@8h they were established under the reform ofakdéederal
coordination law. As model 5 shows the differeheeveen PAN and PRI federal governments in terntkeof
educational grants allocated to states increasE800 pesos between 1998 and 2009.
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(Cardenas & Luna 2007, Mancera 2011, Villareal 200%his criticism is particularly

valid since 1998 when on average for each additipeacentage of rural population

states receive 11 685 pesos less. Furthermoreartalyses with the poverty index
confirm that states with a larger number of pooopgde have also received less
educational transfers. The coefficient for the patage of people younger than 14 not
going to school is not statistically significanthis finding is consistent with the other
indicators that suggest that educational grantsnatedistributed with the purpose of

reducing these negative social conditions.

Two complementary findings are worth underscorifgst, there is no evidence
that states' educational spending efforts are wahrin the allocation of federal
educational funds. Likewise, there are no emgdigcaunds to support the conventional
wisdom which argues that the allocation of educaidunds for basic education and
teachers’ colleges responded to an inertial digtioh based on the size of the state

educational systems in place before the educagimnm in 1992.
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Table 4.4 Political determinants of total federal ducational transfers per

student in Mexico

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Mdel 8
Period (1996 - 2009) (1996 - 2009) (1996 - 2009) (1996 - 2042998 - 2009) (1998 - 2009) (1998 - 2009) (1998 -R00
A Disruptive actions in all
educational level: 12.599%** 13.048*** 12.928*** 9.612% 10.397*** 10.910%*
[3.701] [3.869] [4.039] [2.069] [2.241] [2.509]
Disruptive actions in all educational
levelsiq 16.881*** 16.266*** 16.996*** 12.037*** 11.189%+* 12.433
[3.444] [3.412] [3.557] [2.056] [2.153] [2.521]
A Governor from same party as
president -284.936* -283.042* -284.788*  -249.716*  -357.166**  -3BB5***  -361.313**  -316.002***
[146.848] [148.850] [150.112] [146.086] [95.158] [104771 [105.903] [98.211]
Governor from same party as
president;.; -195.693*  -172.327**  -183.679**  -197.251**  -439.663*** -388.810™*  -426.746***  -431.088***
[81.452] [83.275] [86.131] [78.442] [61.765] [74.074] [B95] [67.230]
A Margin of victory -1,340.967** -1,496.455*** -1,439.013** -1,028.314* -142.088 -295.62 -223.446 92.886
[516.784] [632.931] [545.858]  [499.756] [364.639] [39810 [406.231] [336.735]
Margin of victory 1, 697.09 414,749 445.58 556.288 360.583 -3.394 -8.913 46.967
[451.333] [437.569] [455.041]  [444.921] [381.032] [37849 [407.128] [388.498]
Dummy PAN federal government ~ 806.099**  859.831**  850.225**  772.514*  845.683*** 92896*** 903.083*+* 848.725*+*
[340.782] [333.432] [335.051] [349.235] [187.179] [20213 [194.467] [186.282]
A GDP per capita (logged) 2,216.05 3,030.07 3,075.460* 3,239.40 2,600.587*  32@3** 3,289.158***  3,455.489***
[1,822.619] [1,867.517] [1,847.981] [2,173.016] [1,0388] [1,126.357]  [1,112.867]  [1,068.761]
GDP per capita (logged).; 1,076.62 1,648.56 1,758.28 1,417.65  5,310.545** 6,1B#'8 6,117.546"* 5478.311**
[1,191.230] [1,344.229] [1,329.823] [1,134.137] [70%617  [843.049] [828.036] [691.674]
A Total state educational spending
per student 0.156** 0.151** 0.133* 0.115** 0.111%** 0.115%** 0.100** 0081**
[0.068] [0.068] [0.069] [0.056] [0.042] [0.042] [0.043] [036]
Total state educational spending pe
student,.; 0.117** 0.113** 0.096* 0.086* 0.128** 0.124%* 0.106** 0096**
[0.050] [0.052] [0.055] [0.052] [0.039] [0.043] [0.046] [039]
A Number of teachers in all public
schools 0.02 0.023 0.024 0.007 0.022 0.022 0.034 0.01
[0.043] [0.046] [0.042] [0.040] [0.028] [0.031] [0.028] [027]
Number of teachers in all public
schools 4 -0.016 -0.013 -0.011 0.00 0 0.01 0.014 0.017*
[0.010] [0.011] [0.011] [0.010] [0.009] [0.010] [0.009] [010]
A Proportion of rural population -8,284.288* -7,224.09  -9,110.607*** -8,471.766***
[4,986.404] [5,069.582]  [3,308.550] [3,147.612]
Proportion of rural population ;  -5,046.564* -4,270.32  -8,503.266*** -8,204.714***
[2,602.141] [2,686.153]  [2,145.722] [2,168.336]
A Percentage of population younger
than 14 not going to schot 5.277 -5.854
[13.094] [10.675]
Percentage of population younger
than 14 not going to schoal; 1.427 -16.424
[20.310] [17.495]
A Poverty index 941.271 4,002.757***
[838.673] [1,277.354]
Poverty index.; -540.379** -591.944
[271.071] [363.387]
Years 2008 and 2009 91.582 155.314 141.052 101.571 -160.68 -72.528 -87.032 1.118
[454.553] [463.226] [466.011] [363.544] [213.161] [248@ [239.134] [194.894]
Lagged DV -0.688*** -0.666*** -0.661*** -0.655%** -0.975%** -0.949 **x -0.952%+* -0.970%*
[0.128] [0.129] [0.130] [0.126] [0.074] [0.081] [0.079] [074]
Constant -5,259.13 -12,954.18 -14,756.81 -9,686.48 -50,407.12261,983.498*** -62,083.210*** -52,567.830***
[13,220.165] [15,240.984] [15,054.386] [12,477.661] 8[75.501] [9,550.810] [9,224.327] [7,694.976]
Observations 342 342 342 370 316 316 316 344
R-squared 0.57 0.559 0.555 0.539 0.825 0.808 0.81 0.809
Number of states 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31

Note: Dependent variable is change in total fddedacational transfers per student. All regressiaclude fixed effects. Table entries are orgifaLS estimates
corrected for panel-specific autocorrelation. Panerected standard errors are included in thenihese:

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10
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Finally, table 4.4 presents the results for theltt#deral educational transfers per
student. The models used have the same spedafisafiescribed in the previous analyses
but include the total disruptive actions carried loyiall actors in the education sector.
The results across models reiterate the budgetargecgiuences of taking demands to the
streets. For every 10 additional protests obseirvéloe educational sector in Mexican
states, subnational governments receive 168 pessvia federal educational transfers.
Furthermore, opposition governments do also bengtit larger educational grants (on
average 195 pesos per student more). As it oatinréhe case of FAEB funds, the
results show that electoral considerations havelnegén the allocation of the total
educational grants since 1998. The results#®@icontrols are consistent with those
estimates of FAEB transfers.

| subjected the previous models —both for FAEBdfars as well as for the total
educational transfers- to robustness checks nottexpbhere due to space constraints.
The inclusion of other indicators of electoral catifiveness, although imperfect as
explained in footnote 20, had no effect on the mesgults. | also used ordinary least
squares with robust standard errors clusteredatg.sfThe important results were
unchanged. Finally, | used a different kind of reloid assess if the equilibrium
assumption behind the error correction models presly used was correct. | used panel
data analysis (multiple observations for each statess time) with fixed effects and
used both aforementioned techniques the OLS witlelpeorrected standard errors with

panel-specific patterns of first-order autocorielaiand ordinary least squares with
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robust standard errors clustered by state. Thatsesbtained are equivalent to the long
term coefficients of the error correction modelhe main results and size of coefficients

were unchanged.
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Table. 4.5 Summary Determinants of educational trasfers in Mexico
(1996 — 2009) A. Political factors

Transfers per student for basic
education and teachers' training Total federal educational

colleges transfers per student
Collective action
A Disruptive actions in education leve Positive Positive
Disruptive actions in education level, Positive Positive
Partisanship considerations
A Governor from same party as presider Negative Negative
Governor from same party as president Negative Negative
Dummy PAN federal government Positive Positive
Electoral considerations
A Margin of victory Negative Negative
Margin of victory ¢4 No effect No effect
Reform to Federal Fiscal Coordination Law
Years 2008 and 2009 No effect No effect
Number of states 31 31
Observations 360 342
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Table 4.6 Summary Determinants of educational trarfers in Mexico
(1996 - 2009) BSocioeconomic factors

Transfers per student for basic
education and teachers' training Total federal educational

colleges transfers per student
Socioeconomic factors
A GDP per capita (logged) No effect No effect
GDP per capita (logged).; Positive No effect
A State spending per student in education level No effec Positive
State spending per student in education level; No effect Positive
A Number of teachers in public schools in basic
education and teachers' colleges No effect No effect
Number of teachers in public schools in basic
education and teachers' colleges, No effect No effect
Redistribution concerns
A Proportion of rural population No effect Negative
Proportion of rural population No effect Negative
A Percentage of population younger than 14 not
going to school No effect No effect
Percentage of population younger than 14 not
going to schook., No effect No effect
A Poverty index No effect No effect
Poverty index ; Negative Negative
Number of states 31 31
Observations 360 342
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4.7. The importance of political alignments for educational
transfers: the SNTE and its political influence

When the PRI lost the presidency in 2000, the teaChunion leader Elba Esther
Gordillo adapted to the new circumstances by atterggo develop political linkages

with the new government while maintaining its irfice over the former hegemonic
party. The PRI underwent a restructuring processenewing its national committee by
adopting an electoral process among members andathimers. Elba Esther Gordillo
joined the former Tabasco governor, Roberto Madraz@ formula for the secretariat
general and the presidency of the party. The @akcimobilization of the teachers’ union
would be crucial in this process and worked in fasbthe Madrazo-Gordillo formula.

However, once in power the political alliance wilMadrazo deteriorated rapidly.

Madrazo’s ambition to become the future presidér®iRl candidate pushed him to
attempt getting absolute control over the partyfecture and provoked tensions with the
teachers’ leader. Moreover, Gordillo’s politicalationship with the Fox administration
provoked opposition among several PRI leaders. eNbeless, after the midterm
elections in 2003, Gordillo became the leader ef BRI legislative group in Congress
and promised president Fox new negotiations foafhgroval of structural reforms in the

energy sector, in the public workers’ pension systend a fiscal reform.

La Maestrastrengthened her relationship not only with thesmgtent but with his
wife, Martha Sahagun. The union printed millions afpies of a parents’ booklet

elaborated byFundacionMéxicq an NGO through which the first lady attempted to
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increase her popular support. Teachers distribogzd twenty six million copies of the
“family guides” in all public schools. Moreovehd union signed on August 8 2002 the
Social Compromise for the Quality of Education. isTdocument was an agreement
between federal authorities, subnational goverriegderal congress, the teachers’ union,
the national associations of public and privateversities, the national parents’
association, the business community and the mediatoch all the parts concurred to
develop measures for improving the quality of edioca The agreement was vague
about the policy proposals to advance the quafiggdoication but politically allowed the
union and its leader to present themselves as pessdor educational change rather
than an obstacle to it. In the compromises sectierfederal and subnational authorities
agreed to find the means to improve the benefitssataries of teachers. Moreover, the
document explicitly established that federal aratestauthorities with Congress would

develop measures to increase educational spenditmeight percent of GDP.

The political relationship with the federal govemmh paid Gordillo’s off both
politically and economically. The SNTE was capablemproving the benefits for its
members with the funds received from the federalegument. Fox increased the
budget for the teachers’ housing institute (VIMAyiendaMagisteria) with 900 million

pesos! Additionally the federal government delivered 4&(lion for a technology

31 Several corruption accusations surrounded théegachousing program. Audits have shown misugbef
resources, complaints about construction mateaiadsthe location of the housing complexes. Dedpése
accusations the program benefited substantially fuihds from the federal government. Accordingpgort by the
weekly magazin®rocesgq the Fox administration has been the most genevibghe teachers’ union. Salinas gave
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program through which thousands of teachers wowentally receive their own
personal computer. Furthermore, Fox named thresedGordillo’s collaborators to his
cabinet: Benajamin Gonzéalez Roaro became the diretthe social security institution
for public workers (ISSSTE), Miguel Angel Yunes waamed Subsecretary of Public
Security in the Interior Ministry, and Tomas Ruiasvappointed director of the National
Lottery. Finally, Gordillo’s son-in-law was appt@d general director of the Teachers’

Training Colleges in the education ministry.

As Gordillo became closer to Vicente Fox, the tensibetween her and the PRI
president increased. Madrazo criticized her tieth ihe federal administration and
promoted a revolt among PRI legislators in Congregsdrazo broke his alliance with
the union leader and eventually managed to stopjpeoval of the referred reforms. He
operated in favor of the replacement of Gordillo the PRI deputies’ leader, and
eventually pushed for her expulsion from the parfyhe teachers’ leaders denounced
Madrazo publicly as a traitor and swore vengeanda. a move that proved again the
political muscle of the SNTE, Gordillo formed a nemganization, the Democratic
Federation of Public Employees Unions (FedeBsgdgracion Democratica de Sindicatos

de Servidores Publicpsa new competitor of the old Federation of St&terkers Unions

16 197 million pesos to teachers through the deakeration agreement. Ernesto Zedillo with whora teachers’
leader had a tense relationship provided the uoity 1 580 millions, but Vicente Fox delivered 4333million with
funds for computers, the housing program and dikaefits (Gil 2009).
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(FSTE,Federaciéon de Sindicatos de los Trabajadores aVisir del Estadpwhich had
traditionally grouped all federal bureaucratic ursicand been a long ally of the PRI.
The new organization attracted more than 80 percénihe total members of the old
FSTE. Even more, in order to increase the uniqdltical independence Gordillo
transformed a political organizatioloncienciaPolitica, into a new political party
known as PANAL. This party would be now the officparty of the teachers and after
the 2006 elections would have their own represemeimin Congress with nine deputies

and one senatdt.

Madrazo eventually became the PRI presidentialidatel The secretary general
of the SNTE, Rafael Ochoa, openly declared a wamaghim. He pointed out that the
PRI was “underestimating Gordillo’s influence aié union’s power”. The SNTE had
near 1,350,000 members from whom, according to &cB0 percent would be priista
and elbista. The rest were PRD or PAN supportdes.openly defied the PRI and
claimed that “every teacher can influence at I&asbtes in her family. Moreover, the
teacher is a social leader, has influence in hernconity, in the school, in the working
place and with parents, and despite that theredcbaVve been a negative influence of
other parties in the past, those as us who havengieml the PRI previously will
eventually show their influence when the electimmes. What goes around comes

around” (Gil Olmos 2005). Madrazo and the PRO&rahip thought the SNTE was a

32 The representation of teachers went beyond the/AAgislators. Other teachers would become corsgnes
through the PAN and the PRD.
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paper tiger, but ultimately felt the fury of andeachers. In every campaign act, in every
rally and meeting, teachers appeared and denouMadrazo as a liar and a

untrustworthy candidate.

As the presidential campaign approached its endtlamalection became closer
and closer between the frontrunner, the perredistdres Manuel Lopez Obrador
(Mexico City’s former mayor) and the official caddte, Felipe Calderon, Gordillo
approached both parties to reach an electoral engmeteand strengthen her influence.
Lopez Obrador was certain of his advantage andMadrazo had recently done,
underestimated the teachers’ mobilizational capadite refused any agreement with the
SNTE. In contrast the PAN candidate agreed toicoata political alliance similar to
the one observed with President Fox in exchangeh®teachers’ support. In the end,
Calderon became elected president in the closesti@h in Mexican history with 0.56

percent vote margin while the PRI candidate reggsta distant third place.

Since December 2006 one of the main political slbé president Calderon has
beenlLa Maestra Like his predecessor, Calderon appointed séwdrasordillo’s
collaborators to his cabinet. The general direofathe ISSSTE, the general director of
the National Lottery, the technical secretary of thhational Security Council were all
political appointees linked to the teachers’ leadéloreover, the Undersecretary for

Basic Education has been Gordillo’'s son in law. past of this political alliancel.a
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Maestra worked in favor of the Public Workers’ Pension ®ys reform which was

approved within the first six months of Calderoatdninistration.

One year later, on May T'5within the teachers’ day, the federal government a
the SNTE signed the National Alliance for Educat{@tianzaNacionalpor la Calidad
de la EducacionACE). This educational reform would become ting fajor attempt to
transform the educational system after the dedetmn of educational services in
1992. Several measures were announced to impinevguality of education:

1. An open selection process for new federal teaclpogts. Up to this time,
teachers were selected under an obscure process tigh patronage and
corruption practices.

2. The implementation of standardized tests for thordinth grade students as well
as for upper secondary schodls.

3. The reform of Carrera Magisteria] an incentive performance pay program
established in 1992, which has been criticized lbeing ineffective as an
instrument to recognize the best teachers anchésabeen criticized as one of the
instruments of control by the union over its memnsbeFhe new evaluation system
under Carrera Magisterial would take into consideration the students’
performance on the national standardized tests krasAENLACE.

4. A universal evaluation system for all teachersasib education.

33 The national standardized tests known as ENLACEeireplemented at the end of the Fox administratorall
students from fourth to nine grades. In 2007sthedardized tests were implemented in third grade from ten to
twelve grades.
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5. The implementation of the School Councils for P&'eRarticipation which had
been approved since the education reform of 1992Hai had not operated in

most of the schools (SEP 2008).

The educational reform is underway and the finalitas still unclear. Some
reports have pointed out flaws with the new sedecthechanisms. Despite opposition
by teachers in several states, between 2008 arid&0bttle more than 81,000 full time
teachers have been selected through the new opeest¢SEP 2011, The political
alliance between Calderon and the SNTE has hagiiygoeffect on the resources
allocated to basic education. Teachers have agediobtaining salaries larger than the
inflation rate. The technology and the housinggpam have kept growing. Even more
the compensation program for teachers living inargwho had received in the past
lower salaries than their counterparts in richatest has grown more than 15 percent
while Carrera Magisterialhave received additional resources to the oridindiget
approved by Congress (GEA 2008). In summary, tigigal alliance of the teachers’

union with the PAN administrations has been ecopalyi beneficial for its members.

%Thousands of teachers marched in different statpesing measures that considered curb their ragndsprivileges.
Particularly two of the most contested points haeen the open contest for the teaching posts anldeicase of
Michoacan and Oaxaca the resistance for the evafuatechanisms for students and teachers. Thatessh addition
to Colima, Guerrero, San Luis Potosi, Sinaloa, Zachtecas decided not to participate in the opatesbfor federal
posts in their states. Furthermore Baja CaliforGiaanajuato and Quintana Roo announced that tbbeest posts
financed by state resources would continue withtridditional selection mechanisms. These tradifipnactices have
been highly corrupt with posts for sale and teaghieheritance rights for children and other closkatives. Ulises
Ruiz, governor of Oaxaca in 2008 established glehdt “the implementation of the Alliance for Edtion in Oaxaca
is contingent to the approval of the union sec{gettion 22)... Teachers have their own mechanisnmgoove the
quality of education” (GEA 2008). The disruptivepeaity of teachers in these states proved to tkeffactive
persuasion mechanism to avoid policies contratheo interest.
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Larger educational budgets and more substantiveagidnal transfers have been

allocated between 2001 and 2009.

4.8. Conclusion

The main theoretical contribution of this chaptastbeen to explain how the
collective action capacity of organized groups le tducation sector influences the
distribution of educational spending. This chagtaows that teachers are by far the most
organized actors in the education sector in Meaitd use their organization capacity via
different disruptive actions to have their voiceatteand served by the politicians who
make the educational budgetary decisions.

The empirical evidence covering the 31 Mexicanestdtom 1996 to 2009 shows
that a disruptive strategy by actors in the edooasiector pays off with larger federal
educational transfers to the states where thesetsevteok place. The denunciations,
marches, demonstrations, sit-ins, strikes, huntyées, occupation of schools and other
government buildings, road blockades, acts of viisda kidnapping and lynching of
government authorities by teachers, unionized adtnaive workers and by students

have yielded significant economic dividends for ¢gleicational sector.

Moreover, statistical results show that governawemf the opposition have
received greater increases in federal educationabkfers than their counterparts who
belong to the same party as the president. Wehettception of 1996, Mexico has had
divided government at the national level for thetiren period under analysis.

Consequently, legislative negotiations have pushedederal government to build larger
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legislative majorities to have its budgetary pradesapproved. Federal educational
transfers are among the most important items coedain the federal budget and have
formed part of the policy packages negotiated yearlCongress. Interviews conducted
between 2005 and 2010 in Congress confirmed théigablrationale for these budget

negotiations.

As explained in a previous work the educationahgfars were established in
1992 as one of the conditions for the approvalhaf tlecentralization of educational
services, which had been under discussion for twecades (Fernandez 2011).
Nevertheless, the determinants of the initial distion of these transfers continue to be a
black box. Some analysts have suggested that thimlidistribution could have
responded to a strategy to recover votes for theblRllocating more resources in states
where the opposition presidential candidate CuanbteCardenas had more electoral
support (Gershberg 1995). Unfortunately, the imfation corresponding to these years is
not available to test this argument thoroughly.vé\theless, the evidence under analysis
shows that since 1998 the competitiveness of sidmatelections have not directly

driven the distribution of educational transfers.

Further, the new competitive dynamic of electiond @luralism in Mexico has
made governors increasingly relevant actors inpblktical scene. Their capacity to
influence the behavior of federal legislators hasag. In the fall of every year when the

negotiations over the federal budget take placeethe agubernatorial runwayto
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Congress to obtain more resources for their statdsiong their multiple demands,

governors know that educational resources will leeessary to complement their
educational budgets. These educational grantsbeilliseful to respond to pressures by
actors in the education sector who eventually délinand additional benefits and better

working conditions in their states.

The distribution of federal educational transfevafams that the teachers’ union
is one of the most important political actors inXW®. Its disruptive capacity as well as
its electoral mobilizational power makes it a sgand powerful ally and a dangerous
enemy. Its members have been successful in ubgig d¢ollective action capacity to
obtain more economic benefits. During the last werades the public educational
spending has more than doubled from a total of @@ million pesos to approximately
626,000 million in 2010. Most of this educationpéading has been used for salaries and
benefits of teachers and other workers of the dducaector. A recent poll among
teachers in public schools has shown that 80 peafehem reported owning their own

house, 63 percent have their own car and 74 pehast a computer (Ortega 2011).

The larger budgets and better salaries contrast tvé results obtained in terms
of investment in educational infrastructure and doielity of the education provided by
teachers in the Mexican classrooms. According teport by the education ministry, in
2007 80 percent of the public schools in basic atioe had maintenance problems.

Two out of 10 students went to schools without mleater, while 60 percent of students
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attended schools without sewage system.  Threeobuén schools did not have
electricity and 80 percent of the schools did nateha telephone line (SEP 2007). In
2009, only 47.3 percent of the public elementatysts had at least one computer with
internet connection. In contrast 85.9 percent migbe institutions had access to this
technology. In lower secondary schools the diffegeis also dramatic: only 37.2 percent
of public schools had access to internet while 9&ficent of private institutions had
these services (INEE 2011). Furthermore, the tegilboth national and international
standardized tests reveal significant challengesa@dhwith respect to improving the
quality of education. Despite some progress dutirgylast six years, the majority of
pupils still have insufficient or low levels of ethtional performance, both in language

and mathematics (Fernandez 2011).

The educational budgets are not being spent ctyre&ecent audits led by the
Auditoria Superior de la Federacion -the authdritgharge of verifying how the federal
resources have been spent — show that FAEB funds lbeen misspent in several states
(ASF 2008, 2009, 2010; Comision de Educacion y iSew Educativos 2009).
Although these resources are legally earmarkedyractice governors have exercised
ample discretion over them without legal conseqasncFor example, teachers have
being paid their full salaries with FAEB funds di#spbeing on absentee leave as
commissioners for the union. An important educatfederal authority recognized
recently that although “states cannot legally dawthey please with the FAEB funds in

practice they use them as part of their own budgelbere is no way to control how they
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use these funtigDel Valle 2001). Therefore, it is not surprisitigat governors have
pushed for larger educational transfers. This delmia consistent with the disruptive
behavior of the actors of the educational sectop velenefit from these additional
resources. As will be analyzed in the followingapter, this collective action capacity
influences not only the allocation of federal edis®l resources but also subnational

education budgets and their distribution among atiowcal levels.

The literature on fiscal federalism has traditibpgdointed out that a strategic
behavior governs the allocation of federal grantsubnational governments. The two
competitive explanations for how electoral consiens influence the distribution of
federal grants —the distribution toward core sufgerand the argument for the allocation
toward places with likely swing voters- assume thatpresident has a wide control over
the allocation of these resources. Neverthelestheevidence provided in this chapter
shows, electoral considerations are weaker undadittons of divided government
which limits presidents’ discretionary powers otteg distribution of federal grants. This
essay joins an increasing literature which hastpdirout the need to disaggregate the
type of transfers allocated toward subnational guwents in order to have a better

understanding of the political rationale of théioeation (Bonvecchi and Lodola 2011).

The findings also contribute to the discussionhef distributive consequences for
fiscal federalism arrangements. As | underscoretlenveducational services were

decentralized toward states in 1992 the federaleigouent argued that the federal
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educational funds for decentralization were goingfallow a compensatory logic.
Nevertheless, the empirical evidence does not stupipe federal government’s promise.
The results show that richer states receive laggercational transfers while states with
more rural communities obtain fewer grants from efadl authorities. Poverty

considerations have being overlooked in the distitin of federal educational grants.

Beyond Mexico, this chapter makes a theoreticaltrdmrtion to the study of
political regimes and the provision of public goodBirst, it makes a strong case that
organized interest groups influence the way pubhbods are allocated. Second, it
suggests that the rationale of the median votdritha been dominated the literature on
public goods provision needs to be qualified imtigf the influence of organized interest
groups who varied political strategies —includingraptive collective action- to make
their demands heard. In the analysis of the pslidf public goods provision, the role of
interest groups must be taken seriously, othenwige conclusions may suffer from

omitted variable bias.
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5. The Struggle for Resources in the State Education
Systems in Mexico

5.1. Introduction.

It was the morning of May 18992, and at the National Palace all Mexico’s gowes --
with the exception of the single non-priista setecutive of Baja California-- gathered
together with the new General Secretary of the ®ixiteachers’ union (SNTE), to sign
the National Agreement for the Modernization of iBd&sducation in Mexico (ANMEB).
The agreement changed the administration of theadidun sector. It put the states
formally in charge of the labor relationship withthe teachers of the 56 sections of the
SNTE. Most of them would be forced to develop thétigal skills and the

administrative infrastructure to gain control otlegir new educational responsibilities as

well as to start a series of budgetary negotiatwitis the teachers’ union.

Until the day ANMEB was signed, only five stateslimade significant efforts to
provide education services to their citizens thiotigeir own means. In the State of
Mexico, Nuevo Leon, Baja California and Jaliscditke bit over 40 percent of the
teachers and students in elementary and lower dacgpschools as well as in teachers’
training colleges formed part of the state educatisystems. In contrast, Morelos,
Querétaro, Oaxaca, Tamaulipas and Hidalgo hatieifl chools of the aforementioned

levels under the control of the federal governmeéntthe rest of the country, despite the
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fact that there were some schools financed byubaational authorities, most of the

educational services were also provided by therabgovernment.

Today, two decades after the signing of the ANMEIBthe schools in the basic
education sector are under the control of the sudome authorities. In addition, multiple
institutions at the upper secondary and tertiancation levels are financed by the states.
However, there is great variance in the subnatiedatation budgets. As analyzed in the
previous chapter, states are still highly dependarfederal transfers in order to be
capable of carrying out these education respoitssisil but all of them have been forced

to supplement these resources with funds from their revenues.

In parallel, we observe a clear movement towardsrmompetitive elections at
the subnational level. Most of the states havee&pced a ruling party turnover and a
growing number of political parties are being reyergted in local legislatures. Has
democracy made a difference in the state governepantding on education? Which
interests are being served in the allocation ofifuior this social policy at the
subnational level? How have these interests inflad policymakers to make sure their
demands are acted upon? Are the expenditure emtlie same for governors facing
more competitive scenarios and negotiating withevmuralistic legislatures as for state
executives with a majority in the local congresd Emrge margins of electoral victory?

Does partisanship make a difference in educatigpahding? In sum, what are the

! The size of the state education systems in 1988dwn in Appendix 5.1.
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politics surrounding the distribution of budgets éalucation in Mexico after twenty

years of educational decentralization?

In this chapter, | show that the organized groupthé Mexican education sector
are capable of extracting resources from the sudmadtgovernments by using their
collective action capacity to take their budgetdeynands to the streets and make their
voices heard by the elected authorities. NeverHiselthese disruptive actions are only
effective in the case of the teachers’ union (SNTBH)e findings at the subnational level
confirm the previous evidence of the unions’ cagyatd influence budgetary decisions.
The teachers’ union sections obtain resources botin levels of government ---the
federal and the subnational authorities--- and Hereefited from the decentralization of
education policy. In contrast, workers, professord students from public universities
have, on average, been unsuccessful in obtainiggrid@udgets through disruptive
means, despite using the streets as a vehiclgptesxtheir demands for more funds to
go towards tertiary education. Moreover, althotlghelectoral competition in Mexican
states has intensified, there is no evidence hiestet competitive scenarios have had a

positive effect over the distribution of funds towaducation.

Curiously, the partisan consequences for the bsdgfetducation are more
limited in Mexico than what others have found fdvanced economies. In the basic
education sector, governors’ ideology does not naatiéference for levels of spending.
In contrast, in the case of tertiary educatiohag been the Christian right-wing

governments of the PAN which have channeled maeurees toward public
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universities than their left and left-center coupggts. These findings confirm the need
to disaggregate the spending in order to have demstanding of the distributional
struggles for educational budgets. Moreover, #seilts suggest that the interests served
by each educational level are different and thatablitical factors that dominate the

budgetary decisions are also distinct.

| rely on subnational units for hypothesis tesfimgfour reasons: (1) they allow
me to control for other institutional factors tlcauld influence budget decisions; (2) they
help me to diminish problems associated with gdizatgons derived from aggregate
national data that conceal significant variatiotinm countries (Snyder 2001); (3) they
avoid problems of data comparability both acrosscation levels, and among spending
figures reported by national agencies and usedossenational studies (De Ferranti
2003, Stuart et al. 2006); and (4) the dynamidhefinteraction between organized
groups inside the education sector and governnemsre effectively captured at the

state level.

The chapter is organized as follows. First, | byieéview the literature on
decentralization and the provision of public goo&&cond, by taking into consideration
theoretical contributions on the politics of edimaal spending, |1 analyze how these
explanations can travel to the subnational levé@xico. | underscore that previous
work has played down the role of the main benefesaof expenditure decisions; i.e. the
teachers’ unions and other organized interestspgrouthe education sector. Third, |

review the process through which governors haverbeacentral figures in their states
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and sketch out hypotheses about the way in whielliffierent competitive scenarios
observed in the Mexican states play out in the igion of public goods such as
education. Fourth, | test the proposed hypothiestes chapter and show that in states
with higher levels of protest by teachers, govesrt@ave allocated more subnational
resources to basic education but not to the tgrdactor. The findings confirm the
power of the teachers’ union to extract resouroa® fgovernments through a disruptive
strategy. Contrary to the cross-national work #ssociates more competitive elections
with more educational spending, | show that elestido not have a direct effect on

education budgets at the subnational level in Mexic

Finally, | discuss how institutional mechanismstsas strict term limits and the
blurred responsibilities that accompanied the deakration of education, undermine
the direct effect of electoral competition on edigreal expenditures. | further argue
that the political power of the union is an attnaeiasset for politicians to obtain votes.
By having the expectations of using the teachem®mumobilizational capacity to attract
voters, Mexican governors from political partiesoss the entire ideological spectrum
make efforts to develop political alliances witle tBNTE to strengthen their electoral
fortunes. In this way, the electoral calculatians not absent from the politicians’
budgetary decisions, but are mediated by the isttei& the teachers’ union. Finally, |
conclude with a discussion on the implicationshef findings for the study of educational

reform and educational spending in new democratiek as Mexico.

187



5.2. Decentralization, federalism and pubic goods provision

During the 1980s and 1990s, academics and publicygmractitioners alike believed that
the decentralization of different policy domainsulbincrease the efficiency with which
public services are provided. By bringing clogex authorities in charge of these
services and by subjecting public spending presito local demand, there would be a
virtuous circle of good governance and better tedal citizens’ welfare. Influential
works such as Tiebout (1956), Coase (1960) ands@@a8¥2), led promoters of
decentralization to believe those citizens’ demamdsld be served more effectively
because the information on the performance of gowent institutions would be more
transparent and available to them. State and ggmadrnments would compete in getting
the best results for individuals, who would alwagse the option to vote with their feet
and move out if subnational authorities did nots¢attorily meet their demands.
Decision makers would also be better informed @éssd needs, as they are the
authorities in more direct contact with citizensnaared to the remote relationship with

the central government.

Under a similar rationale, promoters of new develept strategies thought of
decentralization as the way to end the corrupttmesthat had emerged in the
production of public services during the yearstafist development. In this sense,
decentralization would bring more transparency disdipline to the use of fiscal
resources (Weingast 1995). Moreover, more berfefitsitizens’ welfare would follow,
since decentralization promotes experimentationianolvation in public policy
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(Kotsogiannis and Schwager 2004). “Mobility" isprh this perspective, an effective
tool against predatory tendencies in the publitsseand a driving force for government

professionalism (Oates and Schwab 1988).

Decentralization was also seen as a route to &ntlioritarian regimes and
facilitate the emergence of democratic practickdopting an old argument developed
by Alexis de Tocqueville about the virtuous relaship between federalism and
democracy, political scientists, government offgjiactivists of non-government
organizations, and bureaucrats of internationahiations such as the World Bank, the
Inter-American Development and the OECD emphadizatidecentralization would
deepen the third wave of democratization that bég@merge during the early 1980s
(Rondinelli 1989). These international organizasigave important loans to developing

countries in order to implement decentralizatiofigies (Treisman 2007).

Under the perspective of public management, degkzdtion would produce
more responsive decision-making, higher qualityises, and bureaucracies with a
stronger motivation to perform well in their jobBearful of unsatisfied customers who
would be more capable of paying attention to thaities responsible for the quality of
public services, state and local governments wepecated to improve the way education,

health and even security services were provided.

However, reality has proved to be much more comgtiar well-intended policy

prescriptions and sophisticated formal models sstgge For example, in the developing
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world many federations appear to be systematiesipciated with mismanagement,
large fiscal deficits, and market failures, rattiean with the virtuous results suggested by
normative public economists (Beramendi 2009; Pang Dillinger 1999; Wibbels 2000;
Wiesner 2003). Rather than improving the amoudtcrality of public goods,
competition among jurisdictions can lead to lovearels of these goods when subnational
authorities engage in a “race to the bottom” tbatdés them to lower local taxes to
compete for economic agents. Contingent on thstitutional arrangements, some
federal states have been forced to pick up thefiér local governments incurred
important amounts of debt (e.g. Argentina). Rathan opting for financing public

goods through local revenue, many subnational gorents pressured the central
authorities for the allocation of more resourcesigfhomme 1995; Wibbels 2004) and
used different strategies, including disruptiveitpzd, to advance their fiscal requests
(Treisman 1996; and see the discussion in the quevghapter for the case of Mexico).
Thus, in matters concerning the effects of decén#tégon, the devil is in the details. For
example, in federal systems highly dependent oaeréédransfers, states are likely to
demand more bailouts (Fernandez et al 2005; Rode; Rodden and Wibbels 2002).
However, under circumstances in which states hawe ifiscal autonomy, subnational
governments internalize the benefits of their ecoicgrogress and of responsible fiscal
behavior. As a consequence, these subnationajritigh are more likely to create a

market-preserving environment.
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On the other hand, federalism has not brought ¢hepensatory redistributive
consequences promised to member states, but haadrfsequently increased
inequalities across regions, especially when righevinces only agree to give up several
of their taxing powers when they were sure thatllecation of the common pool of
funds would not be detrimental to what otherwisgytivould have collected by
themselves (Beramendi 2003; Diaz-Cayeros 2006s61et995). In this sense, it is
necessary to emphasize that distributional congaaysa fundamental role in the
selection of federalism versus decentralization, @nsequently they also do it in their

design (Beramendi 2009).

In political terms, the decentralization of poweisubnational governments has
brought mixed results because in recurrent cagesgselites from authoritarian enclaves
have been able not only to survive the decentttadizgorocess, but have consolidated
their political prerogatives (Cornelius 1999; Gibs2005; Snyder 2001). If institutional
frameworks such as effective checks and balaneas@ak, then we are likely to observe
less transparent resource allocations at the sobiaatevel as local governments’
resources end up being captured by non-democoatit €lites and local administrations
(Bardhan and Mookherjee 1999; Krishna 2003). Irsegnence, as | will discuss in
more detail below, some scholars have questioreedapacity of local elections to
guarantee the emergence of more effective and ataigle leadership and a better

provision of public goods (Hiskey and Seligson 2003
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Negative experiences in both the developing andléveloped world have
reminded us that neither the end of corruptiontherefficiency in public administration
are a necessarily consequence of decentralizaBanred responsibilities between
levels of government have opened the door to dilateountability and evasion of
policy commitments (Grindle 2004; Montero 2001. this sense, for decentralization to
have the desired effects (i.e. a greater respamssgeto local preferences, and a greater
accountability and efficiency in the provision aflfic goods) several conditions must be
met. First, subnational governments must posséfsient administrative capacity to
carry out their tasks (Bird and Rodriguez 1999n@le 2007). Second, they need to
have the necessary resources to provide the pgiudids in question and to be subjected
to hard-budget constraints. Third, voters mustdgable of holding their local authorities
accountable through fair subnational electionsth&tsame time, for this to be possible,
certain institutional arrangements are necessacy as clarity in the assignment of
government responsibilities, checks and balancesatipg both at the subnational level
(e.g. institutionalized local legislatures) andreg national level, legal mechanisms that
allow for transparency in the use of public furalsd mechanisms such as reelection that

strengthen the possibility of electoral accountahil

Recent research has assessed the impact of maitytiosal and political factors
that mediate the way federalism works. The camsdimal powers of the national
executive, the formal representation of subnationgk within the national

policymaking arena, and the organization of paystems are all institutional ingredients
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with an effect on the political and policy dynamizstween central authorities and state

and local governments (Willis et al 1999).

In summary, the effects of decentralization on agreconomic results, b)
efficiency for public policymaking, c) provisiorf public goods, d) possibilities of
effective accountability over elected officialsdam) increased responsiveness toward
citizens’ demands are far from clear. The growitegdture on decentralization reminds
us that it is necessary to consider how decendrtédiz processes are implemented.
Litvack and his colleagues are right on target wihery remind us that “to debate
whether decentralization is good or bad is unprode@nd misleading since the impact

of decentralization depends on design.” (Litvacklei998 p. 26).

Furthermore, skeptics of the unavoidable benefidecentralization correctly
point out that it is not clear why voters wouldhegter informed about local than central
government performance. As Treisman ironicallyhhghts “One can observe whether
the Central Bank is keeping inflation low as dikgets one can observe whether a local

school board is managing schools well” (Treismad720.13).

Finally, it is necessary to underscore that as shiowhe previous chapters, when
analyzing the consequences of decentralizatiendssential to observe how the actors
potentially affected by them can have the capdoityediate and capture the emerging
structures when public functions are transferregatd lower tiers of government. The

experience of the 1990s in Latin America, in wiselveral governments in the region
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implemented economic reforms that reduced thedfiiee state by privatizations,
portrays how vested interests are a key elemeheipolitical economy of policy

reforms. Privileged beneficiaries, service provsdend their unions, sector bureaucrats,
and even politicians who use social services aspage pools are unlikely champions of
reform. Moreover, as potential benefits are dduted/or costs are concentrated, the
resistance of these vested interests to changepifiaieged positions strengthens (Gans-
Morse and Nichter 2008; Haggard and Kaufman 19@Hnthn 1998; Schamis 1999).
Similar patterns in the behavior by actors potdigtetfected by the decentralization of
public services such as education have been olisefaachers resist decentralization
when it is considered a potential threat to thawileges. If political and institutional
conditions are favorable, for example if they hen@nopoly of representation and access
to large resources to carry out protests and alisenptive actions, teachers’ unions
make sure to influence the terms of implementatisrthe Mexican case clearly

illustrates.

5.3. Theoretical motivations

5.3.1. Democracy, competitive elections and educational budgets

As reviewed in the theoretical chapter, a larggditure has emphasized that popular
participation in government empowers ordinary eiig and makes governments more
prone to serve their constituencies’ demands cthyreks political elites compete for

voters’ support, they are likely to be more accabld to the citizenry, or at least to a
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plurality of the voting electorate. Democraticadligcted authorities are expected to be
more concerned with issues of human developmentldaers who maintain power

through other means (Lake and Baum 2001).

In contrast to authoritarian regimes, democracsée®ltompetitive elections
which lead to electoral accountability and respessess of authorities that, while
looking to continue their political careers, areaasvthat if they distance themselves from
their electorate there is a high chance they weil/bted out of office. Politicians’
responsive behavior as a result of their fear sihig the next election is at the center of
many prominent analyses of legislative politicar Example, Mayhew (1974) argues
that members of Congress are “single-minded seekeeelection” and consequently
sensitive to the accountability nature of electioh&kewise, Cain, Ferejohn and Fiorina
point out that “if representatives wish to remapnresentatives, their behavior will be
calculated to please constituents” (Cain et al 188). Under this view, politicians are
office seekers who compete in serving a largercsaiate to achieve their political
survival (Bueno de Mesquita et. al 2003; Root 200B)other words, in a competitive
market for votes, elections align the behaviordftigians with the preferences of their

constituencies (Baum and Lake 2003).

Furthermore, from the point of view of individu&gints and civil liberties,
democracy is characterized by freedom of the pegs$the liberty to protest and express
citizens’ demands. Provision of public servicea monsequence of extending these

political rights, such as a free press. A morengpess submits governments to more
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scrutiny and potential criticism if they do not githe correct performance when in office
(Sen 1999). In the case of education, comparatngence from the advanced
economies and developing countries confirms thé&ipe®ffects of democracy on the
provision of school services and educational spen@nsell 2010; Brown and Hunter

2004; Lindert 2002; Rudra and Haggard 2005; Staga805).

Nevertheless, recent studies have challenged iimvand have questioned the
benefits of democratic governance for the provisibhuman development (McGuire
2006: Ross 2006). Although studies have shownthigatlemocratization process has
increased social spending, the evidence is notstgilmer and Pritchett 1999; McGuire
2006; Ross 2006). Recent studies have provideayaeweconcile these inconsistencies.
In order to observe the effects of democratic govemts over wellbeing, it is necessary
to consider the age of democracy. New and old deseges do not have the same policy
results. As democratic processes age, the instiaitiprocedures to make decisions
develop roots in societies (Kapstein and Conve@@82Keefer 2005). Undoubtedly,
political regimes develop legacies which make aprint on the way politics are
conducted in a country (Collier and Collier 1991teHand Cesarini 2004). Once we
make these distinctions and analyze the effediseofcountry’s stock of democracy”
over public policies, then it is possible to supbe thesis that democracy has a strong
and robust influence on countries’ current levethofan development (Gerring,

Thacker, & Alfaro, 2006).
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For young and older democracies alike, the botiomit that competitive
elections provide the incentives for politiciand&have in a way closer to serving the
electorate than their authoritarian counterpartserefore, in the case of education,
competitive elections should be expected to geedaafjer educational budgets. This
effect should be stronger in the education levelk larger social consequences, as is the

case in basic education.

Electoral competition and educational spending.

H1. The level of electoral competition will haveasitive effect on education
spending. This effect will be stronger on basiacadion.

5.3.2 Organized groups on education and their influence over
educational budgets

The central theoretical contribution of the preseatk revolves around the
argument that the allocation of educational budgetentingent on the collective action
capacity of actors in the education sector. Thesersuse different strategies, disruptive
actions being a key element in their behaviorpftuence the distribution of funds in
education. As was pointed out both in the thecaétthapter and in the chapter on the
politics of distribution of federal transfers, stnmost educational spending is
concentrated on salaries and benefits, it is eggdtiat the main beneficiaries of
budgetary decisions on education are the teachersarkers in general in this social

sector.
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These actors have different organizational casgitvhich are contingent on
multiple factors such as monopoly of representatiensus fragmented organizations,
number of members, access to economic resourcgshein capacity to colonize the
bureaucracies in charge of overseeing their behavitheir jobs. As a sign of their
political strength, some of these organizationsehasen able to transcend the specific
area of education policy to perform electoral fumts and gain spaces of representation
in the legislative arena. This is notably the aafsiine teachers’ union SNTE, which with
the monopoly of representation over 1.2 million rbens and a monthly income of 10
million dollars in membership dues, is capableatying out hundreds of marches,
protests, sit-ins, streets blockades, strikes, @ustyikes, government building
occupations, and even lynching activities in otdegnsure their economic demands are
met by governments. In addition to this mobiliaaal capacity, the union has colonized
practically all the structures of the basic edwrasystem including principals,
inspectors, superintendents, and teachers’ acadeamers. As will be explained in
further detail in the next chapter, the strengtthefunion has allowed it to gain several
positions in both the federal and local congresagsvell as in the Senate. At least 48 of
the current top positions in the education minestiof Mexican states are in the hands of

the unions.

The teachers’ union is arguably the most powenfgénized group in the country.

Thus, the Mexican education system reminds ugpthidgtcians do not hear all voices
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equally and that, as Olson identified a long tirge,arganized groups have

differentiated means to influence governments’ slenos (Olson 1965).

Taking into consideration the extent of membersitipnion density, teacher
unions at the basic education level are strongewpaned to the teachers and professors’
organizations in high schools and public univeegsiti Furthermore, when the monopoly
conditions of unions disappear or are absent, teeisase in upper secondary and tertiary
education in Mexico, then the negotiation capaaitthese actors erodes because they
begin to compete for members and resources. loabe of a fragmented upper
secondary system, coordination among teachersdgihen achieve. The multiplication
of union representations weakens their bargainovgep with the education authorities.
Governments take advantage of the competitiontefasts in order to reward political
allies while punishing and disregarding the demasfdsfriendly unions and
nonunionized teachers. A similar phenomenon ocatiise university level, with a
multiplication of unions whose membership is loyatheir particular institution. Public
university unions are not an encompassing singiemel organization, but a myriad of

unions each representing one public institution.

In spite of their fragmentation and smaller sibe, einions in public universities
are frequently joined in their demands for moreueses toward the tertiary education
sector by student organizations. These actorstgldo influence politicians’ decisions

on budgets for public universities, with similasdiptive strategies as those performed in

199



the education unions. Student organizations, howyéawe weaker institutional
arrangements to facilitate their mobilization. $éeollective groups are social
movements, and do not have access to the consthnt of economic resources to carry
out their demonstrations in the same way as thensref the education sector do. They
lack the “selective incentives or constraints deiowers, nor are they bound by
institutional routines” (Tarrow, 1998). As a rdsstudents in public universities are
traditionally politically intermittent actors. €ly demonstrate under favorable political
opportunities with the purpose of defending comrmporposes when they feel aggrieved
and trust that their demands will be satisfied ttyng collectively (McAdam, MCCarthy,

& Zald, 1996).

Taking into consideration the organizational chemastics of the different
interests in the public education sector, it istde to expect that they have a
differentiated capacity to influence governmenestidions on the distribution of

resources in this sector.
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Union strength and the distribution of resources across education levels.

H2. States with larger levels of teacher protesinfithe basic education sector

will spend more on this education level.

H3. States with more protests in the tertiary etlanasector will have larger
educational budgets for public universities, bu¢ #ffect of these disruptive
actions will be smaller than the demonstrationsiedrout by the teachers from

the basic education level.

5.3.3 Legislative pluralism, divided government and educational
spending.

Competitive elections also have an effect on hastitutions work. As competition
increases it is likely that legislatures becomeeniomportant institutions, as members of
Congress begin to use their constitutional powargbdlicymaking and overseeing the
performance of the executive branch. Competitleetmns then institutionalize
legislatures as real lawmaking bodies in chargeppfoving budgets to serve the
electorate (Beer 2003; Solt 2004). Contingenthenetiectoral systems, more competition
is likely to increase the number of parties repnésein Congress. This is particularly
true under systems where proportional representaetermines the transformation of

votes into seats.
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Cross-national evidence suggests that as the iggauimber of parties in
Congress grows, government expenditure increddader multi-party legislatures, party
leaders prefer to include projects favored by opjmsparties rather than face the
uncertainty of forming a minimum size winning cdialn. Consequently, the incentives
for what Scartasini and Crain (2002) called “maatifuniversalism” increases, leading to
larger budgets. Under universalistic tendenctas,likely that those goods such as
education which are perceived as highly attradtivenost of the electorate will be
privileged in the budgetary considerations in Cesgr Thus, in the case of education
spending, as the effective number of parties gréuvg]s for this social sector are likely
to grow. This is particularly true for basic edtica, which is the education level with
broader social consequences. However, budgetsri@ary education are expected to
also grow as voices with links to public univesstipush as part of the universal
legislative coalitions for more resources to thédey sector. Although it is expected
that in general, larger educational budgets wiltheconsequence of more legislative

pluralism, the effects are likely to be strongerbaisic education.

Effective number of partiesin Congress and educational spending.

H4. As the effective number of parties in Congrgssvs, so too will educational
budgets. The effect will be larger for basic ediwracompared to the tertiary

education sector.
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Similarly, when levels of competition lead to digitlgovernment, legislatures are
even more likely to become a source for checksbatahces, with stronger incentives to
also monitor the activities of unelected bureauesacUnder these conditions, the
coordination dilemmas between legislators for gheraval of budgets increase as every
legislator tries to allocate material benefits év blectorate (precisely because of the
incentives of competitive elections). Given thditigation is a valence issue it is
expected, as would be consistent with the oveffdtes of democracy over education

spending, that in matters of education, dividedegoments will outspend vis-a-vis
states where the governor has a majority in Cosgres

Divided government and educational spending.
H5. Divided governments will spend more than gowegnts where the executive
has a legislative majority. These expenditures mélfocused more on basic

education than on tertiary education.

5.3.4. Electoral budget cycles, turnover and the effects on
educational spending

Complementary hypotheses related to the dynamateatoral considerations have to be
considered in the present analysis. Several schbéve paid attention to how politicians
try to manipulate budgets right before an electiparder to increase their chances of
reelection (Alesina and Roubini 1992; Blais and &lad992; Drazen 2000). In election
years, government spending increases while revdaligleading to a large fiscal deficit.

As incumbents’ access to rents in developing coesits higher and the institutional
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constraints on politicians’ ability to use publespurces and policies for private gains are
larger, the cross-national evidence argues thataeld budget cycles are more common
on these countries than in advanced economiesa(8hSvenson 2002). As will be
explained in further detail in the next sectiorg thscretionary use of public funds by
governors in Mexico has increased as they havenbetbe most relevant political

figures in their states. Although in certain comitpes states there are more
institutionalized legislatures (Beer 2003), thegm@ss represents an effective mechanism
of checks and balances, but this is still far fjoenfect at the subnational level. Thus, it
is possible to expect electoral budget cycles artatibnal spending If such cycles exist,
it is particularly likely that we would observe theon basic education because a) the
number of potential beneficiaries from the votgmispective is larger, and b) because of

the potential gain of the political support of angaed interests (the SNTE’s sections)

Electoral budget cycles and educational spending.

H6. Spending on basic education will be largemrekection year.

H7. Tertiary educational spending will not be sgbje electoral budget cycle

dynamics.

Following the logic of political regimes and pubgjoods provision, and
consistent with the findings in the developing wlari which countries that have recently

transited toward democracy have allocated resotoeesd education in order to

204



strengthen the political legitimacy of the new &belcauthorities, it is expected that states
with government turnover will spend more on basicaation but not on tertiary due to
the reasons given above on the electoral cyclerdigsaof educational spending

(Stasavage 2005).

Turnover and educational spending.

H.8 States with turnover will spend more on basigoation than states with

the same party in government.

H.9 There will be no effect of government turnowertertiary educational
spending.
5.3.5. Political parties, ideological considerations and educational
spending
The role of parties’ ideology on policymaking haemg tradition in political science
literature. Research on the welfare state of ackheconomies has shown that the
different worldviews and constituencies of politiparties have driven the amount and
structure of social expenditure. Governments flaor based left-wing parties have
stronger redistributive concerns and have providede extensive subsidized social
services such as education. In contrast, incursliesrn secular right and center parties
have non-generous welfare states with scanty badgesocial services. Finally,

Christian Democratic parties in OECD countriesfatend to favor generous welfare
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states, but with a less inclusive and redistritripvofile. They rely more on private
provision of social services (Bradley et al. 20G3stles 1982; Hicks and Mishra 1993;
Huber et al. 1993; Huber and Stephens 2001; Sw88R)1 In the specific case of
education, left-wing parties in advanced indust@intries tend to increase public

funding (Busemeyer 2007; Boix 1998; Ansell 2010).

In Latin America, populist parties have squeezagstments in human capital,
probably to protect pension spending (Kaufman aegu& 2001). Recently scholars
have continued exploring the consequences of pasisp for social expenditures. In a
series of articles, Huber, Stephens and his calleadghave argued that even though
political parties have little programmatic cohesionly shallow roots in civil society,
and revert frequently to clientelistic practicesafiproach voters (Ameringer 1992; Ames
1995; Mainwaring and Torcal 2006), there is stifigace in public policy for ideological
preferences to make a difference.  Consequentl\plyiayy the logic of the
aforementioned literature on OECD countries, thegua that left-wing parties are also
more concerned with redistribution and as a coresecg) are expected to favor social
spending. Nevertheless, the empirical evidencari$rébm conclusive in support of these
statements (Evelyne Huber, Mustillo, & StephensP&0Evelyne Huber, Francois
Nielsen, Jenny Pribble, & John D. Stephens, 2006)the Mexican case, Hecock finds
weak support of the partisanship effects over pmyneducational spending. However,
further testing is in order, as his analysis cowefsnited time frame (1999 — 2004) and

only 29 Mexican states. Furthermore, in his medeé only partisanship consideration
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incorporated into the analysis is the PRD effeefving the reader puzzled as to the
reasons why the author left out the PRI, a lefttee oriented party and long-term
hegemon in Mexico, with control of the largest n@mbf subnational governments. In
order to test thoroughly the partisanship constitara of the effects over educational

spending, it is necessary to include all politigaities with left-wing orientations.

It is important to emphasize that there are regresomponents of education
expenditures. Research on Latin America has uodexd that expenditures on tertiary
education are regressive, given that most of thdigpattending public universities
comes from the upper segments of the income disitoib (de Ferranti et al. 2004, p.
263-64; Scott 2003 for Mexico; Wodon 2003). Therttomic Commission for Latin
America and the Caribbean (ECLAC) has shown thatght countries in the region, the
most progressive types of expenditures are pupéading for primary and lower
secondary education (ECLAC 2002 p.26). Similaitydert and his colleagues conclude
that a large component of public educational spentias a generally progressive profile
(Lindert, Skoufias, and Shapiro 2006). As showthie appendix, while 58 percent of
young Mexicans (19 — 23 years old) of the richesild have access to tertiary
education, only 4.9 percent and 8 percent of thengdvexicans in the last two income

deciles go to a universifyTherefore, if the effects of partisanship in Mexigere similar

2 Comparative data from the OECD confirms the regivesess of tertiary education spending. The aeerag
expenditure in the OECD countries indicates a gjve pattern, with close to 30 percent of tertedtycation
expenditures going to the top quintile of the ineadistribution. This, however, hides considerabtess-country
variation. The regressive pattern is most pronodimecé&stonia and Meco, where the poorest 20 percent receive less
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to what has been observed in other OECD countsiesyould expect that left-wing
parties should spend more on the education leuwel the most progressive component,

i.e. basic education.

However, as noted in the theoretical chapter, taxgeats are in order.
Partisanship is expected to be less relevant ialtbeation of public resources toward
primary education but influential in the distribariof funds for the tertiary level.
Traditionally, many studies of democracy and reifigtion have assumed that the
middle classes support right-wing parties, while ploor vote consistently for the left
(Lipset, Lazarsfeld, Barton, & Linz, 1954). NeVetess, in countries where the poor are
still a large proportion of the electorate, it @spible to suggest the following hypothesis:
right-wing parties do need to canvass the poordeioto broaden their electoral support
base. This is particularly more true in the aafs€hristian right-wing parties which
have a more organic worldwide view in which thesdiarity principle establishes that
the state needs to step in where the family anddh@munity are unable to provide (van
Kersbergen 1995; Mainwaing and Scully 2003; Hawi083). Right and left parties
then compete for the votes from the poor, and sepending, and primary educational

spending in particular, is a good tool for thisgmse.

than 8 percent of tertiary education spending wiiléhe Nordic countries and Germany, this grocgoants for 25 to
51 percent of tertiary education services. (OECD120. 320).
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Moreover, as it will be discussed in more detathiea results section, in the case
of Mexico, given the political strength of the thacs’ union, it is expected that
politicians from the entire political spectrum é&ikely to serve the budgetary demands of

this organization in order to avoid its disrupthehavior and gain its electoral support.

Ditto re the disputes for the support of the pasrmiddle classes begin to be
more relevant, as is the case in countries susheago (De la Calle and Rubio 2010),
the left-wing parties need to support public pelcto ¢ the votes from middle class
families. As is shown in the appendix, young pedpbm the middle class are the ones
who typically attend at this education level. Givbat public universities have been
constant recruitment centers for members and daelship of the left, it is expected that
parties with this ideological profile will be molikely to spend more on tertiary

education.

In summary, in the case of basic education, therdévweo competing hypothesis to test:

Partisanship and spending for basic education.
H10. Left-wing parties spend more on primary ediocat

H11. There is no partisanship effect over primatyacational spending.

Partisanship and spending for tertiary education
H.12 Left-wing parties spend more on tertiary ediocacompared to Christian

right-wing parties.
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5.4. The changing role of governors in Mexico: from political
centralization to subnational feudalism.
In constitutional terms, Mexico has had a longdrigas a federalist country. In practice,
it was a highly centralized system with power aesburces concentrated in the national
executive. For most of the 20th century, the Natidtevolutionary Party (PRI) ruled
Mexico as a hegemonic party, winning every predidealection from 1929 to 1994 and
controlling all governorships until 1989. The awrity within the party itself was also
highly concentrated in the hands of the Presidentates gave up several of their tax
powers in exchange of political security and monppb representation under the PRI,
governors and local authorities deferred to théawt policy preferences of the federal
government, fearful of the negative consequencesodéntial indiscipline (Diaz Cayeros
2006, Falleti 2010). The centralization of powersvpossible because of three political
conditions: unified government, party disciplinagdahe President’s position as a party
leader (Weldon 1997, 2002). Overall, for most @ geriod of the PRI's rule, Mexico
had a “tight, centralized, top-down control” frohetexecutive branch of the federal
government rather than the federalism, divisiopaker, and checks and balances

envisioned in the country’s Constitution (Corneli#99, Nacif 2002).

Nevertheless, the dominance of the PRI eroded gligdaver time. Several
factors favored a transition to democracy in Mex{coprecurring economic crises; (ii)

repression against different actors such as doatmtsvorkers and students; (iii)
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electoral reforms as answers from the regime feriht political crises such as the
violence by guerrilla movements during the 19603 B8170s and the emergence of an
indigenous rebellion in the southern state of Cégap 1994; and (iv) the growing anger
of a middle class that little by little lost itsafieof voting for opposition parti€sThe
process started when the PRI lost the first statemgment in 1989 (Baja California) and
accelerated in 1997 when the party lost its majaantrol of Congress. Finally, in 2000

the former hegemonic party lost the presidency.

In parallel and also as a consequence of the dextiweation process in the
country, the decentralization of policymaking gralijygave back the control of different
services and resources to state and local polaicalrs. As seen in previous chapters, the
decentralization process of policymaking in Mexieas at first a top-down initiative, but

then accelerated as a bottom-up demand from ttesdtathe federal government.

Technocrat officials, persuaded by the proposatffafiency and accountability
that dominated scholarly and international circtaspred this decentralization process as
part of the solution for the economic crisis thgtleded during the early 1980s (Aspe
1988). “The central government after all, deciday, where, what, and how to

decentralize” (Rodriguez 1997 p.7).

% There is a large literature on the democratizatimtess in Mexico. Three recent and complemgtaerviews of
this process can be found in Greene (2007), Magé2607) and Trejo (2012).
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The decentralization process was also seen aslaamem of protection for the
PRI. In 1989, for the first time a non-PRI govarm@s elected (Baja California’s
Governor, Ernesto Ruffo from the PAN). The opposiwas gaining political terrain
and its growth needed to be insulated. The digioh of funds for social programs
toward competitive terrains was one strategy t@eugdish this goal (Estevez et al.
forthcoming). In an analysis of the distributicnRRONASOL funds (a poverty
alleviation project that funneled resources throsghnational actors), Molinar and
Weldon demonstrate that the decentralization af pndgram responded to a political
logic intended to regain electoral support forriieng party (Molinar and Weldon 1994).
In this sense, the federalization promoted by thrainistration of Carlos Salinas (1988 —
1994) paradoxically revealed a centrist decisiokingastyle of government. Despite
multiple discourses about the importance of deaéiméition and the long tradition of
federalism, his government focused on reestablisthia power of the presidency and
addressing the crumbling legitimacy of the PRI (iaan and Trejo 1997). As a token
of this political logic, during his government sgh governors were pressured to resign,
were replaced, or were promoted out of office. &frttiese circumstances, and after the
political negotiations with the SNTE described poegly, Salinas implemented an

educational reform in 1992.

When President Ernesto Zedillo (1994 — 2000) adrimepower, he introduced an
ambitious agenda of “New Federalism” in part assponse to the 1994 peso crisis and

the increasing pressure by opposition governorsnaanbrs of large cities. During his
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term eight states were governed by the oppositidrese new political actors had
emerged from competitive elections and their pmditfuture did not depend on their
discipline and relationships with the Presidente=PRI governors resisted temptations
against federal intervention in subnational pdditiaffairs’ and demanded fiscal
compensation and transfers to compensate for Whgtdonsidered unfair treatment from
the central governmehfMizrahi 2004; Ward and Rodriguez 1999).

In 1996, Zedillo continued the process of deceizireg educational services by
putting states in charge of building all new scaotd transferring to them the
administration of the National Colleges of Profeaai and Technical Education (Colegio
Nacional de Educacion Profesional Técnica CONALER®) of the schools for grown-
ups in 1999 (Instituto Nacional de Educacién pasAdultos - INEA). Zedillo, who
had been the Education Minister in charge of imgletimg the education reform of 1992,
was convinced that the decentralization of edunatiould produce a better education
and more responsible subnational governments:

“After its federalization, education is reaching@grer numbers and with better

quality to boys and girls in poor communities...Wa ceclare without doubt that

4 Roberto Madrazo in Tabasco resisted the Interimigity’s attempts at his removal after the scamdahe electoral
fraud that had marked his election. The PRD hadgured Zedillo to get Madrazo’s resignation, hatfederal
government failed to deliver on its promise. Thétal conditions had changed and limited the taoenstitutional”
powers of the Mexican President.

S Patricio Martinez from Chihuahua, who recoverezi $ttate for the PRI in 1998 after six years of RN, entered

into a dispute with the federal government. Hexdttto register and tax almost two million illegalgin Chihuahua,
using the argument that keeping the revenues &8tate coffers was just. The federal governmpposed this
proposal using the argument that the taxing of fedrsinder federal jurisdiction and threateneduo all federal
transfers to this state. In response to this ainfedillo issued a decree to legalize 750,0&@adlly imported pickup
trucks. Furthermore, as the opposition controlledigress, they approved a bill to legalize twoimillillegally
imported cars.
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thanks to the federalization, Mexicans today hatsetter education system”

(Presidencia de la Republica 1999).

Nevertheless, the tension between giving back respiities to subnational
authorities and keeping control over key aspecth@Eervices transferred to states
continued to dominate the decentralization procéssZedillo admitted “It has
transferred, and will continue to transfer enormm@sources, attributions and power to
state and municipal governments, but the Federargment keeps, as | have pointed
out, its legal powers of supervision, technicalstaace and technological transfer”

(Presidencia de la Republica 1999).

During Zdlillo's six years irgovernment, the journey for larger federal trarssfer
toward the states continued, as well as the dewolaif services such as health to the
states. New funds were also allocated toward gidna authorities for their distribution
to local governments. With new resources transteto states, the locus of politics
shifted to subnational resource distributors. Gowes started to be the most influential
actors in their states. Politicians needing resesifor their careers, either in the local
congress, as potential mayors, or when aspirireglégislative seat in the federal

Congress or the Senate, started to look to thergowefor resources.

5 As was pointed out previously, before the demazation process and the increasing decentralizagiomernors
were not powerless in their territories. But tideypended considerably in their relationship with ¢enter, especially
with the President, in order to obtain federal ueses and advance their political careers.
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In December of 2000, Vicente Fox became the fiost-RRI President in
Mexico’s history. The PRI’'s defeat representeddhienination of a steady process of
regime change in which Mexico transitioned frondarhinant party authoritarian
system” into a competitive democracy (Greene 280agaloni 2007). The informal
institutions that had given cohesion to politicelicas in the federalist system
disappeared. Several formal constitutional rutesactors who had long been muted
suddenly began to appear in the political arerimmuBaneously, the Mexican President
realized that considering his constitutional powheswas one of the weakest executives

in Latin America.

Fox faced a much more plural environment with 2@egoors and the Mayor of
Mexico City belonging to a different party and witile PAN as a minority party in
Congress. Fox himself had been a governor andesploéut the importance of
decentralizing power. His initiative “Program fduthentic Federalism” had the goal of
giving states and localities more control overitfiscal, political, and administrative

lives.

Since 2001, governors have grown more assertigalimg for reform of
Mexico’s fiscal federalism. In 2004 they pressuiteel federal government to convene a
national tax convention. There was a consensubkeneed for reforming the revenue
sharing system and promoting more decentralizabahthe paths proposed to achieve

these goals were dramatically different. The Fdmiaistration continued to insist that
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the value added tax (VAT) was the best mechanisimctease the tax revenue and
privileged a strategy to increase the subnatianatollection. The federal government is
still responsible for collecting near 90 percenalbtax revenue. In contrast, governors
demanded a bigger size of the resource pie and f&wegs attached to federal grants.
At the end of the convention, no specific legislatagreement was reached. The tax
initiatives of 2002 and 2003 had been rejected bydgtess and the administration
concluded that it would not pursue any other attamphange the general fiscal
coordination law and the fiscal code. Nevertheldssgovernors were able to continue

extracting larger federal transfers (both condiicand unconditional) for their benefit.

On December 1st of 2006, Felipe Calderdn took tkesigential oath of office in
Mexico’s Chamber of Deputies in the middle of pstgeby leftist legislators who
considered him an illegitimate president. Caldesés elected in the closest election in
Mexican history with just a 0.6 percent differemcé¢he votes, with the left candidate and
former Mayor of Mexico City, Andrés Manuel Lopezi@bor, in second place. As had
occurred with Fox, most of the governors and thgdiaf Mexico City belonged to an
opposition party. With 206 out of 500 congressmmeh 32 out of 128 senators, the PAN
government was forced to negotiate intensively withopposition. His legislative

agenda with political conditions became even moragicated because the PRD

" The main proposals discussed in the nationallfismavention can be found at http://www.indetec.goticnh/
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considered Calderon had won due to electoral feautillegal support from groups such

as the SNTE.

The political conditions favored the subnatiortémpts to continue pressuring
the federal authorities for more resources. Gulieriahautonomy from the national
government has continued to grow. Governors haeere political leaders in their
states, influencing their state party delegation€dngress (Cantl and Desposato 2011,
Langston and Rosas 2011). In December, 2006, tieenew federal administration had
just started, there was a discussion of a progodak soft drinks 5 percent. State
executives showed their growing political powereRI governors of Coahuila,
Oaxaca, Quintana Roo and Sonora pressured PRbset@bppose the bill because they
thought it would hurt the producers in their stq®alazar et al. 2008)The bill was

rejected in the end.

The federal authorities understood the new impegant their subnational
counterparts. Therefore, some months later aop#ne federal government strategy to
have its fiscal bill approved in Congress, theyuded several rules in the proposed
fiscal law so in exchange of larger federal gragtsiernors would pressure legislators
for their approval (Guerrero, 2007). The bill vislaended to increase the tax revenue to
3 percent of the GDP, from which 1 percent wouldlecated to states. Furthermore,

governors of states that had oil fields or refiegpressured for special funds to

8 Even the mayor of Mexico City, Marcelo Ebrarddrie persuade PRD senators to vote against the bill
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compensate for the environmental activities of PEM#he national oil company) in
their territories. Pressures concentrated in RRés (Campeche, Coahuila, Hidalgo,
Nuevo Ledn, Oaxaca, Puebla, Tabasco, Tamaulipa¥aratruz), but also came from
the Governor of Chiapas (PRD) and even includedRANI governors (Guanajuato and

San Luis Potosi).

The bill would increase the tax for gasoline. Timgsv tax would be collected by
the states. Calderdn argued that the proposataka®y suggestions from the National
Fiscal Convention and was a response to the gorgmamuests for more resources.
Nevertheless, the PRI and PRD legislators refusethdorse the mechanism and
demanded that the PAN pay the political cost ofrte tax. The PAN was forced to
concede and voted with the PRI in favor of the gasn Thus, the federal government is
now in charge of collecting these additional researand has to transfer them directly to

the states.

The pressure by the opposition to increase thauress for governors has
continued. In November of 2011, the PRI in Congmsshed a reform in the Revenue
Law of the Federation (Ley Federal de Ingresog)ugh which the Finance Ministry
acquired the obligation of delivering on-time threcanditional transfers
(participaciones). The PRI also changed article f26m the Ley Federal de Derechos in
order to make federal transfers from oil revenuesentransparent. Nevertheless, as a
result of an alliance between the PAN and PRD sesiahe PRI failed in its attempt to

increase from 20 percent to 25 percent the undondittransfers to the states.
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Moreover, Congress extended until 2014 the obbgafior the federal government to

allocate approximately 30 percent of the revenamfgasoline sales.

Table 5.1 Opposition Governors in Mexico (1988 — 2@)
Beginning of End of

President presidential presidential
term term
Miguel de la Madrid (1982 - 1988) None None
Carlos Salinas (1988 - 2000) None 3
Ernesto Zedillo (1994 - 2000) 3 8
Vicente Fox (2000 - 2006) 24 25
Felipe Calderon (2006 - 2012) 25 25*

* The governors from Oaxaca and Sinaloa were elasteler a grand electoral coalition against
the PRI. Both governors are former PRI members.

As a consequence of the increasing decentralizatidrithe growth of resources
transferred toward Mexican states, subnationall@cal governments increased their
levels of public spending. In the case of submafigovernments public spending grew
147 percent between 1990 and 2011. Municipal pugending grew 150 percent.
Furthermore, while in 1989, 76 percent of the tptablic spending in Mexico was done

by the federal government; in 2007 federal expemned only represented 43 percent of

® From each peso coming from gasoline sales, trerdédovernment has to allocate to the states 86 e the case of
magnagasoline, 43.9 cents in case of premium gasolimé 28.8 cents from diesel sales.
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the total public spending. States are now thebiglic spenders in the country with 46
percent of total public spending, while 11 perdsrgpent by local governments.
Furthermore, the expenditures for public payrofisénalso increased considerably.
Between 2000 and 2007, expenditures for salariesuimicipal governments grew 68
percent in real terms, and 29 percent indage of state bureaucracies. In contrast,

federal expenditures on salaries grew just 15 pef&ardinas and Granados 2010).

The governors’ access to increasing public fundsdeaurred in the context of
uneven democratization at the state and local k&@inelius et al 1999; Fox 1996;
Gibson 2005; Giraudy 2010; Guillén Lépez 1995; dmbio 2001; Snyder 2001).
Between 1996 and 2008 a large proportion of gowsrhad legislative majorities in
Congress as can be seen in figure 5.1. Until 20@8e were still seven state
governments in which no political party other thlhe PRI had controlled the executive
and legislative branches of state government (Ki€k40)° However, the effective
number of parties in the subnational legislaturestae states which have experienced

turnover have grown during this period.

1910 2010 Oaxaca, Puebla and Sinaloa joined thesstaith a government different from the PRI. Hoereall
candidates were former PRI members who broke thigtparty for not having received their suppotbégome the
governors’ candidates.
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Proportion of states where the governor holds a
majority in the local legislature
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Source: Author's calculations based on informatipn CIDAC, state electoral institutes and
subnational legislatures.

Figure 5.1 States with unified government

With control over these large budgets, governoxe eecome the most important
political figures in the states. As has been malrdut, they have great influence over the
selection of political parties’ candidates (Langsémd Diaz Cayeros 2003).

Additionally, the lack of adequate institutionadjé frameworks has allowed them to use
the new generous budgets with important margirdisafretion (IMCO 2011, Merino
2010; Rios y Cejudo 2009). Civil servants in Mexictates are selected not by merit,
but according to their political connections, ctaistic practices and political loyalties
(Martinez 2005). The accountability mechanismgatesgovernments are weak despite
the fact that electoral dynamics have led to tisétitionalization of some local

legislatures in competitive states (Beer 2003)is Blacumulation of power in the hands
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of governors has led several analysts to consiolegrgors masters or feudal lords,
unfettered by any counter-weight. Under this vitdexico has passed from a

presidential monarchy to state-based feudalismi@R2®11, Zuckerman 2010).

Effective Number of Parties 1994 Effective Number of Parties 1999
° 1 15 é 25 3‘ ° 2 3 35
1t_94 1t_99
Effective Number of Parties 2004 Effective Number of Parties 2008
° 25 3 ° 2 25 3 35 4
It_2004 It_2008

Authors’ calculations with information from CIDACthe state electoral institutes and subnational
legislatures.

Figure 5.2 Effective number of parties in local leglatures
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Consistent with the theoretical hypothesis preskiméhe previous section,
governors in competitive settings are expectecetmabe differently than subnational
executive hegemons in their states. Similar tditaeture that has compared the
provision of public education services of demoaaaiis-a-visauthoritarian regimes
(Brown 1999; Brown and Hunter 2004; Stasavage 2008)possible to anticipate that
governors in competitive settings are compellebeganore generous in the allocation of
subnational budgets for education than their copatés in non-competitive states.
Governors facing close elections are dependentlwoaaer support base and need to
keep their electoral connections with their constitcies if they want to maximize the
probability of political survival and continue thgolitical careers (Mayhew 1974; Baum
and Lake 2001, Root 2005; Bueno de Mesquita &0813). Given that the electoral
market in which these governors compete is moréested, the margins for predatory
government practices are reduced, and the probabila better provision of public
goods such as education increases (Sen 1999; Badilvee 2003). These governors
would more actively exercise the transferred resfmlities on education policy defined

in the reform of 1992*

™ fact, consistent with this hypothesis that gooes in more competitive areas behave differemtynftheir
colleagues in uncompetitive scenarios, there idende that state executives facing electoral ahgdie have obtained
more fiscal autonomy from the central governmeidt lzave provided more public goods to their citizéBeer 2003).
Nevertheless, it is not clear if education is amtivege more abundant public goods.
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5.5. Empirical strategy

To assess the impact of organized groups in theagidm sector over the allocation of
educational budgets in Mexican states, the subseguepirical analysis draws upon a
data set covering the 1996 — 2009 time period iM8g%ican states for which appropriate
data on educational spending is availdbl&here are two dependent variables. The first
is the subnational education spending per studemasic education. The second
dependent variable is the state educational spgmeinstudent in tertiary educatitht

is necessary to underscore that in the case of thhdmational analyses, the teachers’
training colleges are included as part of thedeyteducation sector. Both indicators are

in constant 2009 pesos.

The statistical estimations use the same kind oflelsoas presented in the
previous chapter: fixed-effects error correctiondels that have become standard in

recent research on government finatic&:he model used is the following:

AYit=Bo+ Yir1 B1 + AXi2 + XitaBs + Eit,

2 Mexico City is not included in the analysis. Whiatentralization of educational services for baslacation and
teachers’ training colleges was implemented in 188®eral authorities decided to keep control dvekico City’'s
education system. This system is financed dirdntlyhe federal government. For the analysis ofcbeducation,
Oaxaca was excluded because their authoritiesaliceport their budgets to the federal authoritiesthe case of the
models for tertiary education, Chiapas was excluzEzhuse most of their budgets for tertiary edonatiere missing.
131t is necessary to underscore that in the casieese subnational analyses, the teachers’ tragtiigges are included
as part of the tertiary education sector. Howevethe allocation of federal educational transteess FAEB funds
includes these colleges together with the schddbasic education.

14 See, for example, Iversen and Cusack 2000; KautindrSegura-Ubiergo 2001; Rodden 2003; Remmer 2004;
Wibbels 2006; and Morrison 2009. See also Beck. 20l 2008.
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where Y;is the state educational spending per studenate st time t, Xis a matrix of
independent variables (including state fixed effgandA is the first difference operator.
Therefore, the dependent variable is the changducational spending per student in
basic education, or the change in the educatigreaiding per student in tertiary
education from one year to the next financed bysthmational governments with their
own resources. The independent variables inclueléaigged level of educational
spending per student, the annual rate of changadh of the independent variables, and

the lagged values of the independent variables.

The assumptions behind this kind of models areaemgtl in more detail in the previous
chapter, but it is important to remember that timegly a moving equilibrium

relationship between variables in which the depenhdariable may not only fluctuate in
response to short-run changes in the independeables, but also assume over the long
run, levels consistent with those of the indepehgariables. The coefficient on the
lagged level of the dependent varialfig (s an indicator of equilibrium properties;
therefore, it should be between -1 and 0, so tieetfects of shocks in an exogenous
variable are reduced over time and the systemmnetorequilibrium. The short-term
relationship is captured by the coefficient of thange variable@), and the longer-term

relationship byBs, which is the coefficient of principal interest.

To deal with problems of heteroskedasticity andtemporaneous correlation

errors across states, the model is estimated ormdbes of OLS with panel-corrected
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standard errors with panel-specific patterns oftdfarder autocorrelation. The model
includes fixed effects which control for the vaioat within the states and accounts for a
potential problem of omitted variable bias.

The statistical analysis of the effect of mobiliaat for public educational
spending is based on the Mexican Education PrD@tstset (MEPD) described in the
previous chapter. As the two maps below showali@tates experienced the same level
of protest in the education sector, nor are thgggahical patterns of disruptive actions

the same at each education level.

B More than 8
0 4-8
J0-4
[JNo Data

Source: Fernandez 2012

Map 5.1 Average disruptive actions in the Mexicantates: Basic education
sector, 1992 — 2008
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In the case of basic education, the highest numbeaisruptive actions (on
average more than 8 per year) take place in stdtese the dissidents’ teacher
movement, the CNTE (Coordinadora Nacional de Teatmages de la Eduacion, the
National Coordination of Education Workers) is ayo Oaxaca and Michoacéan are the
two states with the largest number of protests) a@rage, each year between 1992 and
2008 there have been 43.7 and 29.7 protests ia #tates. In contrast, Nayarit, Sonora
and Colima have teachers’ unions which barely detodake their economic demands
and grievances to the streets. In these stat® bias been less than one protest event

per year.
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Table 5.2 Teachers’ union sections in Mexican state

State Teachers' union sections Presence of dissident
movements

Aguascalientes 1

Baja California 2 37 Yes

Baja California Sur 3

Campeche 4 Yes

Coahuila 5 35 38

Colima 6 39

Chiapas 7 40 Yes

Chihuahua 8 42 Yes

Distrito Federal N

(Mexico City) 9 10 11 Yes

Durango 12 44

Guanajuato 13 45 Yes

Guerrero 14 Yes*

Hidalgo 15 Yes

Jalisco 16 47 Yes

México 17 36 Yes

Michoacan 18 Yes*

Morelos 19 Yes*

Nayarit 20 49

Nuevo Lebn 21 50

Oaxaca 22 59 Yes*

Puebla 23 51 Yes

Querétaro 24 Yes

Quintana Roo 25

San Luis Potosi 26 52

Sinaloa 27 53

Sonora 28 54

Tabasco 29 Yes

Tamaulipas 30

Tlaxcala 31 55 Yes

Veracruz 32 56 Yes

Yucatan 33 57 Yes

Zacatecas 34 58 Yes*

* States on which the CNTE has stronger influence.
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Although the reasons behind the different leveldisfuptive behavior across the
country will be analyzed in future research prgette fragmentation of the teachers’
union might play a role in the teachers’ decisitingo to the streets and eventually in
their consequences for educational spending. aseswith state and federalized union
sections, teachers have sometimes competed for ership and influence over the
educational budgets. Furthermore, the politicaaygics in many of these states were
radicalized with the presence of the dissidentsyeneent (CNTE). As we saw in chapter
three, theCoordinadora(CNTE) has used radical tactics both to extract more litsnef
from the government and to consolidate their posiin their territories (see also Cook
1996). It represents itself as the real represigptaf the education workers, in contrast
to what they considered “liderazgos charros” (lesdého are considered to have been
bought off by the government in exchange for peadke streets, betraying teachers by
concentrating the economic benefits with themsela#ser than for the rank and file
members). Future research will analyze if the CNTSruptive strategy has had bigger
budgetary consequences than the protests carridd dbeir “institutional” colleagues in

the SNTE.
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Map 5.2 Average disruptive actions in the Mexicantates: Tertiary education
sector, 1992 — 2008

Map 5.2 shows that the tertiary education sectddeéxico is much more peaceful
in comparison to the disruptive activity observedhe basic sector. Only in Guerrero
and the State of Mexico did we observed more tharogsts, sit-ins, streets blockades
and other disruptive actions carried out by adnaise workers, students and
professors from public universities. On averagenost of the states there have been
less than 4 protests events per year between 1#D2098. As was mentioned in the

theoretical chapter, the collective action capadityinishes as conditions of the
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monopoly over representation disappear, the numib@embers is smaller and material
resources to carry out disruptive actions shridktil 2009, there were 862 institutions at
the tertiary education level in Mexico (594 univees, technological institutes and other
public colleges, and 268 teachers training collegdsot all of them are unionized, so
the capacity to express their demands in streéegiois lower compared to their

colleagues from the basic education sector.

Consequently, the effect of disruptive actions caducational budgets is
expected to vary along the different levels of esbbbserved at the subnational level.
Different interviews conducted between April 200®iadanuary 2011 suggest that the
capacity for carrying out these actions is contimgs multiple complementary factors
and strategies followed by the actors in the edocatector. For example, the teachers’
union has used complementary strategies to infeiedacation policy in Mexico. They
have captured several key positions (i.e. the &dtecation Minister, the Undersecretary
of Basic Education and the Director of the CariMeayisterial program and several other
directorships in the subnational education miresjrand have made sure to have loyal
members in control of the distribution of beneéitsl the assignment of teaching posts.
In states where the union has a stronger presartbe ieducation structure, the incentives
for marching in the streets are likely to declifdevertheless, important exceptions are
the two radical sections, 18 from Michoacan andr@® Oaxaca. Moreover, some
alliances between the union leaders and goverrabns @own the desire to obtain more

benefits, especially in cases in which governoesparceived to be close to the union or
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have even emerged from its ranks, such as in e aaHumberto Moreira in Coahuila.
Union leaders look with sympathy to alliances with governments as they facilitate
access to the state and increase the chancesigalat decision-making levels. In
order to facilitate these alliances, sometimesmigaders need to flex their mobilization

muscle to increase their credibility at the tabl@égotiations with government officials.

To test the electoral competition hypothesis, tekted the margin of victory
between the first and the second party in the mez&int subnational election (either
gubernatorial or intermediate local state congedsstion). The data come from two
sources: the political database compiled by CIDAG eomplementary information
compiled by the author from the different statee&lsal institutes. As robustness checks,
| used alternative indicators of electoral competditess such as the effective number of
parties in the gubernatorial election and the éffecxumber of parties in the local
congressional election. These last two measueesdrthe best indicators of electoral
competitiveness, as Matthew Cleary has demonstratbdrefore, | also ran different
complementary statistical specifications with jiie margin of victory in the governor’s
election and the margin of victory in the local gogssional election. The results shown

below do not change.

In order to address the effects of political pligral, | used the effective number
of parties calculated with the Laakso and Taageipeliex (1979). | also ran

specifications with divided government measuredaidummy variable, where 1 is
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when the governor does not have a majority indlalllegislature, O otherwise. | tested
two complementary political factors: turnover asasured by a dummy variable (1 if
there was a change in the party in governmenth@rafse) and a dummy variable for
election year, to see if there was a political lmidxycle in the allocation of education

budgets.

While the PRD can be categorized as a left-wintyg#&loreno and Zeichmester
2002), Moreno and Magaloni have shown that the FA&Christian right-wing party
with a catch-all profile, which competes with tARI for the support of voters located at
the center of the ideological space (Moreno andaWag 2003; see also Loaeza 2003,
Mizrahi 2003)* The PRI has historically had a broader ideoldgicafile. After the
revolution the PRI was considered a revolutionafdt party, but at the end of the
eighties a technocratic group arrived at the ceoftés leadership, bringing with them
neoliberal economic policies. As a broad alliaotterests, the PRI has not
abandoned the leftist roots, as most of the cotbistructures of the country continue to
be active members of this party (Bensunsan and @Q00R). From the point of view of
the voters, this party is considered to be locatdtle center-left on the ideological

spectrum (Magaloni and Moreno 2003; Moreno 2003).

15 Since its founding in 1939, the PAN has had linlsagi¢h Catholic organizations, such as the Cathidisociation
of Young Mexicans (ACJM), Catholic Action and thathdnal Union of Head of Families and Progressia¢hlic
Students. Furthermore, Gonzalez Luna, the co-fauoidihe PAN, explicitly embraced Christian Demdiraoctrine.
However, the PAN was ambivalent toward Catholicfemmore than four decades given the anticlerioalé the
revolutionary regime. In 1998 it officially joingtie Christian Democratic international organizatidgnmore detailed
account of the relationship between the PAN ledderand the Catholic Church in Mexico can be foond.oaeza
1999 and 2003.
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Therefore, in order to test the partisanship hygsi) | include a dummy variable
for states governed by the PRD (left-wing partyd ardummy variable for the PRI (left-
center party). The omitted category is the stgte®rned by the PAN (Christian right-
wing party). Furthermore, in order to exhaustivielst the potential effects of parties’
ideology on educational spending, | included theg@atage of seats in the local
legislatures from each political party, incorpangtihe aforementioned categories in the

analysis.

I include different control variables to capturettas that may affect educational
budgets. These factors are worth describing iaildeis both the comparative literature
on educational spending as well the academic wwhish have analyzed the Mexican
case have emphasized their importance on detergimidgetary priorities in this policy.
If education is a normal good, citizens with highmromes tend to be willing to spend
more on education, all other things remaining eqéa the economy grows and the
states become richer, the middle classes also leecwreasingly aware of the returns to
education. These citizens are expected to prefiseigovernment for the improvement
of this sector. And richer states are expecteghémd more on education services. The

society’s wealth is measured through the grose statduct per capits.

16 Available fiscal resources widen the opportunitégovernments to finance public services suchdagation. As
the level of the state government’s revenue inezasth via through their own taxation and throfugtds transferred
from the federal government, there are more regsuawailable to serve the demand for educatiorveltleeless, the
subnational revenue is highly correlated with G2P gapita. Consequently | conducted separate seslyith the
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As we saw in the previous chapter, in additiorh&rtown fiscal resources,
subnational governments receive two types of teaedfom the federal government: the
unconditional grantspg@rticipacione¥ and the conditional transfers known as
aportacionesThe only resources earmarked for education &&#&EB funds (for basic
education and teacher training colleges), FAETA {¢ahnological education and upper
secondary), and the FAM (for educational infraguites in basic and tertiary education),
all of them transferred by the federal governméntthe case of upper secondary and
tertiary education, most of the resources thafeberal government transfers for upper
secondary schools, vocational schools and statersiiies require a matching
contribution by the state governments, determineabreements between each state and
the federal government. Nevertheless, the supparrd public universities by
subnational governments varies considerably. Sgiates such as Baja California,
Jalisco or Hidalgo provide more than 50 percerthefoudget. In contrast, other public
state universities rely heavily on the funds fréva tederal government. For example,
the Universidad of Baja California Sur, the Univdasl de Colima, Universidad de
Juérez del Estado de Durango or the Universidadruma de Yucatan are mostly

dependent on federal subsidies rather than ongstais’ funds.

total subnational revenue from their own states@urces This variable was never significant in any of thedels

used.
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W Federal

Figure 5.3 Distribution of state and federal ordinay subsidies in public state

Mexican universities (2000 - 2009)

Source: Author’s calculations with SEP 2010.

As has been shown, there are political considerstio the distribution of all

these educational transfers. Moreover, histogdakre have been strategic pressures by

governors to extract additional grants from theefatlgovernment. As a consequence, a
substitution effect in the sources of educatiopalsling is likely to take place. A state

aitibe would likely opt to spend fewer

that receives more transfers from the central
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resources on education from their own budget.ohtrast, as political pressures from the
beneficiaries of educational spending continudatsubnational level, if a state receives
less money from the federal government, authoréredikely to be forced to supplement

these resources.

Other factors expected to impact educational busdget demographic factors, the
cost of educational services, the socioeconomiistrdalitive needs to be attended to in
the states and the historical legacies associatbdive size of the subnational education

systems.

Several demographic factors affect the demanddoca&ion and consequently
the educational spending. The age of the populasiexpected to be a key factor. In
consequence, as was done for the analyses of ticatezhal transfers, | include as a
control the number of children younger than 14atteénding to school. | would expect
that as this number increases, so would the subatbudgets for basic education in
order to attend to these social needs. In theafasetiary education, the opposite effect
would be expected, with less money for public ursitees as the number younger than

14 years old grows.

The budget for education is influenced consideralylyhe cost of providing these
services. One of the main costs in providing etlonaervices is the number of

teachers. As the earlier review showed, most oktheational budgets are used for
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paying teachers’ salaries and benefits. Therefos@puld be expected that the number of

public teachers would have a positive effect onstiages’ budgetary efforts for education.

Particularly in the Mexican case, as we saw abmay states historically had an
education system parallel to the federal one. @lsgstems developed during the
twentieth century. Some authors have suggestedhbalifferences observed in the size
of these state educational systems was a consegjoétie differences in the subnational
wealth or the result of individual efforts by gomers concerned about education (Arnaut
1998; Ornelas 2010). Since the state systemsfweded by the state, their presence and
size are expected to play a role in determiningetttent to which subnational
governments are engaged in funding education.r Afeedecentralization of education in
1992, some states merged the federal and subnlagigstams, and others kept their
administration under the control of different itstions. The success in merging these
educational services has varied, contingent opatiacs of teachers’ union sections and
the capacity of bureaucracies to maintain theirgetary privileges. The legacies of
subnational educational systems are expected tnceraffecting state governments’
commitments to allocate resources to educatiorotiar words, the legacies of the size
of subnational education systems will create figwaitias as bureaucrats and teachers

continue demanding resources which will increasecational budgets.

Finally, the proportion of the population living imban areas is believed to affect
the cost of education. There are economies oésoahe provision of education services

in cities. The provision of educational servicesparsely populated areas is more
238



costly, as it requires hiring more teachers anttimg more schools to cover a
population similar in size to the one concentratean urban setting (Mancera 2011). If
this is the case, larger rural populations wouldlinstronger efforts by their
governments to provide them with education servidethe allocation of public budgets
pursues an attempt to remedy the unfavorable somi@enic circumstances of its
populace, then it would be expected that states harger levels of poverty and bigger
rural populations would channel more resourcesjquéarly to basic education. Access
to public education at the primary and lower seeopnéh Mexico as in several other
developing countries, is considered to be a pregregolicy as most of the users come
from low income families. In contrast, as middleame citizens tend to fill the
classrooms of public universities, if redistrib@tigoncerns play a role in the allocation of
public resources to education, then states witherpeople living in rural communities

and with higher levels of poverty are expectedpensl less on tertiary education.
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Table 5.3 Summary of theoretical expectations: detminants of
educational spending in Mexican states

Basic education Tertiary education

Political Variables

Collective action
Disruptive actions in the education sector (t-1) ifRas Positive

Electoral concerns

Margin of victory in last subnational election Negat Negative
Election year (t-1) Positive No effect
Government turnover (t-1) Positive No effect
Partisanship

PRI Governor Positive No effect
PRD Governor Positive Positive
PRI Legislature Positive No effect
PRD Legislature Positive Positive

Political pluralism
Effective number of parties in local legislature foe Positive
Divided government Positive Positive

Control variables

Economic factors

GDP per capita Positive Positive
FDI per capita Positive Positive
Federal educational transfers per student Negative gatiNe
Number of teachers in public schools Positive Positiv

Redistributive concerns

Percentage of rural population Positive Negative
Percentage of population younger than 14 not

going to schoc Positive Negative
Poverty index Positive Negative
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5.6. Results and discussion

Table 5.4 presents the statistical results fomtbeel outlined above for the 1996 - 2009
period as a whole for basic education. Table Bdws the models for expenditures in
tertiary education. For purposes of substantiverpretation, | rely on model 1. Models
2, 3, 4 and 5 include alternative indicators foalgming the effects of political pluralism
and other electoral considerations beyond competiéss on education spending (such
as the effective number of parties in the locaiskeadure, if elections were held in a
particular year, turnover, and divided governmentjodels 6 and 7 include different
indicators other than the percentage of rural patpan for analyzing the redistributive
considerations that would be expected to influengeenditure decisions (percentage of

population younger than 14 not going to school, tuedpoverty index).

Once again it is necessary to underscore thatdb#icients of the lagged
independent variables capture the long-term etieet educational spending, while the
coefficients of the change in the independent éemaddress the short-term
relationships. The lagged levels of spending ithlgalucation levels (basic and tertiary)
are negative, with a value between 0 and -1 asnegtjfor equilibrium in this kind of
statistical model. Results across models showhgbnd socioeconomic factors and
concerns, there are political considerations irallecation of educational budgets in

Mexican states.
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Table 5.4 Political Determinants of Subnational Spading in Basic
Education in Mexico

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7
Period (1996 - 2009) (1996 - 2009) (1996 - 2009) (1996 - 30091996 - 2009) (1996 - 2009) (1996 - 2009)
A Disruptive actions (basic and teachers’
colleges) 2.456 2.507 2.546 2.983 1.843 2.515 2.727
[3.130] [3.186] [3.102] [3.099] [3.112] [3.138] [3.174]
Disruptive actions (basic and teachers’
colleges).1 9.501** 8.656* 9.966** 11.237*** 8.643* 9.909** 10.121**
[4.298] [4.496] [4.281] [4.207] [4.367] [4.397] [4.777]
A Margin of victory in last state election -252.067 -46.108 -240.973 -252.72 -54.067 -266.495 -22/.5
[311.100] [328.300] [311.027] [312.987] [339.176] [31607 [312.665]
Margin of victory in last state election,.; -426.012 -130.056 -368.688 -354.456 -129.491 -428.41 . 30BT
[295.947] [322.489] [294.131] [295.127] [329.104] (2873} [298.361]
A PRI Governor -70.845 -99.64 -87.68 -248.74 -64.778 -68.55 -38.885
[146.807] [142.785) [146.981] [166.825] [148.432] (14627 [146.175]
PRI Governor .1 -60.934 -42.057 -70.257 -36.872 -35.161 -96.499 -58.536
[126.212] [121.063] [127.211] [131.230] [129.655] [1287) [128.374]
A PRD Governor -77.082 -173.617 -92.18 -135.854 -127.655 -85.548 -37.163
[216.726] [218.825] [216.802] [213.552] [217.779] (2267 [215.856]
PRD Governor; 62.009 45.503 72.617 47.006 31.485 -2.297 25.15
[148.774) [143.776) [151.161] [141.899] [141.942] (15063 [151.898]
A PRI Legislature -60.284 142.243 -185.031 70.703 -25.336 -79.113 -123.098
[302.382] [322.156] [309.361] [309.263] [305.112] [328% [322.914]
PRI Legislature 1 618.158* 935.761*** 643.549** 639.069** 601.013* 617.93* 468.667
[298.552] [339.577] [303.162] [300.177] [309.374] [31213 [321.206]
A PRD Legislature -698.616* -665.397* -697.637* -690.925* -697.510* -72B0 -768.821**
[368.468] [370.122] [370.080] [384.005] [370.607] [37652 [377.960]
PRD Legislature . -275.342 -351.421 -243.129 -349.982 -385.151 -217.335 6.145
[301.460] [286.969] [301.802] [306.395] [287.105] (3082 [305.033]
A Effective number of parties in Congress 141.344*
[74.859]
Effective number of parties in Congress., 225.677***
[76.463]
A Election year -64.611
[50.086]
Election year, -63.507
[81.999]
A Turnover -215.841**
[94.792]
Turnover 44.171
[62.971]
A Divided government 78.178
[65.920]
Divided government,., 138.522**
[69.277]
A GDP per capita (logged) 20.065 -10.238 60.481 147.506 124.968 23.738 46.333
[756.665] [763.499] [753.709] [772.084] [761.340] (78355 [766.078]
GDP per capita (logged)., 1,916.649***  1,983.101*** 1,907.200***  1,792.982*** 2,04.246*** 2,114.456*** 1,918.447***
[541.337] [543.589] [539.488] [530.478] [560.251] (51543 [515.794]
A Federal Educational transfers for basic
education and teachers' colleges per student
(FAEB per student) 0.036* 0.031 0.033 0.036* 0.036* 0.043** 0.042*
[0.021] [0.022] [0.021] [0.021] [0.022] [0.021] [0.022]
Federal Educational transfers for basic
education and teachers' colleges per student
(FAEB per student); 0.059** 0.056** 0.055** 0.058** 0.061** 0.070*** 0.067***
[0.025] [0.025] [0.024] [0.025] [0.025] [0.023] [0.023]
A Number of teachers in public schools in
basic education and teachers' colleges 0.223** 0.217** 0.230** 0.215** 0.196** 0.247** 0.242**
[0.096] [0.096] [0.095] [0.096] [0.096] [0.098] [0.096]
Number of teachers in public schools in basic
education and teachers' colleges; 0.069*** 0.063*** 0.069*** 0.068*** 0.063*** 0.076*** 0.0 77*%**
[0.021] [0.020] [0.021] [0.021] [0.022] [0.021] [0.022]
A FDI per capita 0.002 -0.003 0.003 0.001 -0.001 0.002 o
[0.014] [0.014] [0.014] [0.013] [0.013] [0.014] [0.015]
FDI per capita 1 0.001 -0.003 0.003 0.005 -0.007 -0.002 o
[0.021] [0.021] [0.021] [0.022] [0.021] [0.022] [0.022]
A Proportion of rural population -3,323.74 -3,666.598* -3,225.94 -3,325.09 -3,236.60
[2,110.619] [2,107.890] [2,117.637] [2,083.710] [2,1220]
Proportion of rural population -1,816.67 -1,958.10 -1,934.71 -2,061.29 -1,871.96
[1,897.087] [1,844.123] [1,903.757] [1,882.693] [1,8968]
D.Per_no_school_6_to_14 -18.826
[11.541]
L.Per_no_school_6_to_14 -7.481
[17.931]
A Poverty index 1,848.14
[1,247.845]
Poverty index .1 -397.469
[251.059]
Lagged DV -0.600*** -0.597*** -0.595*** -0.591*** -0.603*** -0.613 *** -0.599***
[0.074] [0.074] [0.074] [0.074] [0.074] [0.074] [0.073]
Constant -22,314.527*** -23,642.914*** -22,150.836*** -20,90847*** -23,348.526*** -24,980.647*** -23,130.463***
[6,302.458] [6,425.629] [6,282.489] [6,160.097] [6,4985] [5,779.917] [5,775.126]
Observations 348 348 348 348 348 348 348
R-squared 0.409 0.418 0.412 0.415 0.411 0.416 0.408
Number of states 30 30 30 30 30 30 30

Standard errors in brackets
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10

242



The coefficient of the long term effects of disiuptactions on educational
spending in basic education is consistent withlteeretical argument. Teachers carrying
out their demands on the streets are capable @fatxty more resources for their cause
from subnational governments. Interpreting thesalts in terms of hypothetical
changes in the number of protests by teachersavedy straightforward. Starting in an
equilibrium state and holding all other variablesistant, for each additional disruptive
action executed by teachers from basic educatiooats there will be 9.5 pesos more per
student for educational budgets at this level. rétoee, if teachers manage to mobilize
ten times in a year, then they would be able tdvgas95 additional pesos per student

from their state authorities.

The effect of the mobilizations by teachers on aetiooal budgets is a little
smaller in the subnational case than the resowtaiesned from the federal government
as educational grants. As shown in the previoaptehm, their mobilizations increased on
average 17.32 pesos per student per each disrautie. The empirical evidence of the
positive effect on the long run of the mobilizadny members of the SNTE confirms
the main theoretical argument. Teachers are pahactors who use their collective
action capacity to have their interests servedutaities at the subnational and federal

levels.

It is necessary to point out one particular ex@agptiot captured by these models:

the case of Oaxaca. This state has the most civalaeid disruptive teachers’ union
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section in the country: section 22. For more tlvem decades, every year these teachers
protest, establish sit-ins both in the state chpitg and in Mexico City, and as the events
of 2006 demonstrated, when they go on a long strikieh lasts more than four months,
they have the capacity to practically take hostagentire city when their demands are
not met on time. Their violent behavior has pdidas they have been able to extract
more resources from the federal government and tagvired several positions in the
Instituto Estatal de Educacion Publica de Oaxéitee State Education Ministry).
Nevertheless, as has been pointed out here, theo€&axaca has been excluded from
the subnational statistical analysis because thtt Bas not given information on
spending for the basic education level. In thecatlanal spending questionnaires that
they have sent to the federal authorities, the segiorted that they had not spent any
funds for this level. However, there are empirgiadunds to doubt the veracity of

Oaxaca authorities’ information.

In 2001, joining other governors’ complaints, GowarJosé Murat declared that
Oaxaca would give back its elementary and secorstdryols to the federation.
“Nobody is obliged to do what is impossiblethe state of Oaxaca can’t be forced to pay
the growing expenditures of the educational sesadeen the (state) government does
not have the resources for paying for them andprof that, Oaxaca has suffered cuts in
its conditional and unconditional transfers” (No¢x2001). Although not reported,
Murat’s words suggest that the subnational autlesrliave also pandered to the

economic demands by teachers of section 22.
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There is no evidence that electoral competitivehassan effect on the
distribution of educational budgets. As will be Eiped in a detailed way in the next
section, there are several institutional factoed limit the effect of competitive elections
as drivers of larger educational budgets. On tleeland, strict term limits reduce the
accountability nature of elections in Mexico andlemmine politicians’ willingness to be
more attentive to the provision of goods potentibineficial to their constituencies. On
the other hand, as most of these funds are uselddgayment of salaries, consistent
with the effects of teachers’ protests over edocati spending, it is likely that spending
on basic education is not perceived by politiciaas,a good electoral tool to directly

gain citizens’ support, even under competitivelginstances.

The results show that in the case of basic edutate ideological profiles of
political parties have a limited effect. Thera@evidence to support the contention that
a left-wing governor (PRD) or one from a centet-perty (PRI) spends more on basic
education than a state executive from a Christigim:-party such as the PAN. As in the
case of electoral competition, given the influentéhe teachers’ union in the education
system, it is reasonable to say that all partie® leeaded up pandering toward the
economic demands of the SNTE. Governors fromhallpolitical parties have increased
their budgets for public basic education becaueg #ne both fearful of the unions

‘disruptive capacity, and mindful of the electodalidends that can result from an

17 Remember that the interpretation of the coeffitsidar partisanship needs to be done in relaticheécomitted
category. In this case the omitted ideologicaégaty is the Christian-right party PAN.
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alliance with the union. In this sense, the commpgaby several governors from all
political parties about the negative effects tartetate finances of the double salary

negotiation with the SNTE seemed to be confirmethlege results.

However, there is evidence that local legislatui@sinated by the PRI have
allocated in the long run more resources towardtEication. One potential
explanation of this finding is that although theT\has diversified its political alliances
and has officially ended its PRI membership, legais from this party are closer to the
union. In addition to the local legislators th&NRAL (the teachers’ party) has placed in
practically all the state legislatures since itsrfation in 2006, there are several
legislators in the other political parties that arembers of the SNTE. From this second
group of legislators loyal to the teachers’ orgatian, most of them are PRI supporters.
Consequently it is likely that these legislatorfedd the economic interests of their

political allies in the education sector.

With respect to the effect of pluralism in subnatibcongresses, the models show
that as more political forces are representedandbal legislatures, the budgets for basic
education are larger. There is no direct effealettions on educational spending for
basic education. However, there seems to be arabe@ffect through the pluralism that
accompanies more competitive electoral procesgbs.coefficient of the effective
number of parties in Congress (model 2) and ofddigigovernment (model 5) suggest
that as pluralism arrives in local legislaturegréhis more spending in basic education.

This result is consistent with literature that kaplored the universalism in legislatures
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in which, contrary to the expectations of forminghimum winning coalitions, parties’
leaders reach mutually beneficial agreements wiénge number of individual congress
members for the allocation of public works andjgcts (Scartascini and Crain 2003).
More education spending for public primary and logecondary schools is good politics
for all congressmen, both in terms of potentidahaltes with the union and as political
discourse to get citizens’ support. It is necestaremember that as education is a
“valence issue”, no political party would go opealyainst cutting spending on
education, especially at those levels with a brohdse of beneficiaries in society such

as primary and lower secondaty.

Consistent with the results of electoral competitiess, there is no evidence that
educational spending on basic education increast® iyear elections take place.
Interestingly, the change of spending on basic &tilut in states with government

turnover is smaller in the short term. Howeveis tthange fade away in the long run.

The effects of the other control variables, whitgportant, are not very surprising.
Richer states allocate more public resources talsication. Although contrary to
expectation, there is only very weak support fercbntention that the level of state

education spending is contingent on the transtasived from the federal authorities.

18 Weingast (1979, p. 249) defines universalism ke tendency to seek unanimous passage of distribptograms
through inclusion of a project for all legislatevho want one.” In this sense, education spendinggdcbe interpreted
as a public good from which all of them want to geddit for their support.
19 As Donald Stokes pointed out more than six decadesvalence issues are those issues on which ithagreement
on the ends of politics, such as lower crime, ectn@rowth or support for education (Stokes 1963¢e also Green
2007 for a good review on this topic.
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The coefficient for FAEB transfers per studenthaitgh positive and statistically
significant, is very small (0.059). Similarly, thember of teachers in public schools in
the basic education system has a positive but estiimepact on the resources that
subnational governments allocate to this educdtienal. Finally, although the indicator
used to measure the impact of globalization on &ilue spending is far from capturing
the whole dynamics discussed in the specializeddlitire on this topic, the models do not
support any effect of FDI over educational budgéikere is no evidence that states that
are more integrated into the international econaneyprivileging higher levels of human
capital formation, nor that the globalization fagdeve pushed for efficient government
expenditures in social sectors such as educatone of the social redistributive

indicators are statistically significant.
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Table 5.5 Political determinants of subnational spnding in tertiary

education in Mexico

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7
Period (1996 - 2009) (1996 - 2009) (1996 - 2009) (1996 - 20091996 - 2009) (1996 - 2009) (1996 - 2009)
A Disruptive actions in tertiary education 57.136 64.932 56.396 61.594 51.829 62.198 86.216**
[46.321] [48.230] [47.749] [45.692) [46.613] [42.988] [422)
Disruptive actions in tertiary education ;. 12.325 23.902 9.377 16.733 -0.891 18.498 41.555
[55.073] [56.941] [54.518] [58.531] [55.622] [45.108] [=@8)
A Margin of victory in last state election 3,156.12 2,580.98 3,156.49 3,311.23 4,138.111* 3,130.24 742287
[2,205.115] [2,214.208] [2,221.846) [2,247.157] [2,30€8] [2,245.484] [2,231.652]
Margin of victory in last state election,.; -970.062 -249.604 -1,030.17 -145.323 -346.666 -1,619.15 1,297.32
[2,382.454] [2,432.195] [2,392.010] [2,436.014] [2,4867] [2,482.773] [2,395.033]
A PRI Governor -4,110.031*** -3,926.820*** -4,141.204*** -4,434.779" -3,984.464*** -4,300.401** -4,433.600***
[1,230.701] [1,237.575] [1,217.039] [1,343.190] [1,2850] [1,220.590] [1,214.436)
PRI Governor -2,262.475** -2,220.417*** -2,277.979***  -1,633.811* 2,242.879** -1,900.379** -2,048.485**
[835.995] [847.572) [823.811] [979.743] [821.016] [79871 [804.154]
A PRD Governor -3,718.057*  -3,248.373**  -3,843.767**  -3,986.851* &38.633** -4,746.254"** -4,432.198***
[1,664.112] [1,577.551] [1,661.712) [1,658.645] [1,68a7] [1,661.676] [1,623.245)
PRD Governor; 435.197 461.825 367.382 396.864 265.483 153.478 -72.519
[877.673] [931.508] [870.598] [891.900] [876.882] (7738 [767.618]
A PRI Legislature -1,107.79 -954.474 -1,225.50 -383.444 -1,080.01 -2,483.7 -1,507.09
[2,396.708] [2,445.621] [2,442.859] [2,328.108] [2,26852) [2,542.755] [2,418.768]
PRI Legislature .y -974.839 368.669 -834.267 -947.016 -1,149.92 -2,299.40 ,307100
[2,278.237] [2,636.626] [2,293.208] [2,227.383] [2,3887] [2,393.542] [2,334.871]
A PRD Legislature -4,655.339* -4,529.017* -4,700.774* -4,847.092* -4,9866* -5,047.765* -3,594.97
[2,672.808] [2,624.501] [2,667.590] [2,620.734] [2,5099] [2,843.080] [2,783.351]
PRD Legislature ;. -1,782.57 -1,800.77 -1,706.42 -1,582.52 -2,189.35 -1@80 818.069
[2,727.675] [2,714.600] [2,682.244] [2,670.626] [2,62B1] [2,790.434] [2,871.272)
A Effective number of parties in Congress -396.382
[527.667]
Effective number of parties in Congress.; 597.664
[463.472]
A Election year -26.68
[290.238]
Election year, ; 93.648
[500.915]
A Tumover -353.56
[647.373]
Turnover 885.330**
[449.689]
A Divided government 547.628
[405.558]
Divided government, ; 381.131
[406.481]
A GDP per capita (logged) -15,883.497** -15,334.563*** -15,650.826*** -16,09405*** -15,679.792*** -13,557.494*** -14,175.099***
[3,570.504] [3,500.615] [3,558.478] [3,525.644] [3,52%2] [3,855.738] [3,915.040]
GDP per capita (logged).; -6,498.642** -6,013.947* -6,460.646*  -6,850.391**  -&8.895** -3,323.76 -3,475.84
[3,189.801] [3,216.657] [3,231.632) [3,138.815] [3,1@a6] [3,155.885] [3,135.177]
A Federal Educational Transfers per student 0.309** 0.293** 0.318* 0.313** 0.264* 0.436*** 0.437***
[0.143] [0.144] [0.146] [0.143] [0.148] [0.146] [0.149]
Federal Educational Transfers per student.; -0.02 -0.029 -0.021 0.01 -0.083 0.153 0.209
[0.157] [0.160] [0.155] [0.160] [0.167] [0.143] [0.156]
A Number of teachers in public schools in
tertiary education 0.142 0.103 0.117 0.226 0.169 0.376 0.315
[0.286] [0.293] [0.288] [0.285] [0.277] [0.301] [0.292]
Number of teachers in public schools in tertian
education ;. 0.968*** 0.930*** 0.969*** 1.058** 1.019%* 1.106*** 1.0 91***
[0.276] [0.283] [0.273] [0.286] [0.274] [0.298] [0.296]
A FDI per capita 0.008 -0.021 0.004 0.007 0.002 -0.025 -0.009
[0.083] [0.082] [0.084] [0.082] [0.083] [0.084] [0.080]
FDI per capita 1 -0.086 -0.095 -0.094 -0.025 -0.113 -0.126 -0.103
[0.124] [0.127] [0.123] [0.131] [0.128] [0.127] [0.118]
A Proportion of rural population -9,234.90 -7,754.03 -9,469.09 -9,522.05 -11,006.68
[7,801.670] [8,193.447] [7,831.687] [7,857.028] [7,974R)
Proportion of rural population . -32,367.038*** -33,944.349** -32,530.284*** -35,5131@*** -33,052.398***
[10,659.666] [10,674.412] [10,653.634] [10,626.898] HD.753]
A Percentage of population younger than 14
not going to school 62.258
[68.230]
Percentage of population younger than 14 not
going to school.; 158.951
[108.564]
A Poverty index -24,077.665***
[8,801.335]
Poverty index, -1,396.75
-0.501*** -0.503*** -0.499*** -0.519*** -0.499*** -0.485 *** -0.474%*
Lagged DV [0.081] [0.082] [0.081] [0.081] [0.081] [0.079] [0.078]
Constant 83,243.130** 76,114.169** 82,760.718** 86,733.345** 8B6.163** 38,656.56 39,274.43
[37,250.989]  [38,060.557] [37,714.080] [36,645.352] ,[B¥10.343] [35,790.599] [35,087.193]
Observations 290 290 290 290 290 290 290
R-squared 0.454 0.462 0.454 0.462 0.458 0.453 0.458
Number of states 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
Standard errors in brackets

w0k p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10
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In the case of tertiary education, there are notdwalifferences in the dynamics
that drive the different levels of public spendingpbove all, the most important one is
that, on average, protests carried out by actora fsublic universities (students,
administrative workers (several of them unionizadl professors) do not have any effect
on the allocation of more subnational resourcestdwertiary education. This result is
an observable implication of the main theoreticglanent tested in this work. As was
shown in the summary of disruptive actions by etlandevel in the previous chapter, by
far the largest number of demonstrations is underntdy teachers from basic education.
As has been described, there are several chasticethat make them stronger actors in
the political scene. Teachers are the largest segaf public workers in the country,
with approximately 1.2 million members, which makies SNTE the biggest union in
Latin America. The teachers’ union has a monopblgepresentation over teachers. As
we will see in the following chapter, they havetcaed the education structure at both
levels, federal and subnational, which strengthieaes capacity to use a strategy of sticks
and carrots to keep discipline among their memb&hey have access to large amounts
of resources (approximately 10 million dollars pgnth) as the product of their
members’ quotas. Consequently their capacity dorying out effective mobilizations is

very strong.

In contrast, the workers’ organizations at pubhéversities are considerably
weaker. Until 2009%there were 862 institutions, 268 teacher trainioigeges and 594

universities, technological institutes and othebljmucolleges in Mexico. Not of all them
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have unions. Exceptional cases with powerful unMho have been repeatedly
successful in extracting larger budgets from tlikefal authorities are the National
Autonomous University of Mexico (UNAM), the Autonaus Metropolitan University
(UAM) and the National Polytechnic Institute (IPM)| of them federal institutions

which are not analyzed in this work.

There are sporadic cases on which public statestsities have successfully
carried their demands to the streets (i.e. the éisidad of Sonora (UNISON) or the
Universidad de Guadalajara) and their anger has ta&ened with additional public
funds. But in general, the capacity of studentsitintain demonstrations is considerably
lower than that of teachers. Students are transi@ecause they are social movements,
students’ organizations lack the institutional meegbms and the corresponding
resources of unions to continue with their protestteets blockades or strikes. In
summary, the models presented in table 5.5 arastenswith the weaker collective
action capacity of actors in tertiary educatiorhefe is no evidence of the effect of

protests from this sector on educational budgets.

Likewise, ideological differences do play a great#e on the allocation of
educational budgets at public universities. Caowgtta the theoretical expectations, the
political discourse and the anecdotal cases of ¥gBlators defending the importance
of public funds for public universities, the modsleow that if there is any leftist effect, it

is negative and short lived. States ruled by tR® Reither in terms of a governor or by a
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larger number of legislators in the state congregehd less on tertiary education when
compared to the Panistas. But this effect is teamycand disappears over time.
However, local politicians from the PRI do havdeliént budgetary preferences in the
case of tertiary budgets. Governors from this pspignd less in public universities than
their Christian right-wing counterparts. On avexag state ruled by a PRI governor
spends 2262 pesos per student less than the altzabserved in states governed by the
PAN in public universities. The results suggest gtudents in state public universities
are far from being considered a distant potentiakttuency for PAN state executives.
The middle classes attending public universitieBlaxican states are an attractive
electorate for the PAN, which acts as a consequehea deciding on the allocation of

public budgets to these public institutions.

Political pluralism is not accompanied by largesaerces in the tertiary education
sector. Neither divided government nor the effectiumber of parties are statistically
significant. Interestingly, enough states witmtuwrer have larger budgets for the tertiary
education level. Further research needs to be idooreler to provide a more thorough
explanation for this result. However, the literaton the effects of political regimes
might be useful for a possible explanation. Cagtta theoretical expectation, states
with government turnover spent more on tertiaryoadion. This finding contrasts with
the null effect observed in basic education. Ekeelof new parties in government
probably find that their image as good reformers agents of change can be more

effectively achieved through channeling resouroemnteducation level where they might
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have more leverage for policy innovation. As isaclby now, these spaces are very
limited in basic education and therefore a new goaewould find it more viable to
explore different policies at the other educatievels. As public universities are seen as
sources of innovation with potential benefits & ttorrect incentives with the private
sector are established, then it is likely a newegour will decide to increase funds for
them. For example, Fransciso Barrio, the first-Ré governor of Chihuahua
emphasized during his campaign the need to inmgatiblic universities to bring his state
to the top in development in Mexico. Historical agnts of this administration suggest
that among the first actions Barrio took after tgkoffice, was to instruct his finance
ministry to provide more resources for the pubhoversities in in Chihuahua. Finally,
as in the case of basic education, there is neeacel of electoral budget cycles for

tertiary education budgets.

The impact of the remaining control variables igeol. Richer states spend more
slowly on tertiary education. Although richer stahave more resources available, they
decide to invest more on primary and lower secondducation than on public
universities. There is no effect of educatiomgdral transfers on the levels of
subnational spending for public universities. #sdcurs in basic education, the number
of teachers has a small but positive effect orréseurces that subnational governments
allocate to these institutions. Finally, it is surprise that states with larger rural

populations and bigger levels of poverty spend ¢espublic universities.
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| subjected the previous models, both for spendmbasic education as well as for
tertiary education, to robustness checks not reddrere due to space constraints. The
inclusion of other indicators of electoral compeéihess, although imperfect as explained
previously, had no effect on the main resultssbalsed ordinary least squares with robust
standard errors clustered by state. The impor&milts were unchanged. Finally, | used a
different kind of model to prove whether the edurilim assumption behind the error
correction models previously used was correctetysanel data analysis (multiple
observations for each state across time) with fedéects, and used both aforementioned
techniques (the OLS with panel-corrected standaaiswith panel-specific patterns of first-
order autocorrelation and the ordinary least squaath robust standard errors clustered by
state). The results obtained are equivalent tdoiig term coefficients of the error correction

models. The main results and size of the coeffisiarere unchanged.

The factors affecting budgets vary at each educatievel. These differences
between basic and tertiary education are a goothdamof the need to disaggregate
public spending in order to have a better undedstanof the politics behind it. Studies
of aggregate level of spending have been helpfalfast approach to understand how,
for example, political regimes differ in their pidéxpenditure priorities. Nevertheless,
aggregate measures of spending are inadequatedipthe political dynamics that

accompany the allocation of public budgets.
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Table 5.6 Summary of results: Determinants of edwaion spending in
Mexican states (1996 — 2009) A. Political factars

Basic education Tertiary education

Collective action
A Disruptive actions in the education leve No effec No effec

Disruptive actions in the education level; Positive No effect

Electoral concerns

A Margin of victory in last state election No effect No effect
Margin of victory in last state election.; No effect No effect
A Election year No effect No effect

Election year.; No effect No effect

A Turnover Negative No effect

Turnover 4 No effect Positive

Partisanship

A PRI Governor No effect Negative
PRI Governor ¢ No effect Negative
A PRD Governor No effect Negative
PRD Governor; No effect No effect
A PRI Legislature No effect No effect
PRI Legislature Positive No effect
A PRD Legislature Negative Negative
PRD Legislature No effect No effect

Political pluralism

A Effective number of parties in Congress Positive No effect
Effective number of parties in Congress.; Positive No effect
A Divided government No effect No effect
Divided government;.; Negative No effect
Number of States 30 30
Observations 348 290
Excluded states Oaxaca Chiapas
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Table 5.7 Summary of results:
Determinants of education spending in Mexicagtates

(1996 — 2009)
A. Socioeconomic factors

Basic education Tertiary education

Economic considerations

A GDP per capita (logged) No effect Negative

GDP per capita (logged)., Positive Negative

A FDI per capita No effect No effect

FDI per capita 1 No effect No effect

A Federal Educational Transfers per student Positive Positive
Federal Educational Transfers per student.; Positive No effect

A Number of teachers in public schools in the
education level Positive Positive

Number of teachers in public schools in the
education levek.q Positive No effect

Redistribution concerns
A Proportion of rural population No effect No effect

Proportion of rural population 4 No effect Negative

A Percentage of population younger than 14 nc
going to school No effect No effect

Percentage of population younger than 14 not

going to schook.; No effect No effect
A Poverty index No effect Negative
Poverty index.; No effect No effect
Number of States 30 30
Observations 348 290
Excluded states Oaxaca Chiapas
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5.7. Why have competitive elections not improved the provision of
education services in Mexico?

The previous section has shown that there is narealpevidence that
competitive elections have led to the expansioadoicational budgets. Why is this the
case? Classic theories of democracy have stressedlé of elections as accountability
mechanisms of leaders to their constituencies B1&&8; Dahl 1971; Downs 1957,
Mayhew 1974; Schattshneider 1942; Schlesinger 19@¥hew 1974). Consistent with
these “accountability properties”, the literaturetbe benefits of democracy for the
provision of public goods has multiplied during taet two decades. Democracies
emerge as superior to authoritarian regimes to eosgtte for the societal strife that
emerges from an economic downturn (Brown and Hut28®; Quinn and Wooley 2001)
and they are institutionally better suited to cotlsesatisfy the demands of their citizens.
Elections serve as a peaceful outlet of discontetite case of economic disruptions,
provide a stable and predictable means for repdgpaiitical leaders, and serve as
accountability mechanisms that force politiciansléwelop more inclusive policymaking
processes and consequently more beneficial politgomes (Bueno de Mesquita et al

2003; Careaga Weingast 2003; Przeworski 1995).

As electoral competitiveness increased during 8898, several scholars were
optimistic about the transforming power of the rewnpetitive scenario in Mexico. For

example, Victoria Rodriguez pointed out that etawi“have already begun to deliver on
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their promise to have a more lasting effect byifggall parties in government to

perform better if they aspire to win the next alact (Rodriguez 1998 p.164). Similarly
Yemile Mizrahi established that “faced with a cotipee political environment in which
the parties actually win and lose elections, tbibe hoped that governments would strive
to achieve better levels of governmental perforreaarad that they would promote their
achievements to their citizenry. When there istel@l competition, the electors use

their vote to reward or punish the party that ipanver” (Mizrahi 1999 p.2).

Despite the optimism on the effects of electiora ttas dominated the literature
on economic voting, authors in this tradition haet seriously taken into consideration
either the role of institutions or the way strueduzonditions mediate political outcomes
in democratic settings. As has occurred in otfeey democracies, competitive elections
are not a sufficient condition to produce represtve and responsive outcomes
(O’Donnell 1994; Levitsky and Way 2002; Cleary 2R1The “new institutionalism”
literature has provided evidence of how institusiamfluence political outcomes in a
myriad of ways and mediate the link between elestiand policy (Ames 1987; Cox
1990; Geddes 1994; Mainwaring and Shugart 1997thNii#90). As Caroline Beer
points out in a review of this literature for thastitutional perspective, electoral
competition is important in determining policy outg, but the translation of popular
demands into public policy is much more complicdtexh a simple Downsian model
suggests. Effective accountability relies on tbebination of both electoral competition

and representative institutions to organize pditi@eer 2003 p.27).
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There are different institutional arrangements tiesd to be considered before
assuming that individual votes are transformed public policies. Electoral rules
determine how votes are counted and translatedemp@sentation. Different interests
and political coalitions are more often formed undener-take-all electoral systems
than in proportional representation systems wighirct social spending consequences.
(Iversen and Soskice 2004; Klingeman 2009; Milésil002). Constitutional rules
allocate the power to make decisions. While inargisystems, the policymaking
process is determined by the central governmeifiéderalist arrangements power is
more broadly dispersed, making state and local mowents part of the policy decision
process (Inman and Rubinfield 1997; Gibson 200keR1964). There are rules that
affect the control the legislative process, givuego power to certain actors, providing
the capacity to initiate the laws, and determinarigen and how amendments can be
added. Moreover, the bureaucracy can exert legavaghe way policy is implemented

(Moe 2006; Wood and Waterman 1994).

Furthermore, in a democracy, citizens and repratigas have a principal agent
problem. Representatives have the temptationrefrggtheir own interests rather than
those of the electorate, or if political dividerate high enough, they can be persuaded to
serve voices which are stronger and better orgdnistead of responding or pandering
to the demands of an atomized electorate. As sezprence, although elections may
help voters sanction representatives who are rifitisatly responsive (Fearon 1999;

Przeworski and Stokes 1999), voters need to hasguade information regarding the
259



responsibility of these representatives in the gion of the public goods they are
expected to allocate. Likewise, these servicessswes do need to matter to voters, in
order to enter into citizens’ evaluations of thejpresentatives so they can consider
politicians’ past performance to form judgmentswthdwow the candidates are likely to

act in the future (Fiorina 1981).

But issues not only need to be important for voteidividuals also require two
types of information: knowledge about who is respble for outcomes and knowledge
of the outcomes themselves. Finally, this kindnééimation is more likely to be found
under institutional settings that create incentieesoth efforts by the politicians
seeking political gain to disseminate it, as wele#forts by opposition members
interested in exposing the underlying flaws andoeivior of individuals in power.
Theoretically, elections generate accountabilityduse politicians strive to please their
constituents in order twin reelection(Mayhew 1974). The possibility of reelection
serves as an institutional instrument to disseraiirdormation to voters on the

performance of politicians.

If voters ignore or are confused about who is iargk in the provision of public
goods and in the implementation of public policiess unlikely they will be capable of
sanctioning or rewarding politicians for their pgrhance. G. Bingham Powell
summarizes this, “if citizens in a democracy candentify responsibility for policy,

they cannot use elections precisely to hold polalyens retrospectively accountable for

260



their actions. When policy responsibility is urarlethe incentive for policymakers to
anticipate what citizens want and work to achigve also lessened. Clarity of
responsibility, then, is an important conditioligctions are to serve as instruments for
citizen control in a democracy” (Powell 2000 p.5I).this sense, contingent on the way
policies are decentralized, the mechanisms of attability can be evaded.
Complications that citizens face in allocating @sgbility between the different levels
of government can help local politicians transfiante to politicians at higher levels for

poor performance (Gélineau and Remmer 2005) or @rdack of sufficient funds.

Likewise, the accountability mechanisms associati#ii democracy are mediated
by the rules that govern elections. The Mexicaseda particularly an outlier in Latin
America regarding the strict term limit ri&Mexico’s prohibition of consecutive
reelection is universal and strictly observed. Wheslection is forbidden, then holding
representatives directly accountable for their badran office is practically impossible.
There are indirect ways for achieving accountabgiich as sanctioning their party or by
evaluating them directly in case they decide tdiooe they careers in other political
posts. Although voters are incapable of punistiargewarding) individual candidates,
they still may be able to target parties but akesdy limited in directly sanctioning the
behavior of their representatives. As Carey uraees in the case of Costa Rica, the

other country in Latin America which forbids immat# reelection, “the interest of

20 Only Costa Rica has the same prohibition for imiatedreelection in Latin America.
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parties is to win elections. To do so they neelluitd reputations for providing the goods
and services that voters want... But where politisieannot be reelected, the question
arises of what incentive they have to work hardmaéning their party’s reputation...

The data presented here Carey’s studysuggest that patronage (i.e. political
appointments) is the solution to this problem... €hextoral connection is not gone in
Costa Rica; it is just indirect” (Carey 1996 p.10&imilarly in the Mexican case,
despite this indirect path of sanctioning politipalties, election laws are inimical to

long-term commitment to accountable policy making aublic spending.

In the case of education policy in Mexico, thege¢hconditions —importance of
the issue for the voters, knowledge of who is raespe for its provision and
understanding of the quality of the service---untiee the effectiveness of elections to
push for the improvement of education. According &eries of polls by
LatinobarometerMexicans have other concerns rather than edurcati¢hile at the end
of the 1990s they identified inflation as the maioblem in the country and only 6.5
percent mentioned education as the most importagm, since 2004 security
concerns have been at the center of their atteniyn2010, 36 percent of the Mexican
public considered crime to be the main problem katico faced, while only 3.5

percent pointed to education as the main challéorgidne country.
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Figure 5.4 Citizens’ views of which is the most imgrtant problem in Mexico

Although the 1992 education reform transferredatiministration of the school
systems to the governors, the citizens have cosdino perceive that the federal
authorities have a strong responsibility in thevgsion of educational services. Thirty-
seven percent of Mexicans consider that the fedgnatrnment is responsible for the
lack of schools in their states. Interestingly gnoportion of people who have similar
views in Mexico City is higher (47 percent) despite fact that the education services in
the city are completely under the control of theei@l authorities. As explained in detail

in the historical account of the process of theedé@lization of education, one of the

263



main limitations of the reform of 1992 was that federal authorities kept key powers
over the education system, such as the approvheaturriculum and the evaluation
mechanisms. The provision and administration efdtiucation services for basic
education and teachers’ training colleges was fearexl to the subnational authorities,
while upper secondary and tertiary education cortinto be a shared responsibifity.
These shared and unclearly delineated responsbibetween levels of government
undermine the capacity of citizens to apportiopoesibility. Therefore, they reduce the
consequences of the electoral connection for @tbgtovision of education services.
Moreover, the centralization of taxation coupledhvihe transfer of dependence of states
has made it more difficult for citizens to know whilevel of government to praise or

blame for the delivery of educational services.

21 Citizens have clearer views on who is in chargsenfices close to them, such as the provisioeaihcwater and
the administration of garbage collection. Theseises are by law under the control of municipahawities.
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Figure 5.5 Attribution of responsibility in public services in Mexico

Finally, citizens need to be aware of the qualityhe policies in order to be able
to demand accountability from their representativ@sring the last decade, there has
been a growing discussion in academic circles anthé media about the quality of
education in Mexico. The results of both the nadloand international assessments
indicate that Mexico needs to increase its efftwtbolster the quality of its education
system. The majority of students still have insudint or elementary levels of learning on

both the verbal and quantitative measures. Innttenal standardized test known as
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ENLACE, for example, in 2006, 78.7 percent of psigiad insufficient or elementary

levels in Spanish and 82.4 percent in mathematics.

In 2010, 63.1 percent and 66.1 percent, respegtigehtinued to earn
unsatisfactory or low scores in the aforementiosidgjects. In the case of lower
secondary education, the challenges are even gréaeadvances are small, both in the
learning of mathematics and Spanish. In the fiassecthe ENLACE results show that
young people in lower secondary education are eiiggprovided with a high-quality
education, since the majority of them have unaat#etlevels of performance. Between
2006 and 2010, it was only possible to reduce theher of students with insufficient
levels of learning in both subjects by approximateper cent: 88.8 per cent in the case

of mathematics and 17.9 per cent in the case diiSipa

Moreover, the PISA results are also consistent whht the national tests have
revealed. An important number of young Mexicansehaot reached levels sufficient to
perform well in contemporary society. A comparismtween the average score obtained
between 2000 and 2009 in reading (422 and 425¥eiedces (422 and 416) indicates
little progress in these areas. Compared to tbeage score in Latin America, young
students in Mexico have a better performance inghding tests of PISA (425 vs 408

points) but far from the performance of studentsdantries with similar development
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characteristics such as Chile (449), Russia (4b9udkey (464) (Fernandez 2011,

OECD 2010, 20115

Reading ®m Mathemathics Science
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350 +

300

Argentina  Brazil Chile  Colombia Mexico Uruguay OECD Latin  Other
America emerging
countries

Figure 5.6 Quality of education in Mexico in compaative perspective.
Performance or student learning as country averagen PISA scales: Reading,
Mathematics and Science 2006

Note: Regional averages are simple averages otigesiin the PISA sample. Mexico is included in @ECD
and Latin America average. Lichtenstein is the/galrtner country not included in 'Other emerging'.
Source: OECD Development Centre (2007); based ddl@&007),PISA 2006 Science Competences for
Tomorrow’s World

22 The difference in the performance between studemts Mexico and students from other advanced etihreal
systems is even more dramatic: OECD average (828ith Korea (539), Finland (536) or Shanghai im&l{556).
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Despite these multiple signs of the problems in dbality of education in the
country, Mexicans have surprisingly high levels g#tisfaction with the education
system. Several polls show that the majority tizens are satisfied with the education
provided by the schools in the country. One padémixplanation for this paradox is
related to the relative difference of human cativeen the parents and their children.
If parents have less education than their childinety might be more tolerant or unaware
of the deficiencies of the academic results thaséhschools are producing. Future work

will explore this result in more det#f.

2 Similar situations are observed in other Latin Aicen countries. In an overview of citizens’ evations of public
services in the region, researchers from the lAteerican Development Bank found that in Belize,|I€HEl Salvador,
Guatemala, and Honduras, the citizens have surglyshigh levels of satisfaction with their educatisystems despite
their poor quality results. They found that richrividuals are more critical of the educationgtems. Moreover,
the education levels of respondents have a straagly linear relationship with perceptions. Theg® presumably
suffer more directly from the lack of quality edtioa remain the most satisfied with the system,chhimplies an
“aspirations paradox,” compatible with findingsather sectors (Lora 2008).
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Figure 5.7 Satisfaction with the Mexican educatiosystem

The public opinion data presented above show hevietvels of information of
the mass public can also erode the accountabikyh@nisms associated with
democracy. In the case of education, when citigensot distinguish who is responsible
for what in this policy, the likelihood that thegrc demand better results in the provision
of education services declines. The high levelsatifaction with the education system
in Mexico, despite the stunning results in bothittiernational and national standardized
tests and the lack of attribution of responsibjléaye consistent with the information
problems and the obstacles to electoral accouitiabAs Philippe Keefer and Khemani
have underscored, when voters cannot gauge thalpemimpact of proposed reforms,

then politicians anticipate they will be unlikely teceive the corresponding credit (or
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blame) for their decisions during the next electideefer and Khemani, 2003; Keefer,

2006).

The combination of education as a low citizensopty, imprecise attributions of
responsibility of authorities for the provisioneducational services, and high levels of
satisfaction with the current situation in schaal#lexico, considerably undermine the
possibility for education to become a relevantesfar citizens’ evaluations during
electoral periods. Institutional arrangements saghtrict term limits and shared
responsibility for education between levels of goweent all are factors that undermine
the probability that competitive elections will ingwe education in Mexico.

In contrast, as mentioned in the discussion ofékalts, politicians are aware of
the political strength of the teachers’ union. y¥het only fear teachers’ mobilizations
and strikes, but also consider the SNTE to be taacéite electoral ally. Thus, it is
worthwhile to serve the SNTE in budgetary termsother words, as the mobilization
capacity of the union can be used to bring votetbeir cause, parties are willing to
allocate more resources toward basic educationweédsave seen, this strategy

transcends ideological differences.

Finally, although it will be discussed in more detathe next chapter, the
electoral strength of the union reminds us tha¢s@ind ballots are not totally out of the
picture in the allocation of educational budgetMexico. Since 2006, when the

teachers’ party (Nueva Alianza, known as PANAL) iasded, it has participated in 66
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local elections. They have joined (formally or imjly) in eighteen winning coalitions
and helped elect 18 governors. In their politaddhnces they have diversified their risks
and have used the electoral needs of the othdigablparties in order to obtain generous
political and economic gains from them. Therefiwey have allied themselves 28 times
with the PRI, 13 times with the PAN, and 2 timeshwhe left coalition formed by the
PRD, PT and Convergencia. These alliances havegmggically productive for the
teachers; currently PANAhas 7 federal congressmen, 1 senator and 72 kygialdtors.
Electoral concerns in this sense are not absemt fine calculations when budgetary

decisions are taken.

5.8. Conclusion

Democracy has expanded throughout the world duhedast three decades. The “Third
Wave of Democratization” (Huntington 1991) was reed with enthusiasm not only
because of the new political and civil libertieattemerged with it, but especially
because of the material benefits that were expéotddvelop as a consequence of the
accountability mechanisms and the responsive gawemis which would follow
competitive democratic elections. As democracyeeded, the decentralization of public
services emerged in academic and policy circlé® a#is another widely accepted belief
for development. The hopes for the consequencdesrabcratization were complemented
with an enthusiasm for decentralizing public sersic Authorities in charge of the
provision of public goods and with a closer prosxtyno their constituents would be

better informed about voters’ concerns and prefaemnd would be capable of serving
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their needs in a more direct and efficient way. e&ypowering local and state authorities
there would be more spaces to carry out demogquedictices and more effective

accountability mechanisms for improving the votevsifare.

In the case of education, prior research has reglatnderscored the effects of
democracy in the provision of more education sewignd larger educational budgets as
an answer to electoral pressures from competitegtions. Although some scholars
have recognized the importance of interests grémpsocial spending in general, and
education in particular (Brown and Hunter 2004 pkiuet al 2008; Haggard and
Kaufman 2008; Kaufman and Avelino 2001), thereratsbeen up to now, a systematic
effort that | know of to thoroughly analyze thelugnce of teachers’ unions on

educational spendirfg.

Scholars have focused on the partisanship diffe®titat accompany spending
decisions and how globalization forces incentitleze budgetary efforts for education, or
alternatively, how economies more integrated theoglobal markets are forced to cut

funds for education to maintain efficiency and égrium in countries’ public finances.

Unlike the prevalent explanations that accoungfygregate levels of spending in

terms of political regime differences, electorahsiderations, partisanship differences, or

% Through a survey among education experts in MeXdouiglas Hecock finds that states where the dissigachers’
movement (CNTE) is perceived to be more powerhéré are higher levels of educational spendinge mbasure of
teachers’ power is indirect and subjective giveat th based on the opinions by researchers on gdugmlicy. The
time period analyzed by Hecock (1999-2004) is itahd the number of cases is smaller (29 stdianr)the
information used in the models presented here. elefoxzuses exclusively on basic education and kawu¢ of the
analysis the politics of the allocation of fedegednts, which are the main source of educationai@dimg in Mexico.
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international factors, the theoretical explanatddwanced in this chapter is that the
distribution of educational spending between edanat levels is the result of the social
mobilization capacity of the organized actors i@ #ducation sector. Furthermore, by
disaggregating spending by education level, théyaisgpresented in this chapter
assesses the distributional considerations thatnagany public spending and provides a
more complete understanding of the domestic palifarces that shape the allocation of
resources in education. An approach such as théatiowed in this work allows us to
identify how the political rationales behind theesgding decisions are not necessarily the
same, as the beneficiaries of these resourcesfemedt and have distinct resources at

their disposal to force their demands to be sebyeelected officials.

The findings are consistent with the main theoad®xpectations: the best
organized groups in the education sector are dehts, who are capable of extracting
larger budgets from politicians by taking advantaftheir collective action capacity to
carry out disruptive actions on the streets as agetb mobilize voters. These disruptive
actions force more generous funding from subnatigogernments. Thus, the budgets
for basic education are larger in states wherengrachave carried out more of these
actions. In contrast, organized groups in theagrieducation sector have been
unsuccessful in making their demands heard ussigigar disruptive strategy. Their
protests, sit-ins, marches, demonstrations, stakesother disruptive actions have not
made politicians pander to their economic requdsis differentiated capacity of

organized groups inside the education sector @baervable implication of the theory
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advanced in this dissertation. Actors have difiesecess to diverse institutional,
economic and political resources to bring their deds to the streets. The teachers’
union is by far the most powerful organized integFsup in the education sector. Its
political influence has allowed its members to agtiresources at the subnational level
and, as was shown in the previous chapter, alsaade possible to obtain more

generous resources from the federal authorities.

The evidence presented in this chapter invite® ggieéstion our assumptions
about how competitive elections and decentralizadiopublic policies affect voters’
welfare. The teachers’ union in Mexico was foundadng the hegemonic authoritarian
years of PRI governments. However, as democraiizappeared at the state level and
subnational authorities became more relevant actopolicymaking, the union was
capable of adapting to the pluralistic circumstanibat accompanied competitive
elections. The SNTE not only has survived botltesses of democratization and
decentralization, but has taken advantage of tleeaglvance its interests in the education
sector. It has exploited the electoral concerrsubhational authorities and has used the
blurred responsibilities in the education policgttaccompanied an incomplete process
of decentralization, in order to extract resourfces both levels of government. In
exchange, politicians from all political partiegext to benefit in two ways: by avoiding
disruptive politics that could affect governancehair states (and consequently their

political performance in the next cycle of elec8hrand by trying to gain the support of
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the union sections in order to use their mobil@atapacity in the interest of their

electoral machines.

Interestingly enough, the evidence analyzedismadhapter brings into question
the attempts that have been made to incorporatéeheture of political parties and the
provision of education from the OECD to the deveigpvorld. In a nutshell, this
literature identifies the left-wing parties as tlefenders of educational budgets and the
right-wing parties as institutions concerned witficeent fiscal considerations and far
from being the promoters of public budgets for edion. However, as was shown in the
case of primary education, there is no empiricapsut for the idea that the left-wing
parties are more generous on educational spending.power of the teachers’ union,
which is the main beneficiary of spending decisionisasic education, has diluted any
possible partisan difference in terms of the fualitscated to public schools at this level.
The union has forced governors to respond favorbitg economic demands,

independent of their political affiliation.

However, ideological differences are not totallgati in the decisions over
resources for education. Local congresses wisliget number of PRI members allocate
more resources for basic education. Since SNTE&asral members who serve as PRI
Congressmen, it has been successful in receivengupport of the PRI’s allies in the
subnational assemblies. Ideological differencescérarer in the tertiary education

sector, but in the opposite way the traditionarature would suggest. PRI governors
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spend less on public universities compared to kristian right-wingcounterparts

from the PAN. There is no evidence that left-worggnted executives from the PRD
spend more on this education level. In this ses$ieough politicians from the PAN

have recurrently been perceived as distant actagsen enemies of public universities,
the empirical evidence analyzed here suggestshisgparty serves the middle classes
who attend this kind of institutions by funneliregder budgets to them in the states they

govern.

Different institutional mechanisms such as stecin limits, as well as the
incomplete decentralization of education have kahithe role of competitive elections as
vehicles for more resources for this social polieiowever, as has been pointed out,
electoral considerations are not totally absentnwdaiucation funds are determined in
Mexican states. More pluralistic legislatures happroved larger budgets for basic
education. Consistent with the behavior of parftiesn the entire ideological spectrum
who have pandered to the union demands, in locajresses with a larger number of
parties represented, congressmen of all politicgdes have pursued universal strategies

in the allocation of education funds which are fade to the union.

Beyond Mexico the findings remind us about the neeskriously consider the
role of interest groups who can capture reformréffeuch as decentralization in order to
dilute their broader social benefits to obtain atévzgains. Moreover, the collective

action capacity of these groups serves to qudigyassumptions of the literature on
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democracy and the provision of public goods, tdoggond simplistic views concentrated
exclusively on the median voter as the target ofgetary decisions. In this sense, rather
than to abandon the perspective of the median MVotteire research on the politics of
public spending and public good provision neednalyze how interests groups can
serve politicians’ electoral concerns and becomehécle to approach the median voter
indirectly. Teachers’ unions are one example,@ertiaps the most emblematic among
the actors involved in the provision of public geahd social policy, of an organized
interest group that mediates the relationship betwadected authorities and their

constituencies.
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6. Beyond the Mexican Hoffa:

The Teachers’ Union Sources of Power and their Consequences for
Education

6.1. Introduction

“You ask why we do not publicize the funds we rgedrom the government. We are
not stupid. But we inform about this money wheeehave to, it is part of a political strategy”
(Gutiérrez Vega 2011). This is Elba Esther Gooilanswer to a reporter inquiring about the
guotas that the teachers’ union of which she islifeetime president” (presidenta vitalicid)
receives from its more than 1.4 million memberé&ie Mexican teachers’ unioSifidicato
Nacional de Trabajadores de la Educacio8B8NTE) is the largest trade union in Latin Amaric
It has 59 sections located in each of Mexico’'sestatSince it was founded in 1943, the union
continues to expand its control over the Mexicamcation system. The SNTE, between 1992
and 2008, launched more than 4500 protests, marstig®rs, streets blockades and other
disruptive actions which resulted in them extrag@economic benefits and pay raises from the

federal and the subnational governments.

The movement towards decentralization of the edutatystem began in the late 1970s,
although the first attempts for its implementatstarted since the 1950s. After many failed
attempts, it was finally achieved in 1992. The &\Was able to greatly influence the design of

decentralization and thereby benefit from it. Asmbcratization paved its way along the 31
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Mexican states, the union sections learned howlapteand take advantage of the competitive
elections that accompanied the young Mexican demoegcrAlong its history, the union has been
capable of using a portfolio of strategies andi¢adhrough which it has consolidated its control
over the education system and has strengthengdlitsnce over the political system. At first it
was a loyal but demanding component of the cormrstiructure of Mexico’s hegemonic party
(PRI). In exchange for bringing votes to the paislectoral machine, the union received control
of several key positions in the education bureaxycrd oday the SNTE is still a corporatist
organization which has gained autonomy from alitpall parties at both levels of government

in order to use its mobilization capacity not otdygain privileges in the streets, but to continue
obtaining the necessary votes that competitivetielee demand. Now, the union has been
capable of bringing these votes to their own elattoause through a new political instrument,
the political party Nueva Alianza (PANAL) by whighhas gained new legislative spaces in both
the federal and subnational legislatures. Theselegislative positions have increased the
SNTE’s influence over the allocation of educatiomatigets and have strengthened its power

over Mexican politics.

The accumulation of wealth and political powerlué teachers’ union leader has
prompted scholars to refer to her as the “Jimmyféiof a dress” (a comparison with the
deceased boss of the Teamsters International Ur@ihgrs have considered her the “Darth
Vader of Mexico” (Cérdoba 2003; Zepeda Pattersddi720But beyond the personal power that

undoubtedly Gordillo has accumulated over the yatis necessary to understand how and why
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the institutional characteristics of the Mexicatifial and education systems have allowed her
and the SNTE to have expanded their political evfice. In this chapter, | analyze how the
union has supplemented the strategy to disrupsttieets by capturing the structure of the whole
education system and use the selective incentivésruts control to consolidate its clout to

mobilize voters and increase its legislative regnéstion.

The benefits and economic privileges have multipbeer the last two decades. Both the
decentralization of political power and its demaization have failed to curtail the increasing
control that the SNTE has gained over educatioaspile multiple evidence of corruption and
clientelistic practices the union has not only stgd democratic politics but has benefited from
it. The chapter is organized as follows. In thistfsection | review how the union has used its
mobilization capacity to establish an independétteral structure through which it has
diversified its political alliances with the majpolitical parties. In the second section | explain
how the union has captured the education structfréree subnational and federal education
ministries. These bureaucratic positions havenatbthe union to consolidate its access to
benefits and privileges that can be used as seteicitentives to maintain discipline among its
members and which provide them the mechanismsftmaanand enable their mobilization
skills. Third, | summarize the main benefits ttret union has provided to its members and how
those benefits vary across each state. Additipnigirovide evidence that confirms that the
members of the union benefit from multiple privigsghrough which, despite a large list of

corruption practices, have served as carrots totaiai the cohesion of this large organization.

280



Fourth, | describe how other actors with importesitective action capacity have learned from
the SNTE and even joined them in implementing gisve actions to obtain economic gains.
Fifth, | analyze the institutional characteristafdMexico’s young democracy and of its
education system which have allowed that a negattuation for the country’s development has
continued despite competitive scenarios at botm#tenal and the state levels. Finally, |

provide some tentative conclusions on the influesfdde teachers’ union in Mexico.

6.2. The teachers’ union knows how to win votes.

The teachers’ union has learned how to adapt tdeéh®ocratization of the country. As
the number of states governed by a party diffefiremh the PRI started to grow, the union
developed new political alliances and understoedied to adapt to deal with the new comers
to power. When the PRI lost the presidency in 2006 SNTE saw a window of opportunity
opening to enable it to diversify political allises; gain autonomy and consolidate its power in
Mexican politics. In 2005 the secretary generdbBtsther Gordillolla Maestrd instructed a
close group of collaborators to take the necesstags to form a political party of the teachers.
The long acknowledged mobilization of union memhessd during the authoritarian years to
gain voters for the PRI was not going to be wastigte contrary it would become the main
asset to make the new teachers’ party possible.tddchers’ union had developed during the
previous elections a structure for monitoring etet, now this structure will compete for votes

with a party calledNueva AlianzgPANAL).
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The former election observers in this structureenadl teachers under the payroll of the
Mexican education system. These teachers haddoeemissioned to work for the union
keeping their salaries as if they were presertiéir tlassrooms. The General Rules for
Working Conditions of the Workers for the EducatMimistry, which regulates the working
conditions of the teachers decentralized to Mexstates, establish that teachers can be
commissioned to work for the union, but explicghate that in such situations they should do it
without payment. The receipt of salaries by thesarissioned teachers can only be explained

by the power of the union over the federal and atibnal education ministries.

The SNTE has been capable of using its vast afrpgowen strategies to enable it to
maintain its political clout. It is the state aoitiies in the education ministries who authorize
the teachers’ permits to become commissioned ferdiit activities, among them union
activities. Since an important number of thes@auties are members of the teachers’ union, it
is not surprising that the permits are granted Withir corresponding salary payments intact.
Some state governments complain about the presurasthorizing the “comisionados”, but
finally conceded to them these privileges. In arimg with the Education Committee in the
federal congress, the education minister of Pu@daio Carmona) complained about the
budgetary consequences that result from payingtheachers”. He requested more federal
education transfers and tried to justify that tgeeaments with the union (authorizing the
commissioned teachers and the salaries increagespataken by state authorities. Carmona

requested the congressmen to help the statesdiatioss to resolve the economic sanctions that
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the Federal Superior Audit Office (Auditoria Superile la Federacion — ASF) had imposed
upon the subnational governments for paying comionissl teachers with federal funds. The
ASF has repeatedly pointed out during the lasethrelits that the states are violating the law by
paying commissioned teachers to the union. To lgghthis point, the ASF alleged in 2008

that: (1) 117 514 teachers who were reported t@di&ing at 44 000 schools in reality did not
exist, (2) 232 teachers receiving double salar@® fschools in two different states that were not
neighbors, and (3) 3 397 teachers were receivilagisa considerably higher than the average

authorized salary. Despite these findings, several of these pracpessist.

In January 2007, a former close collaborator obEsther Gordillo made it known that
Gordillo had manipulated the SNTE's influence iderto favor the growth dflueva Alianzaa
new party which would represent the teachers’ @it According to Noé Rivera, the SNTE’s
secretary of finance provided 51 million pesos (aiion dollars) per month, between January
and June 2006, to consolidate a national electoaghine. This machine was managed by 372
persons, most of them teachers with the commigseomit to work for the union. Their salaries
ranged from 35,000 to 80,000 pesos per month ($82%3440). Seventy of these teachers
were members of the central committee of the SNFiy-five were secretary generals of the
union. Forty were members of PANAL and people fitbin Fundaciéon SNTE, a think tank

financed by the union; whose director is an eledi@xpert and a formal council member of the

! These excessive salaries are approximately bet@@@00 pesos and more than 150 000 pesos per if#8#H — 10 870
dollars per month). A regular teachers’ salanthait including benefits or extra payments for €earMagisterial, is 9182
pesos (approximately 665 dollars per months).
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Federal Institute of Election®éforma January 21th 2007, Olmos 2007, and interview Wibié
Rivera April 18", 2008). According to Rivera, the funds for finamgthese activities came from
the resources given by the federal governmentiiconstruction of teachers’ houses known as
“Fideicomiso para la Vivienda del Magisterio (VIMA)Although the existence of this electoral
machine within the union was highly criticized hfferent politicians, others with links to the
union tried to lessen the criticisms against ihe PRI congressman Daniel Amador, member of
the SNTE, explained in an interview, “the Commitbééolitical Action of the SNTE is diverse
because it has teachers from all political padiss supports with economic contributions the

candidates of all political parties” (Hernande®2p

The electoral machine of the SNTE was able to predghositive results for the new
political party. The 2006 presidential electiongevihe closest in the history of Mexico’s young
democracy. With 243 934 votes in his favor Feligd€ron from the PAN won the election. As
it was described in chapter 4, during the previvasks of the election “la maestra” tried first to
approach the leftist candidate Lopez Obrador tabdish a possible electoral coalition and then,
after the PRD candidate’s refusal, Elba Esther Borapproached Felipe Calderdn to establish
a political alliance. PANAL contacted its suppostand asked them for at least one of three
possible votes. The possible votes were forigee@s, congress or the senate. If this strategy
was successflNlueva Alianzavould be able to keep its register as politicatypand could

influence the electoral result.
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The real influence of the teachers’ union leadprshthe 2006 elections has been
widely debated. While the PANAL presidential catate obtained 0.96 percent of the national
vote, the support for this party in Congress wahéi with 4.48 percent of the national vote. In
a series of telephone conversations between “|stmageand governors from the PRI, the
teachers’ leader tried to influence the electagallt. The conversations leaked to the press
show Gordillo suggesting to her former party caleas that they should support Felipe

Calderon in the election given that the PRI cantgideas far in third place.

Recent analyses point out that the capacity of Elther to influence the teachers’ vote
was in reality a bluff. Had her instructions béellowed, there would have been a positive
correlation between the strategic vote for PANAM éime support for Calderon, and a negative
correlation with the votes for Lopez Obrador. Heere Javier Aparicio shows that the converse
was true. In a regression analysis of the 200Bngalesults from the 2006 election, Aparicio
finds that the votes for PANAL in the congressioglaction had a positive statistical significant
effect upon the presidential votes for Lopez Obraawl null effect for Calderon (Aparicio
2011). The empirical evidence suggests that Qotslinstructions were not followed by the
union’s members. Furthermore, teachers have sajovifil not follow the orders of their
leadership when electoral instructions are giviena poll between teachers from Mexico City,
Guadalajara and Monterrey, 90 percent of themlsay would not vote for the candidate

supported by the SNTE (Aviles 20(Reforma2011).
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Although the SNTE'’s electoral power could be peredias overrated, the results at both
the subnational and federal level confirms thattiodilization capacity of the union can be very
effective to obtain votes. Since its creation i0&0from the 64 local elections that have taken
place and the two federal electoral processes achwhANAL has participated, the teachers’
union party has been able to show its strengthtarahpacity to gain from democratic politics.
In the first round of subnational elections betw2606 and 2009 Nueva Alianza won 36 local
congressmen. Three years later it has doubleuhmar of members in the subnational
legislatures with 72 congressmen. Consistent igthtrategy to gain autonomy and influence
over the political scene, PANAL has allied 28 timath the PRI, 13 times with the PAN and

has participated two times in a grand coalitiorhite PRD, PT and Convergenéia.

As it can be seen in tables 6.1 and 6.2 the captaciinderstand electoral politics by the
teachers’ leaders is remarkable effective. Inrtbieategies, there is a capacity to achieve long
term goals by learning from past mistakes. For gtanin the midterm elections of
Aguascalientes in 2007, PANAL, consistent withaligance with the new federal administration,
decided to join a coalition with the PAN. Howevgining this coalition did not pay off. They
did not gain any legislative positions. Butieva Alianzdearned its lesson and three years later

when the gubernatorial elections took place, thetters switched coalition partners and joined

2 The grand coalitions the PAN joined forces with teft parties PRD, PT and Convergencia. Thesedgaalitions finished
more than 80 years of PRI governments in Puebl&an@ica. In the case of Oaxaca although formaiMAL competed
alone, in the practice the union called its memb@kste for the coalition candidate Gabino Cuée Tandidate of the coalition
in Puebla, now governor Rafael Moreno Valle is édered a politician very close to the union’s |leaiiba Esther Gordillo.
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the PRI and the green party (PVEM) for winning glezernorship. The PAN lost a state which

it had governed since 1998, and PANAL reached ¢ongressmen in the local legislature.

PANAL has participated alone in 21 from the 64 attumal elections held in the
aforementioned period, achieving mixed resultsmost of the cases the party had some
legislative triumphs, but when they had not beérmaetive enough or had been too negative, the
leaders showed once again their capacity for atdaptand jumped into electoral coalitions to
reposition in the local politics. In at least nstates (Campeche, Coahuila, Colima, Morelos,
Querétaro, Quintana Roo, Tabasco, Tlaxcala andi@z@siNueva Alianzdas changed its

strategy and joined coalitions with positive resddir their legislative representation.

In four states (Baja California Sur, Morelos, Nuéwwn and Oaxaca) the PANAL had
formally competed always alone. With the excepttbMuevo Ledn, the results in terms of
legislative positions were mixed and suggest tHampolitical conditions are favorable it is a
more effective strategy to join a coalition witheoof the bigger parties. In Baja California Sur
by continuing to compete aloMieva Alianzdost one legislator, while in Oaxaca it lost its
entire congressional representation. Nevertheleddprelos efforts paid them off and they
gained one local legislator. Finally, Nuevo Ledowh that the in certain states the union’s
strength was more powerful. Here PANAL had flextscpolitical muscle with very effective
results. In both electoral processes PANAL hadd#etio compete alone. In 2009 the

eventually loser PAN candidate tried to get antelat alliance with PANAL. Elba Esther
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Gordillo flirted with the proposal but at the enecttled that the teachers’ party should compete
alone. Reports by the newspaplarte showed that in a meeting with authorities from F#d
administration of Nuevo Ledn, some school supersisond principals gathered together to
receive instructions to promote the vote in faviothe PRI. Nevertheless, in formal teridgeva
Alianzacompeted alone and this strategy paid off ag@ime teachers were able to keep the two

legislative positions they had gained in 2006.

Finally, there is a saying in Mexicom@as vale s6lo que mal acompafigdbis better to
be alone, than with poor companMueva Alianzdeadership has learned this lesson when
political conditions are unfavorable and electaxlitions have not worked as expected. In
2006 in Guanajuato PANAL supported the candidaghefeventually PAN governor Juan
Manuel Oliva. However, in legislative terms thikasmce did not pay off. In consequence, three
year later the teachers’ party decided to competeeaThe move was wise, PANAL won its

first congressmen in the local congress.

The electoral support to eventual winning candislai@s been well compensated. In
Puebla, during the first salary negotiations betwtte new governor Rafael Moreno Valle and
the union sections, the funds for teachers’ benefitreased considerably. Moreno Valle is
considered to be very close to the teachers’ ulgader. Thirty five new benefits such as laser
eye surgeries, funds for school supplies for thehers’ children as well as more scholarships

for teachers to study abroad were added to théimxisst of teachers’ privileges. The general
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secretary of the teachers’ union section 51 comitinis support for the new governor “today
who is in office is arelbista. We need to recognize Elba Esther Gordillo’s woeke”. While
the leader of the other union section underscatfeéid hegotiation has been historic... it is the

best for the teachers in the last 20 years” (R@@s}1).

In their mobilization efforts the union does nositate to use one of its main assets: their
control over the classrooms. In January 2011pthss reported how in the municipality of
Ecatepec in the State of Mexico, one of the poareste country, the union distributed handouts
with the legend “Mother, get a ten...vote fdueva Alianz® For example, in the elementary
school Constitution de Apatzingan kids were askelilp in packing these handofifheir
teachers instructed them to deliver the handoultiseio parents, with the message that there were
going to be outside of the school food packagesgétables, fruits, and groceries with a
subsidized price in the following days. Their paseneeded to bring these handouts with their
personal information and copy of their parentsttleal identity cards in order to have access to
buying these subsidized goods. Parents compldiradhe principal of the school (Norma
Angelica Colon) was obsessed with the teachersy parile ignoring her school responsibilities.
In 2009, she had been the PANAL candidate foridtsiB in the State of Mexico. The school
supervisor (Héctor Torres) instead of firing Norbeame her ally. He was also calling out

parents to vote for her friend, the school’s ppati As witnesses of the political activities of

% The grade system in Mexico uses a ten point scEe. maximum grade is ten.
4 A copy of the handout can be seen in the appendix.
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the teachers, parents were left without institwdlgrotection. The authorities in charge of
establishing the corresponding sanction are loyahbers of the union. The school principal is
right when she said in a defiant voice “talk whateyou want. You can’'t do anything to me!”

(Avilés 2011).

A similar strategy was seen in Baja California S@Gne month before the state elections,
teachers distributed drawing books with electorassages in favor of PANAL. When asked
about the teachers’ behavior, the state secrefaguration Omar Castro Cota candidly
declared that “as long as there is no official repmthe authorities nothing can be done”.

Castro suggested that given the number of schodlistates it was “really hard to monitor
what is going inside the classrooms because thaldvequire doubling the number of workers
in the education system” (Avilés and Ledn 2011 )st&as words confirm how the union has
captured the educational structure to take cootref the education system. This capture allows

them to carry out its electoral activities withanstitutional obstacles.
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Table 6.1 The Teachers’ Party Electoral Strategiesm Subnational Mexican
Elections (2006 — 2011)

Type of electior

PANAL and the winning PANAL in state Strategy next local

State Year GovemorState legislature Winning coalition PANAL and other parties coalition legislatures electior Result
Aguascalientes 2007 0 1 PAN - PANAL PAN - PANAL Member None Negative
2010 1 1 PRI-PVEM-PANAL PRI-PVEM-PANAL Member 4 Switch Positive
Baja California 2007 1 1 PAN - PANAL - PES PAN - PANAL - PES Member 2 Posﬁt?vf
2010 0 1 PAN- PANAL - PES PAN- PANAL - PES Member 2 Loyal Positive
. o 2008 0 1 PRD-PT-Convergencia PANAL competed alone Notivee 2 Positive
Baja California Sur .
2011 1 1 PAN - PRS PANAL competed alone Not member 1 Independer Negative
Campeche 2006 0 1 PRI PANAL competed alone Not member None Negative
2009 1 1 PRI-PANAL PRI-PANAL Member 3 Get into_coalitio| Positive
Chiapas 2007 0 1 PRD PAN-PANAL Not member 2 Positive
2010 0 1 PRD-PAN-PANAL PRD-PAN-PANAL Member 2 Loyal Positive
Chihuahua 2007 1 1 PRI-PANAL PRI-PANAL Member 3 Positive
2010 0 1 PRI-PVEM-PANAL PRI-PVEM-PANAL Member 4 Loyal Positive
Coahuila 2008 0 1 PRI PANAL competed alone Not member* None Negative
2011 1 1 PRI-PVEM-PANAL-PPC-P PRI-PVEM-PANAL-PPC-P Membe 2 Get into coalitiol Positive
Colima 200€ 0 1 PRI-PVEN PANAL competed alor Not membe Nonce Negative
2009 1 1 PRI-PANAL PRI-PANAL Member* * 3 Get into coalitio Partially positive
Durango 2007 0 1 PRI-PANAL-PD PRI-PANAL-PD Member 1 Positive
2010 1 1 PRI-PANAL-PVEM-PD PRI-PANAL-PVEM-PD Member 3 Loyal Positive
Guanajuato 2006 1 1 PAN-PANAL PAN-PANAL Member None Negative
2009 0 1 PAN PANAL competed alone Not member 1 Loyal Rasit
Guerrero 2008 0 1 PRD PANAL competed alone Not member 1 Positive
2011 1 1 PRD-PT-Convergencia PRI-PVEM-PANAL Not member 1 et iBto coalition Positive
Hidalgo 2008 0 1 PRI-PANAL PRI-PANAL Member 5 P9§iﬁve
2010 1 1 PRI-PVEM-PANAL PRI-PVEM-PANAL Member 6 Loyal Positive
Jalisco 2006 1 1 PAN PANAL competed alone Not member 2 Positive
2009 0 1 PRI PRI-PANAL Not member* None Get into coalitiol Negative
Meéxico 2009 0 1 PRI-PANAL PRI-PVEM-PANAL-PSD-PFD Member 2 Positi
2011 1 0 PRI-PVEM-PANAL PRI-PVEM-PANAL Member 6 Loyal Aose
Michoacan 2007 1 1 PRD-PT-Convergencia-PAS PAN-PANAL Not member 1 sik@
2011 1 1 PRI-PVEM PAN-PANAL Not member 1 Loyal Positive
Morelos 2006 1 0 PAN PANAL competed alone Not member None Negativ
2009 0 1 PRI PANAL competed alone Not member 1 Get ioditton Positive

Author's calculations with information from the tetéegislatures, state electoral institutes andlloewspapers.

* PANAL lost its registration

**Although PANAL got 3 local congressmen, given tieems of the coalition agreement the party I@stégistratior
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Table 6.2 The Teachers’ Party Electoral Strategies Subnational Mexican
Elections (2006 — 2011)

Type of election

PANAL and the winning PANAL in state Strategy next local

State Year GovemorState legislature Winning coalition PANAL and other parties coalition legislatures election Result
Nayari 2008 0 1 PRI-PANAL PRI-PANAL Member 2 Positive
2011 1 1 PRI-PANAL PRI-PANAL Member 2 Loyal Positive
Nuevo Leon 2006 0 1 PAN PANAL competed alone Not member 2 Positive
2009 1 1 PRI-PVEM-PD-Cruzada Ciudadana PANAL compelmtta Not member 2 Independent Positive
Oaxaca 2007 0 1 PRI-PVEM PANAL competed alone Not member 1 Resit
2010 1 1 PAN-PRD-PT-Convergencia PANAL competed alone t fokmally membeff None Independent Negative
Puebla 2007 0 1 PRI-PVEM PANAL competed alone Not member 2 Resit
2010 1 1 PAN-PRD-PANAL-Convergencia  PAN-PRD-PANAL-Comencia Member 4 Get into coaliion Positive
Queretaro 2006 0 1 PAN PANAL competed alone Not member 1 Positive
2009 1 1 PRI-PANAL PRI-PANAL Member 3 Get into coalition ostive
Quintana Roo 2008 0 1 PRI-PVEM PANAL competed alone Not member 2 Resit
2011 1 1 PRI-PVEM-PANAL PRI-PVEM-PANAL Member 2 Get intoaliton Positive
. . 2006 0 1 PAN-PANAL PAN-PANAL Member None Negative
San Luis Potosi "
2009 1 1 PRI-PVEM PAN-PANAL Not member 4 Loyal Positive
Sinaloa 2007 0 1 PRI-PANAL PRI-PANAL Member 2 Positive
2010 1 1 PAN-PRD-Convergencia PRI-PVEM-PANAL Not member 3 Loyal Positive
Sonora 2006 0 1 PRI-PANAL PRI-PANAL Member 2 Posil.i\‘/e
2009 1 1 PAN PRI-PVEM-PANAL Not member 3 Loyal Positive
Tabasco 2006 1 1 PRI PANAL competed alone Not member None Negative
2009 0 1 PRI-PANAL PRI-PANAL Member 1 Get into coalition osttive
" 2007 0 1 PRI-PANAL PRI-PANAL Member 1 Positive
Tamaulipas "
2010 1 1 PRI-PANAL PRI-PANAL Member 3 Loyal Positive
Tlaxcala 2007 0 1 PAN-PAC PANAL competed alone Not member 1 Resiti
2010 1 1 PRI-PVEM PAN-PANAL-PAC Not member 1 Get into dtoal Positive
Veracruz 2007 0 1 PRI-PVEM-PANAL PRI-PVEM-PANAL Member None ) ) Poskm
2010 1 1 PRI-PVEM PAN-PANAL Not member 2 Switch coaltion odRive
Yucatan 2007 1 1 PRI-PVEM-Partido Alianza por Yucatan PAN-PANAL Not member None Negative
2010 0 1 PRI-PVEM PANAL competed alone Not member None @pof coaltion Negative
Zacatecas 2007 0 1 PRD-Convergencia PANAL competed alone Not membe None _ ) Nega_!:rve
2010 1 1 PRI-PVEM-PANAL PRI-PVEM-PANAL Member 2 Get into coaliton Positive

Author's calculations with information from thetstéegislatures, state electoral institutes andl loewspapers.

F PANAL was not formally member of the winning eteretl coaltion in Oaxaca in 2010. Ten days befbeeelections, several suverys suggested thapthesiion candidate (Gabino Cué) would be the winfidle PANAL
candidate declined in favor of Cué 5 days befozeetiction.

T Atthough PANAL did not win any seat in Veracrn2007, several PRI legislators had links withtéaehers' union.
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the federal level the electoral influence of thecteers’ union has increased. During the years of
the hegemony of the PRI the SNTE had always anritapbnumber of legislators. The union
was considered one of the main allies in the cafirstructure of the political regime. As a
vehicle of mobilization, clientelism and disciplibetween teachers, the leaders of the union
received compensation with multiple political po@&berg 1990; Bensunsan 2000; Mufioz
2005; Reyes del Campillo 1990). As it was reviewvethe historical chapter, several of the
secretary generals of the SNTE were federal cosgres, senators and governors. Between
1979 and 2000 on average there were 11 PRI legislatho came from the teachers’ union.
Nevertheless, as the federal congress became hooat teachers also have found legislative
spaces through other political parties. Duringl#ést two legislatures, there have been 36
teachers who have been deputies by the PRI, PAR, &% PT. On top of that the SNTE has

had 16 legislators and one senator through ity part
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Table 6.3 The SNTE Legislative Power in the Feder&ongress

Year 1979 1982 1985 1988 1991 1994 1997 2000 2003 2006 2009
PRI 2906 299 289 260 320 301 243 208 199 106 239
SNTE-PRI 12 15 14 16 9 12 7 6 25 3 13
SNTE-PAN na. na. na. na. ha. na na na na 5 3
SNTE-PRD na. na. na. na na. na na. na na 4 6
SNTE-PT na. na. na. nha na na na na na 1 1
PANAL* 9 7
PANAL (senate) 1

Author's calculations based on Mufioz 2009 and mmdion from the Mexican Congress
*PANAL was founded on 2006.

In sum, the extensive subnational and federal letie representation achieved by the
teachers’ union confirms its electoral strength palitical influence. With the support of these
legislators, the union can have a complementatitutisnal protection of their interests and can
influence the allocation of more resources toaisse. Usually, the legislators from the SNTE
are members of the Education Committees wherelliheation of funds between education
levels is discussed before being presented tddbe for their approval. Interviews with
subnational and federal congressmen suggest ikdtdh become an important political strategy
to complement the union’s economic demands. Thetptmake sure that the budgetary
allocations are favorable to their interests.hét fail, they can always use the streets to make
their voices served. The previous chapters havesithat they have been successful when
opting for this venue. Complementarily, they maieape the allocation of resources to their

294



control by capturing several main positions in édecation structures from the state education
systems and the federal education ministry.
6.3. The colonization of the education ministries: teachers as workers and
authorities

All the lines of authority are controlled by theiom. It starts with the principals who
report to the school supervisors. They are urftestipervision of the zone inspectors
(equivalent to the education superintendents inX84) who finally report to the general
directors of each education level: general directdrelementary schools and general directors of
secondary (lower secondary) education. The bougglbetween the bureaucratic authorities
from the education ministries and the union posgiare constantly trespassed (Arnaut 1996).
For example, the school supervisors as the oneideddn the previous section, are in theory in
charge of overseeing the behavior of teachersarsthool districts (properly called “zonas
escolares”). But several of these supervisoralseleaders of the union section committees

(Latapi 2001; Miranda 1992).

According to an exhaustive review of several losalspapers, the websites of the
education ministries and the local union sectiassyell as reports from confidential interviews
with education authorities, there is empirical evide to confirm that from the current main
authority positions in the state education mingstrithe union controls 48 posts. As it can be
seen in table 6.4, eight of the education ministeesmembers of the union sections:

Aguascalientes, Baja California Sur, Chiapas, Calinayarit, San Luis Potosi, Tlaxcala and
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Zacatecas. In most of these states PANAL partiegba the electoral winning coalition. In San
Luis Potosi and Tlaxcala, despite that the teaciparty made an electoral miscalculation by
supporting the PAN'’s losing candidates, the uni@maged to make two of its members the state
secretaries of education. In the case of SanRaissi, the decentralized teachers are under
control of another secretary close to the PRI gower Finally, although PANAL competed

alone in the gubernatorial election in Baja CahifarSur, the new panista governor named a

secretary who is member of the section 3 of thehea’ union section.
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Table 6.4 Education Authorities with links to the Teachers’ Union in
Mexican states

Undersecretary of

NULEET G T Secretary of Educationis  Director of Carrera  Basic Education or

PANAL member of winnin H
9 education system controlled

Party in government

coalition for governor election by SNTE members member of the SNTE Magisterial Director of Basic
Education
Aguascalientes PRI Yes 2 Yes Yes No
Baja California PAN Yes 0 No No No
Baja California Sur PAN No 3 Yes Yes Yes
Campeche PRI Yes 1 No Yes No
Chiapas PRD Yes 3 Yes No Yes2
Chihuahua PRI Yes 1 No Yes No
Coahuila PRI Yes 1 No* Yes No
Colima PRI Yes 3 Yes Yes Yes
Durango PRI Yes 0 No Uncertain No
Guanajuato PAN Yes 1 No Yes No
Guerrero PRD No 0 No No No
Hidalgo PRI Yes 1 No No Yes
Jalisco PAN No 2 No Yes Yes
México PRI Yes () No No No
Michoacan PRD No 2 No Yes Yest
Morelos PAN No 0 No No No
Nayarit PRI Yes 3 Yes Yes Yes
Nuevo Leén PRI No 2 No Yes Yes
Oaxaca PRD No** 1 No No Yest
Puebla PAN Yes 1 No No Yest
Queretaro PRI Yes 2 No Yes Yesf
Quintana Roo PRI Yes 2 No Yes Yes
UL el PRI No 4 Yes Yes Yes|
Sinaloa PAN No 1 No No Yes
Sonora PAN No 0 No No No
Tabasco PRI No 2 No Yes Yes
Tamaulipas PRI Yes 2 No Yes Yes
Tlaxcala PRI No 2 Yes No Yes
Veracruz PRI No** 2 No Yes Yest
Yucatan PRI No 1 No Yes No
Zacatecas PRI Yes 3 Yes Yes Yes

48
* The previous education minister was member ofi@e88 from Coahuila. Both the former governodahe current one are brothers . They are cldiss af the
SNTE. A third brother is the leader of sectionirBéhe state

** Although officially did not join the winning cdition in Oaxaca and Veracruz, in practice the é¥acf this party called its members to supportethentually winning candidates Javier
Duarte (PRI-PVEM) and Gabino Cue (PAN-PRD-PT-Cogeecia). The losing candidate in Veracruz wasraéo collaborator ofthe SNTE's leader Elba Estherd@o, but several
frictions took place between them and in practimytbroke their former political aliance.

1 Both, the Undersecretary of Basic Education aedtinector of Elementary Schools are members of the
teachers' union.

2Both the undersecretary of Basic Education and etary of the ized Education are
members of the teachers' union

T General Director of Elementary Schools

T General Director of Teachers' Training Programs
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One of the main concerns of the union is to keeyrobof Carrera Magisterial. This
program is one of the main sources of additionadensations for teachers in Mexico.
Consequently, the union has made sure that atitedStstates the local coordinator of this
program is a member of the SNTE. Finally, theeeZdr other undersecretaries or general
directors of elementary schools who are also mesnisethe union. Only six states have escaped
to the capture pressures of the main educatiottipsiin their ministries: Baja California,
Durango, State of Mexico, Guerrero, Morelos anddBan In three of these cases (Guerrero,
Morelos and Sonora) the teachers’ party was natgbdhe electoral winning coalition. In the
case of Baja California and State of Mexico sevietarviews suggest that teachers have
received other political posts and the authoriti@ge made sure to provide their sections with
generous resources for benefits such as scholariiripeachers’ children and additional funds
for the teachers’ housing program. Furthermoréhencase of the state of Mexico in addition to
the SNTE sections, there is a local strong unidledd eachers’ Union for the Service of the
State of Mexico (Sindicato de Maestros al ServitdbEstado de México ) which competes
strongly for influence over the education sectathi state. The complete list of educational
positions under control of the union can be founthe appendix.

In addition to the aforementioned authority positiothe union also has considerable
power in all the mixed commissions in charge oedwining teachers’ benefits and working
conditions. Two of the most important commissiansthe “comision mixta de escalafon” (the

mixed salary scale commission) and the mixed cosions for evaluation in the program
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Carrera Magisterial. This program was the carffered by the federal government in 1992 to
gain the support of the union for the educatioomaf The program had the goal to recover the
purchasing power of the teachers’ salary that betmi®80 and 1992 had lost approximately 70

percent of its value (Noriega 1998).

In theory, it is a merit pay program which throwmbkeries of evaluations selects the most
qualified teachers to become beneficiaries of aptementary salary. This complementary
salary is tenured once the teacher enters thegmrognd is also part of the pension benefits
when the teacher retires (OECD 2010; Barrera 20Thg program is voluntary for public
teachers from pre-school to lower secondary leyeiscipals and school supervisors. Currently
771,544 out of the 1435 326 public teaches befrefit Carrera Magisterial. The program
considers five salary categories: A to E. Uponeahg each level of promotion, a teacher must
wait a certain number of years before applyingrtotlaer one. The returns for promotion are
significant and permanent. A teacher who has aeldi¢he first level receives 24.5 percent more
than the base wage for teachers. One who has kohéop level receives nearly 300 percent
of the base wage. (McEwan and Santibafiez 2005;JDtignez 2003). Most of the teachers in
Carrera Magisterial are in the first level (aro@tdpercent of those in Carrera Magisterial) and

85 percent are at the bottom two levels (Hecock’200

5 http://www.sep.gob.mx/work/models/sepl/Resource2iP@nages/AE_NACIONAL 19.pddnd Barrera 2011.
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In order to enter the program or to move up indhlaries categories, the teacher has to
enter an evaluation system with different factardar review. One of these factors includes a
direct evaluation of a committee on which the pgpatof the school is the chair. This
evaluation process strengthens considerably thieadanechanisms of the principal over the
teachers of her school. As directors are seldnyddyalty criteria to the union rather than
through an open contest, the discipline on thegaskeinforced through this institutional

framework.

In both types of mixed commissions —the scale casimn and the evaluation
commission for Carrera Magisterial- the union hak df the members. The other half is formed
by authorities from the state educational ministoe by authorities from the federal ministry of
education in the case of the national commissiavertheless, it is frequently the case that the

representatives from the authority side are alsmbags of the union.

There are multiple accusations of corruption amehttlistic practices in Carrera
Magisterial. Both authorities and the teachersbnrare involved. In 1998, in the middle of a
conflict between the section 7 and the PRI goveRarerto Albores, the teachers’ union leader
Ancheyta Bringas denounced that in the Unidad Adstrativa de los Servicios Educativos para
Chiapas (the unit of the state education minigtrgharge of the administration of the
subnational teachers), authorities had been sahi@@uthorizations for climbing in the salaries’

scale of Carrera Magisterial. Moreover, he presgevidence that more than 50 teachers had
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continued receiving their salaries despite workmpolitical activities. For example, the local
PRI congressman Antonio Merida Mayorga, chair effHducation Committee had continued
receiving his monthly salary between 1995 and Ir@@ardless of the fact that he had not taught

at all and was receiving his salary as a legisl@ensamiento and Maldonado 1998).

The stories of teachers reporting they have belegda®r payments to have access to a
copy of the exam, so they can study it and guaeahie best grade possible, are not uncomtmon.
Even the state directors of the program have iecuim practices of self-selection to improve the
category to which they belong in the program. Wes the case for example in Hidalgo where
the chair of the mixed commission gained a pronmotiomove from principal to supervisor in
just five months despite not having the technieguisites for it. To make things worse, during
this promotion he was commissioned to the unioornfally the rules of the program precluded
him to participate in the contest, but he did arelailed (Milenio Diario Hidalgo February 99

2009).

In an analysis of the teachers’ evaluations in &€arMagisterial, researchers from Rand
Corporation found that of the possible ten poih&t the principal could give to a candidate for

the program, the average grade was 9.17 (McEwarsantbariez 2005; Ornelas 2008). Either

% In a series of interviews with elementary scheakhers in the State of Mexico and Morelos, thehets confirmed that there
was a lot of corruption in Carrera Magisterial. €deacher pointed out that “if you know the corabple you can buy the
exam and increase your chances to enter to Carr@mdther teacher mentioned that she had gaineddoess because she had
studied hard and that she always has preparedctgrher teaching material. However, she recoghthat it was important to
be in good terms with the school principal. (Cdefitial interviews April 27 and #82009). All teachers requested to be
anonymous because of fear that they could suffgatiee consequences from their union leaders.
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all teachers are excellent in their teaching duteschools or the mechanism is not effective for

its purpose of evaluating the quality of teaching.

The union has control over the teaching postsldhalteachers who retire for age or for
early retirement because of medical conditionsesgtpositions are known as “plazas
magisteriales”. This control has allowed the SN@ Exercise favoritism in hiring teachers. This
discretion helps explain the 46 percent failure emhong 268,849 primary-school teachers who
voluntarily took a national professional examinatio 2007 (1,195,543 initially registered for
the test). Moreover, 46 out of 100 teachers dgnesess the credentials appropriate for their

educational assignments (Martinez 2008).

It has been long known that these teaching posta@for sale or inheritance (Mary
2004; Hallack and Poisson 2007). Recently whenoditiee leaders of the section 6 in Colima
was questioned regarding the negative consequenaaseriting the posts to teachers’ children,
he openly said “other unions do the same and we travright to secure the future of our

children” (Flores, 2012). These words so far hastehad any legal consequence.

The union controls where teachers are locatedssidents insist not to maintain
discipline they can be transferred to rural commesi(in the case of teachers in urban settings)
or to a neighborhood farther away from the teactemsie. In case a teacher disagrees with the
behavior of the SNTE’s leaders and tries to deéydtatus quo, he can be sure to suffer the

consequences. This was the case of Jesus Rodrégteacher with 44 years of service. Tired
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of the corruption practices in Hidalgo he denouniedillicit enrichment of the general secretary
of section 15 and the selling practices for teaglgosts for about 40 000 pesos each (3200
dollars per post). He showed documents of diffepeoperties acquired by the last three leaders
of this section. He was fired. The authoritiesmpised an investigation but little progress was

made (Del Valle, December 12011).

The capture of the educational structures expaimdetediately after the decentralization
of education. The exchange of teaching postses as route to reach peace in the streets and
avoid disruptive actions by the teachers. But‘{bé&ace” never arrives for a long time in radical
cases such as Oaxaca. In this state, the sigradttire National Agreement for Improving Basic
Education and Teachers’ Training Colleges (ANMERB)swnade at the end of the term of
Governor Heladio Ramirez. He wanted to make dweretwas not any major problem in the
state when the subnational elections took pladee section 22 took advantage of this political
need and demanded the governor an agreement sodhlelycontrol key positions in the new
State Institute for Public Education. Heladio Reaniyielded to the political pressure and signed
an agreement with the union which guaranteed #ehess the control over five key educational

positions:

1. The director of elementary schools.
2. The director of sports activities.
3. The director for indigenous education.

4. The director for pre-primary education.
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5. The director for grown up education.

With the next governor, Diédoro Carrasco, the urgeation also demanded that the
director of Carrera Magisterial would be a persotharized by the teachers’ union and that they
were guaranteed control over the new teaching pdstsheory when these new posts are
approved, 50 percent of the candidates for thenpramgosed by the authorities and 50 percent
by the union. In practice, given the capture stygtof section 22 over the educational structure,

the union has controlled most new teaching pogisoapd in Oaxaca.

Despite the control over key positions in the etiocaministries, the section constantly
uses protests and marches to deepen the presaurthestate government. In the case of the
administration of governor José Murat (1998-20@fter multiple protests and marches that
lasted several weeks, the teachers forced himedis education minister because he was
considered not a legitimate interlocutor for sat®2. Particularly candid, in a report from the
State Education Institute of Oaxaca (IEEPO) aktie of Murat’s term the authorities
recognized: “one of the critical points in the paleducation of Oaxaca, particularly for pre-
primary, primary and lower secondary, is relatethtoschool year. So far in the state,
particularly in the rural areas, what is known blyeation specialists as “normal education”, it
has not been possible to achieve a complete sgkaol.. This is still a project in the making”

(Instituto Estatal de Educacién Publica de Oax®ts® The leaders of section 22 understand

" For the last 28 years there has not been any edengthool year in Oaxaca. During this periodetmeave been marches,
protests, strikes, etc. which have interruptedégelar school calendar.
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correctly the practices of control used by hiseadjues in the SNTE. In order to make sure that
teachers go their protests, they provide them avitlocument that verifies their participation in
the protests. These documents called “constadeiggrticipacion” (participation certifcates)
provide points for teachers to allow them accesadagage loans provided by the union. These
points are useful also to be considered in theuati@ins for moving up in the bureaucratic
ladder, for the evaluations in Carrera Magistef@l making possible the changes in the school
they teach from rural settings to urban centersiamdder to be capable of being considered for
the positions that the union controls inside tla¢eseducation institute. As a result the protests

carried out by section 22 have usually the largastber of participants.

Moreover, the teachers’ union has gained privilegestime which they make sure can
help them to make more attractive the SNTE’s mesibprand discourage teachers’ temptation
to form an independent union. These exclusivetisnincrease discipline, loyalty and
membership among teachers. For example, in Nuewo the section 50 managed to establish a
complementary system to Carrera Magisterial whiels financed through the educational
transfers from the federal government. This syste® designed to provide economic payments
to teachers that had not been able to enter tef@aMagisterial. In 1996, the secretary general
from this section, Alberto Gomez Villegas took adzaye of several mobilizations in Nuevo
Ledn in order to establish a special requiremenb&ng eligible to enter the aforementioned
program. The requirement established that in #se of teachers in lower secondary schools

who had not studied in the teachers’ training galeeven if they had a university degree- they
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had to study an additional undergraduate degre&mhing in primary schools. The union has
traditionally controlled the teachers’ traininglegles so this special requirement ensured the

exclusion of potential competitors to the uniorttsisture.

When the PAN won the governorship in 1997 thereeveeme attempts to change this
situation but once again the efforts were derailde governor Fernando Canales Clariond
appointed José Martinez Gonzélez, a lawyer, asdiveeducation minister. He had the duty to
recover the allocation of teaching positions an#tereffective the rule that established 50
percent of the posts assigned by the state ane@s@mt by the SNTE. Further, he had
instructions to consolidate the educational systeone single unit with the teachers who had
been transferred from the federal schools andethehers from the original state system into one
large new state system. The teachers’ union sectipposed these proposals and demanded that

the secretary of education should be a person thogem.

In 1999 the union’s sections demanded that theteashers’ positions should be
allocated to students who graduated from the teattraining colleges and to those candidates
whose parents were teachers! They boycotted ampttby the state government to establish a
selection process based on a merit based exadanlrary 2003, months before his term
finished, Canales Clariond was invited by President to participate in his cabinet. In July the
PAN lost the governorship and the PRI recoveredgrawith the electoral support of the union.

When José Natividad Gonzalez Paras took power herbd a campaign compromise with the
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teachers’ union and named Yolanda Blanco Garcéalasation minister. She was a retired
teacher who had the recognition of her former fedlo Several positions in the education
minister were allocated to the union sections.cdasolidate the alliance with the union, three
years later the former federal education minister eose ally of the general secretary of SNTE,

Reyes Tamez, was named the new state educatiostenthi

In order to consolidate its structure, the SNTE Used the so callecdmisionados the
commissioned teachers mentioned above. Theseatsasiould not receive their salary if they
go and work for the union. Nevertheless, as itliesn pointed out, this rule has not been
observed. During the last three years, there Bas b growing scandal in the public opinion
regarding thesecomisionados’ As | mentioned previously, they are suspectddrm part of
the electoral structure of PANAL and although thmrmits are authorized by the state education
authorities, their salaries have been paid mosily federal funds. There are also

“comisionadosfinanced by subnational budgets, but they aréegaismaller number.

In 2007 the Senate approved a motion to requiréeitheral education ministry (
Secretraria de Educacion Publica - SEP) to prodédailed information of the number of people
commissioned for the union. The SEP could not igeimmediately the information given that
as a result of the decentralization of the edunatiwe labor relationship with the teachers and

the register of all teachers are under the coofrtie 31 states. The SEP requested the

8 Reyes Tamez would be named leader of the legislgtioup of the teachers’ party (PANAL) in 2009.
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information to the subnational education authaiti&everal months passed and the information
was incomplete. Congress tried to increase thespre and established a special article in the
federal budget to require the states to providepant every three months on how they have used
the federal transfers for basic education and &actkraining colleges (FAEB) and to give
detailed information of the commissioned teachéscording to the last report released by the
SEP there are 10,278 commissioned teachers froechvdni45 teachers work for the SNTE.

The union has defended its right to have these desiomed teachers. In a press statement the
SNTE established its official position: “its numbeas been reduced, even when this is a legal
and legitimate right of this organization” (Poy 201 When asked about this topic, Elba Esther
Gordillo answered “if you calculate the numberg tommissioned teachers as a percentage

(from the total number of public teachers) is rmatarming” (Nieves, 2010).

Several of these commissioned teachers perforrtigablactivities. For example in
Zacatecas the local congressman from the teagbeny, Felipe Ramirez, received his salary as
teacher even as he was campaigning for congreagay, the PRI congressman Juan Carlos
Lozano received his teacher’s salary in additiohisocongressional compensation (El Universal

July 4", 2010).

The accuracy of the information about the “comiaos” presented by the states is
guestionable given all the organizational charésties of the SNTE and its influence over the

state systems. For example, as it can be seable®.4 Durango, Michoacan and Zacatecas
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reported to have no commissioned teachers workinthe union. Oaxaca recognized only 31
teachers as comisionados for the SNTE. In theliase cases, the teachers’ union sections have
being particularly disruptive by constantly undkitg several protests and marches every year.
In the case of Michoacan and Oaxaca they have &gerto block the implementation of the
standardized national tests known as ENLACE. Utitese conditions it is hard to believe that
the reported figures are correct. But once agaim, @esult of the way education was
decentralized in Mexico neither the Congress neffélderal authorities have the institutional
powers to conduct exhaustive audits of this infdroma These potential audits could be
developed by the local legislatures, but so fair flegislators have not dared to exercise their
oversight constitutional powers to verify how edimaal budgets are used in their states. Given
that the commissioned teachers are paid mostlyfettbral funds, the incentives for being more
active in these oversight activities fade away.ifigknto consideration that the labor
relationship with teachers is a subnational pretiegathe federal authorities do not have the
technical means to gather additional informatiomanfy the veracity of the subnational reports.
The final result is clear. The big winner once ag#ithis institutional arrangement is the

teachers’ union.

Precisely one of the key advantages of the unids ontrol over information. For
some cases, the institutional arrangement of desdezattion can be beneficial for both the union
and the subnational authorities. For examplexpkamed in the previous chapters, in the new

formula for the allocation of the federal educasibimnansfers the law establishes that one of the
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criteria used in the distribution is the total nianbf students in public schools in each state.
This information is gathered through questionnatines$ the principal in each school sends to the
state education authorities. Given that in sonsesaschools have two school journeys —one in
the mornings and one in the nights- the princigads to justify that these double turns continue
operating. This double journey implies more teaslaad teaching hours. The principal has
incentives to keep this double turn. Therefores @ommon practice that the principal
misreports the number of students in his schooubibcounting the students- so he can justify
the demand for the double turn. The subnationddaities suspect that several of these
statistical reports are incorrect but are not kedimding a way to find the adequate information
because the federal funds will increase if theprega larger amount of students in the states.
The control over the education structure is in taise of mutual benefit for the union and the

subnational authorities.

® Interview with an authority in the Federal EduoatMinistry. An observable implication of this argent is that the
enroliment figures by grade in the basic educati@nfrequently higher than 100 percent.
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Table 6.5 Commissioned Teachers in Mexican statez011)

Total number of Working for  With teaching W"Tk' ng.W|th Wo.rk.l ng W.'Fh Wlth. no
State S . direction administratitive  detailed
commissioned teachers SNTE responsibilities s . .
responsibilities duties assigment
Number Percentage Number Number Number Number Number
Aguascalientes 54 0.50% 0 0 6 39 9
Baja California 170 1.70% 170 0 0 0 0
Baja California Sur 65 0.60% 65 0 0 0 0
Campeche 88 0.90% 88 0 0 0 0
Chiapas 644 6.30% 226 289 119 10 0
Chihuahua 1,696 16.50% 264 111 195 1126 0
Coahuila 241 2.30% 227 0 4 10 0
Colima 99 1.00% 90 0 2 6 1
Distrito Federal 655 6.40% 0 40 0 288 327
Durango* 0 0.00% 0 0 0 0 0
Guanajuato 235 2.30% 185 26 1 22 1
Guerrero 199 1.90% 199 0 0 0 0
Hidalgo 439 4.30% 439 0 0 0 0
Jalisco 487 4.70% 487 0 0 0 0
México 486 4.70% 486 0 0 0 0
Michoacén 20 0.20% 0 0 0 20 0
Morelos 183 1.80% 181 0 0 2 0
Nayarit 97 0.90% 60 0 1 0 36
Nuevo Leon 1001 9.70% 314 1 139 547 0
Oaxaca 31 0.30% 31 0 0 0 0
Puebla 476 4.60% 475 0 0 1 0
Querétaro 133 1.30% 133 0 0 0 0
Quintana Roo 124 1.20% 74 35 7 7 1
San Luis Potosi 269 2.60% 187 0 5 77 0
Sinaloa 60 0.60% 45 1 1 13 0
Sonora 137 1.30% 8 0 17 109 3
Tabasco 1,312 12.80% 27 370 538 376 1
Tamaulipas 262 2.50% 197 0 0 65 0
Tlaxcala 138 1.30% 109 0 3 24 2
Veracruz 350 3.40% 258 0 0 92 0
Yucatan 70 0.70% 67 0 2 1 0
Zacatecas 57 0.60% 0 0 0 26 31
10,278 100% 5092 873 1040 2861 412

Based on SEP 2011

http://cumplimientopef.sep.gob.mx/content/pdf/imfars_presentados/Comisionados_Resumen.pdf

*Durango reported there were no teachers under ésionfor the SNTE.
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Finally, to consolidate its control over teach&vben its influence has allowed it, the
union makes sure to modify the education regulattomrmaintain discipline among its members.
This is the case of San Luis Potosi where durieg?AN administration of Marcelo de los
Santos (2003 — 2009) the rules for the scale salahanged in favor of the union’s leadership.
The new rules established a points system, on whielddition to the students’ performance,
teachers are evaluated by the principal of the@aohbere they teach. Points are assigned by
teachers’ punctuality and participation in the urgéameetings (Secretaria de Educacion de San

Luis Potosi and Seccion 26 SNTE, March 2008 see

Proceso 2006 Articles 34 to 36 explain the characteristi€she evaluations for participation
in the union’s meetings: This evaluation is madky by the union section authorities who will
consider “teachers’ punctuality, permanence antiggaation in the union’s delegation
meetings; their participation in all events orgadiby the union antte fulfillment of its
agreements In sum, both institutionally and legally theian’s control of the school system

has consolidated in San Luis Potosi.
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6.4. Diversifying strategies. The benefits of the SNTE membership

At the core of the diversification of the uniontsategies are benefits and salaries. If
teachers take their demands to the streets, ifubeythey collective action capacity to gain
political representation, and if they have presssgbnational and federal authorities to obtain
authority positions in the education ministriesitvith one main goal in mind: achieve

economic benefits and better working conditionstih@ir members.

Strictly from the point of view of the union membegalthough transparency is absent and
corruption is a constant, the overall balancerigrtan being negative when the union’s benefits
and salaries are considered. Regularly a Mexicatkev in the formal sector receives his 30
monthly payment (30 days) and the annual righaf@hristmas bonus equivalent to the payment
of 15 working days. In total these workers rec&l88 days of payment. In contrast, the high
Mexican bureaucracy of the federal government suateives 30 days for Christmas bonus
while workers from Congress and the Senate recwviays. These benefits are generous
compared to the average benefits received by wetkethe private sector. In the case of the
education sector, it has been argued that tea@ioensMexican public schools have bad salaries.
Undoubtedly there are several teachers that fdfteui economic working conditions.

According to an analysis of the elementary and Bigiools in 2007, at least 44 percent of them
had problems with their infrastructure, 49 perdead deteriorated or non-existent bathrooms

and 55 percent of the blackboards, desks and ameerded replacemeritlilenio July 2th,
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2011). But these infrastructure problems contnadt the millions allocated in the teachers’
negotiations at both government levels and thedfisienefits provided to members of the

teachers’ union.

A teacher from a public elementary school in Mexdtarts working around 7.30 in the
morning and finishes her school day five hoursrlaithen she has to allocate time to prepare the
class lessons and review the teaching material.aMmrk day of approximately 8 hours a
Mexican teacher in an elementary school receiv&Dirl 306 pesos per day. But then, itis
necessary to consider the benefits that the natcamamittee negotiated first for all teachers and
then the complementary compensations achievedebyptial sections from state sources. As it
can be seen on table 6.6, the picture from a babtgacher in Mexico is far from reality. On
average the Mexican teachers are paid 513.6 sadgrsywhile the effective number of teaching

days is around 200.
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Table 6.6 Teachers’ Salaries in Mexican states (2011

Elementary school  Equivalent of

Total additional ~ Total additional teacher's salary pel economic benefits Total number of paid Total Total

Total number of monetary monetary day without in terms of paid days including paymentin  payment in
State paiddays  payments (pesos)payments (dollars) benefits in 2011 days economic benefits pesos dollars
Yucatan 426 $36,240.08 $2,626.09 $306.09 118.40 544.40 6,636.42 $12,074.96
Morelos 464 $23,561.50 $1,707.36 $306.09 76.98 540.98 58826  $11,999.08
Aguascalientes 502 $10,006.50 $725.00 $306.09 32.69 $34.6 $163,663.68 $11,859.69
Tamaulipas 482 $15,989.40 $1,158.65 $306.09 52.24 534.24 163,324.78 $11,849.62
Mexico 498 $10,933.40 $792.28 $306.09 35.72 533.72 $16226 $11,838.13
Tlaxcala 478 $16,905.60 $1,225.04 $306.09 55.23 533.23 3,216.62  $11,827.29
Chihuahua 503 $8,159.30 $591.25 $306.09 26.66 529.66 WBB7  $11,748.01
Veracruz 490 $11,915.90 $863.47 $306.09 38.93 528.93 $060D0 $11,731.88
Queretaro* 471 $17,130.80 $1,241.36 $306.09 55.97 526.97 161,899.19 $11,688.35
Oaxaca 478 $14,780.40 $1,071.04 $306.09 48.29 526.29 632  $11,673.29
Tabasco*™* 495.5 $8,478.50 $614.38 $306.09 27.70 523.20 0326.10 $11,604.79
Zacatecas 481.42 $12,388.08 $897.69 $306.09 40.47 521.89 159, 7815.93 $11,575.79
Coahuila 465 $17,370.20 $1,258.70 $306.09 56.75 521.75 9,$08.05 $11,572.61
Colima 477.1 $13,567.50 $983.10 $306.09 44.33 521.43 $03M4  $11,565.44
San Luis Potosi 479 $11,509.00 $833.99 $306.09 37.60 6616.  $158,126.11 $11,458.41
National average 469,87 $13,393.52 $970.53 . $306.09 . - 4376 51362 $157,215.35 _ $11,392.42
Nuevo Leon 495 $5,498.90 $398.47 $306.09 17.96 512.96 818245  $11,377.79
Nayarit 470.63 $12,832.60 $929.90 $306.09 41.92 512.55 6883.74 $11,368.68
Guanajuato 470.5 $12,357.30 $895.46 $306.09 40.37 510.87 156,%72.65 $11,331.35
Michoacan 444 $19,269.40 $1,396.33 $306.09 62.95 506.95  55,$13.36 $11,244.45
Quintana Roo** 443 $18,954.50 $1,373.51 $306.09 61.92 4.%D $154,552.37  $11,199.45
Hidalgo 460 $13,587.90 $984.63 $306.09 44.39 504.39 $8948 $11,187.63
Baja California 467 $11,327.20 $820.80 $306.09 37.01 @D4. $154,271.23  $11,179.07
Baja California Sur 467.1 $11,068.80 $802.10 $306.09 166. 503.26 $154,043.44  $11,162.57
Jaslisco 459.52 $13,129.36 $951.40 $306.09 42.89 502.41  53,#33.84 $11,143.76
Guerrero 460 $11,575.00 $838.77 $306.09 37.82 497.82 $1620 $11,041.77
Sinaloa 458 $11,866.42 $859.89 $306.09 38.77 496.77 $3550 $11,018.52
Distrito Federal 460 $10,841.50 $785.62 $306.09 35.42 495 $151,642.90  $10,988.62
Durango 451 $12,824.20 $929.29 $306.09 41.90 492.90 $1608 $10,932.67
Chiapas 470 $6,514.80 $472.00 $306.09 21.28 491.28 $16QB7 $10,896.89
Puebla 456 $10,312.34 $747.27 $306.09 33.69 489.69 $19188B8 $10,861.55
Sonora 448 $12,146.10 $880.15 $306.09 39.68 487.68 $141827 $10,816.99
Campeche 466 $5,550.00 $402.10 $306.09 18.13 484.13 VX84 $10,738.26

Source: Own calculations with information from ddefitial interviews and review of several local spapers (2008 - 2012).

*The government of Queretaro denied a requestefehchers' benefits through the state transpamefurynation access institute. The authoritiesiadgthat this information is reserved.

** After several days of protests from the IndepemidUnion of the State Education Workers from TabgSITET), the secretary of education Rosa Bebtrique accepted that the state
government would pay the payroll taxes correspantiirthe Christmas bonus (aguinaldo).

***The teachers from the teachers' union sectiothia state (section 25) are the only ones thatueeespecial compensation known as yearly compiensi@r an expensive life. Teache
from the Independent Union of the State Educatiari#ts from Quintana Roo are excluded from thisnperyt.

The power of the union sections to use effectivieqr portfolios of strategies has
produced benefits for all teachers. Neverthelssie of them have had the strength and

capacity to extract more privileges than othersbrfational authorities have reacted differently
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to the union pressures, but all of them despite teeurrent complaints about the double salary
negotiation with the union, have finished pandetmgeveral of the demands from the state

teachers’ union sections.

The criticisms on the use of the educational resssiby the leadership of the union have
intensified during the last ten years as Mexic@aryg democracy is struggling to consolidate.
The growing number of press reports and congreakimarings focused on bringing more
transparency in the use of the educational fundslgun to shed light on several of the
corruption practices and privileges that accompaeyway the teachers’ union has controlled

the education system.

An overview of the different benefits such as tbachers’ day bonus, the annual
compensation (in addition to the Christmas borne)nomic support for teachers’ children
school supplies, a bonus for the end of the goventiperiod (known as bono sexenal), the
support of complementary insurance to pay for géalic materials and eye laser surgeries, and
a myriad of special bonuses labeled with obscunmeesasuch as “servicios cocurriculares”,
adjustment for school calendar, punctuality boetis) reveal how the union has been effective
delivering the selective incentives that keep gigoe but also loyalty among the ranks in the
union. As one of the main advisers of the teachmrion leader pointed out in an interview
“nobody understands that we are a union and tbat that point of view what we care is about

the benefits for our members... The SNTE has mom defivered. The state of the education is
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not our responsibility; it is the governments’ resgpibility to which we are happily willing to
help. But our main duty is with the workers of #giucation system and we have been successful

on that front” (confidential interview in Mexico §iNovember 28 2007).

Some union sections have been more successfubthars in making their demands
served. After standardizing all the benefits aodvert them in terms of paid working days, the
teachers on Yucatan (544.4) and Morelos (540.98}her teachers who receive the largest
number of paid days. In contrast, the teachePugbla (489.69), Sonora (487.68), and
Campeche (484.13) are at the bottom of the scdleeinumber of paid days but still receive a
number of paid days larger than the average wonkigre formal sector in Mexico.
Furthermore, several union sections have beentalget from the state authorities tax

exemptions for their Christmas and teachers’ dayubes (e.g. Guanajuato and Tabasco).

Unfortunately there is no systematic informationhanv all the benefits have evolved
over time'® However, in the process of gathering this infdiorg it was possible to detect
evidence suggesting that the aforementioned stestegrotest, influence elections, and capture

of the education bureaucracy- have had a positipact on getting these benefits. A simple

109 The information presented in table 6.5 and int#ies on the appendix with an overview of the nbainefits of the teachers
by state was collected through an exhaustive reofewore than 45 local newspapers and magazinghdéqueriod 1992 - 2011
and complemented with multiple confidential intesws with members of the SNTE, and federal and stieation authorities.
Multiple formal requests through the free inforroatiaws were done in eight states through thetiturtes of access
information. Only Puebla and Chihuahua providegittiormation. The authorities from Querétaro, Qaia Roo, and State of
Mexico answered that the information was reserveticdassified for nine years. In a similar eff@gnia del Valle, the chief
reporter in charge of the education bureau intfiaéntial newspapeReforma confirms that she requested the same
information to fourteen states with similar res(ltgerview with Sonia del Valle July $02010).
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correlation between the accumulated number of ptetnd the number of paid days suggest
that part of these better economic conditionsiaked to disruptive strategies. This finding is
consistent with the overall empirical evidenceladf effect of teachers’ protests on federal and
subnational funds for education. However, thealation is, although positive, really small
(0.0014) and not statistically significant. Itnecessary to consider that many of the additional
funds received by the union sections are for mialfgpograms not listed in the benefits
presented in the tables. These are funds foetmEhers’ housing program, for Carrera
Magisterial, for programs to improve literacy aedding capacities, funds for special
recognitions for the oldest teachers, scholardioipteachers to study abroad, etc. In addition
there are also funds that have been included Hratyhcan be seen as a tool to benefit education
such as resources for improving the union sectibasdings, for carrying out special SNTE's

celebrations, etc.

There are some independent state education unichsas in Veracruz, the State of
Mexico, Puebla, Tabasco and Quintana Roo. Sortteeai are as influential in their state
education ministries as their counterparts fromSNg E given their size and long history
representing state teachers. This is the caseracvliz and the State of Mexico. When there
have been some political attempts to create urltematives such as the Sindicato
Independiente de los Trabajadores de la Educacid@uintana Roo (Siteqroo), the union
sections make sure to pressure the subnationadrétigh so that in the salaries negotiations the

economic benefits agreed with them are exclusivéhi® members of the SNTE. In Quintana
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Roo0, the section 25 has negotiated exclusive sidiofss for teachers’ children as well as the tax
exemption for the Christmas bonus. While in 2088 $iteqroo had emerged with 1080
members, three years later it had half of theme [Eader of section 25 pointed out how once
again the selective incentives in hands of the SNJd be an attractive carrot to maintain
discipline and increase membership in this orgdioza“it is not the same to be under the
uncertainty that the other union provides and teaaher wondering if you will receive certain
benefits or not that the SNTE has gained from tlibaities. At the end, the certainty that our
section provides influences the decision of manguwffellow teachers” (El Cuarto Poder

August 4", 2011).

The scandals of corruption in the use of educatifumals seem to have no end. Most of
them have focused on Elba Esther Gordillo who, @snamissioned teacher herself in the State
of Mexico, has been able to buy multiple properitelexico and abroad. It is a widely well-
known fact that la maestra has a mansion in Comniadne of the most exclusive
neighborhoods in San Diego and multiple residenmc®®lanco, Las Lomas and Santa Fe, the
most expensive residential zones in Mexico Cityptfiael 2008} She makes sure to be
generous with her colleagues. With an excelledewtanding of the effectiveness of the logic

of selective incentives she has provided considemtnnomic benefits to the leaders of the 59

1 Among Gordillo’s properties there are at least fapartments and six houses in the exclusive LateaBhapultepec and
Polanco neighborhoods of Mexico City, valued aB$8illion (68 million pesos); property in the deki€oronado Cays
development in San Diego, California, where hehy#& moored; properties in France, England, argeAtina; private jets; and
"a personal fortune ... [of more] than $300 milliondash," according to Noé Rivera, a longtime kegrative.
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union sections. For example, in 20Réformadocumented that 50 union leaders and their
families enjoyed a trip in a cruise to Hawaii. Memdsuch as the former leader of section 21 of
Nuevo Leon (Jorge Santiago Alanis), the formeretacy of section 36 from the State of Mexico
and other members of the central committee of th€ESfrom different states such as Zacatecas,

Yucatan, Sonora and Sinaloa were also beneficiafigs union’s prerogatives (Lopez 2006).

In the middle of the negotiations of the Allianoce Education (the education reform
implemented by President Calderén), several potsipted around the country to oppose
measures to make open contests for new teaching, pbsinge the evaluation system for
Carrera Magisterial, and establish a new evaluaystem for all teachers in the country.
Gordillo used once again selective incentives tmseher leadership and consolidate the loyalty
of the leaders in the state sectiohs. maestradecided to give away 59 Hummer trucks to the
leaders. The scandal erupted as the press watoaldeument this gift. Gordillo and the rest of
the section leaders were forced to organize assefimffles for these trucks and argued that the
funds would be used to improve the educationaastfucture. Nobody was made accountable
and neither the federal nor the subnational auieerconducted an investigation to see if

educational resources had been misused for thegifaribery attempt to the section leaders.

The accumulation of the teacher’s union wealthvesrwhelming. In the long list of
properties, the union has forty hotels throughbatdountry, several convention centers such as

the one located in Portal del Sol in Santa Fe (dribe most exclusive zones in Mexico City).
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In Coahuila, for example, the section 51 of Nueeomn has a vacation center called “The
Teachers’ Paradise” with more than 20 cabins feretkclusive use of teachers and their families.
(Martinez 2009). Both the “institutional” membearfsthe SNTE as well as the dissidents of the
CNTE have benefited from this kind of privilegds. Oaxaca during the salary negotiations
between the state government and the members eéttien 22, and after more than 170 days
of a general strike in 2006, the governor UlisegzRwthorized the resources for buying a hotel
in Huatulco. This is one of the main Mexican résofThe union had requested this hotel
because according to them it was necessary todragéiernative headquarter complementary to
the other hotel that they have in the city of Oax@dartinez 2009y

The corruption on the education systems is followgthe poor quality of what is taught
in the classrooms of Mexican schools. The uniorstaotly denies any responsibility on the poor
performance of students in different evaluatioss.it was reviewed in the previous chapter,
both the international and national standardizetsteeveal that most of the Mexican children
have serious deficiencies in their reading and rakills. But as the teachers’ union adviser
guoted above suggests, the union constantly blémeesuthority for these poor results. “The
authority is to blame, not we... the teachers da thest with the means they have at their
disposal” (lbid). Even when questioned about theuggion practices of Carrera Magisterial, the
union leaders also evade any responsibility. “fiirs¢ sanction should be established against the

education ministry because they prepare, keepaatd distributes the exams (of Carrera

12 Similar supports to improve the infrastructureta union buildings have been provided in JalismbRuebla
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Magisterial) in the country”. A member of the SN3Bational committee emphatically points
out that the “corruption is in the SEP, not in arlyer place” (Avilés June $02011). However,
as it has been pointed out the authority and tih@enuooundary is constantly blurred, and it can
hardly be questioned that the union has not resipititysin these practices. More benefits, more
prerogatives, multiple signs of corruption and pgoality results characterize the education
system in Mexico. How can this situation contimi@spite the increasing competitive elections
and signs of a more free press? Are other intgresips capable to emulate the influence of the

SNTE?

6.5. Beneficial alliances, learning to mobilize for more educational funds:
the case of Antorcha Campesina

The mobilizations in the education sector are sonest carried out by organized groups
outside of the education sector that cooperate oviganized groups within the sector with the
goal that, in exchange of the support toward tlseugitive acts carried out by teachers or
students, organized groups within the educatiotoseeceive economic compensations. Some
of these compensations are also related to educsgiwices. This is the case of thatorcha
Campesinaa radical organization that emerged in 1975 uaddaoist tradition from which it
took the defense of the poor as the core of tdewlbgical discourseAntorcha Campesinaas
used the same disruptive actions carried out lisheza and in some cases has been involved in

riots which have caused several deaths. Its rislicdnas made governments fearful of its
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mobilization capacity. During the presidency oflGa Salinas, his brother Raul provided them
with several funds from the government programdtad supposedly to the poor called
CONASUPO (Compafia Nacional de Subsistencias Pags)laThe organization then joined
officially the PRI. But this that has not precldddem to mobilize against their governments as
Antorcha Campesinaleaders have considered necessarily. More eduediservices for the

poor have been a recurrent argument in the proaestsnarches organized Bptorcha

As the teachers’ uniod\ntorchais a national organization with members in all 3ie
Mexican states and Mexico City, but Puebla andSta¢e of Mexico are two of their strongest
bastions. They have at least 100,000 membersidrte country. Its leadership claims that it
is a much bigger organization with 800,000 follosvehrough marches, protests, sit-ins and
making use recurrently of violent actioAstorcha Campesinhas been able to extract generous
resources from subnational and federal authorities. example, between September 2003 and
October 2004, thantorchistasorganized three large demonstrations in Michoaaém 30,000
participants in each act. More than 600 buses fifferent states arrived to Morelia to pressure
the PRD governor Lazaro Cardenas Batel to condedee¢conomic demands. Thatorchistas
joined the section 18 of SNTE and incorporated the&r discourse the demand for more “plazas
docentes” (teaching posts). The protests paralyzedity. Hundreds of small business had
economic losses. The state police forces trieatdrol the marches and several violent clashes
took place in Morelia. At the end, the Cardenasiadtration pandered to the antorchistas-

SNTE'’s demands. The government gave 1625 teriitie municipalities of Lazaro Cardenas,
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Ciudad Hidalgo, Uruapan and Tarimbaro. &néorchistateachers got 22 plazas and the

section 18 a complementary increase for teachalatiss (Garcia, 2004).

According to the Public Security Secretary of MexCity just between 2010 and 2011,
Antorcha Campesinearried out 394 protests in Mexico City with trertcipation of
approximately 576 000 individuals (Alvarado 201Rmong the resources that make possible
this type of protests are the actions by teachéis are members of this organization. In a recent
television report, viewers had a flavor of this ni@htion capacity. Antorcha Campesina
controls the upper secondary school Lazaro Cardéeeed in the community of Nexquipayac
in the municipality of San Salvador Atenco in that8 of Mexico. This is one of the 500
schools —from public kindergartens to upper seconsiehools- under control of this
organization in the State of Mexico and Pueblathigs school, Gabriel, a high school student,
described how he and his classmates are forceel pat of the demonstrations carried out by
theantorchistas “The teacher comes and tells us: There will ipeogest, you know that you
need to be ready, you have to go”. Gabriel explhitnat if a student refuses to take part of the
public demonstration then he can be punished biehisher. “You just simply are expelled or
you can easily fail at least three courses”. Caraye, according to Gabriel there are 12 protests
per semester, from which students have to go lesat 8. But the leader of Antorcha, Aquiles
Cordova does not hesitate when incorporating stsdepart of his organization. “To put
together students with the people is to put togdtie strength with the intelligence... therefore

it is necessary that students participate in oweamneent” (Monterroso and Mandujano March
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8", 2012). The cry of battle of tlamtorchistassimilar to the dissident teachers movement
CNTE’s battle choir, is eloquent: “Se ve, se sigAgtorcha esté presente” (you can see it, you

can feel it, Antorcha is here”.

6.6. The politics behind the poor quality education in Mexico

How is it possible that an educational system ighptoducing negative results for Mexico’s
development has survived the democratization psocedetriment of citizens’ welfare? How
can the extensive series of corruption practicelsciientelism in the education sector continue
despite multiple scandals in the press and seeerlemnations from all the political parties in

Mexico?
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Figure 6.1 Political Relationships in the Mexican Hucation System

To answer this puzzle it is necessary to bringttogrethe institutional frameworks of
both the political and education systems in orddrave a fully comprehension of this negative
equilibrium for Mexico’s development. There aretimstitutional arrangements in the Mexican
political system which erode the capacity of elmtsi as vehicles of effective accountability and
as paths to incentivize the provision of good pe$ic the prohibition of immediate reelection

and a fiscal federalism highly dependent on fedeaaisfers. As it can be seen in figure 6.1.
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several characteristics of the governance strudiiiee education system are inimical for the

provision of high quality education in Mexico.

1) As it has been pointed out Mexico has a steich limit rule’* Mexico’s prohibition
of consecutive reelection is universal and striothgerved. When reelection is forbidden, then
holding representatives directly accountable fefrthehavior in office is practically impossible.
The time horizon of politicians then reduces coaesdlly. In contrast, if implemented, the
potential benefits of an education reform couldbservable only in the long run which is too
late for politicians interested in jumping to ar@tipolitical post to continue their careers. The

possibility of campaigning with the achievementa@uccessful education reform is limited.

2) Previously it has been pointed out that the Mxifederalism is highly dependent on
federal transfers. The comparative literaturedimsvn a strong association between high levels
of transfers with bad macroeconomic outcomes agdtne policy results. Subnational units
that are highly dependent on transfers from théraegovernment generally have worse fiscal
records than subnational governments who havede tleir own revenue (Rodden 2002). In
addition, high dependence on transfers reducealtitiey of the national government to impose
hard-budget constraints, leaving open the posilfdr subnational overspending and debt
(Rodden et al 2002). This creates a system of pgvacentives where local level politicians

can attempt to transfer blame to politicians atddweter, thus leading to higher deficits and even

13 Only Costa Rica has the same prohibition for imiatecreelection in Latin America.
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higher discretionary spending. Even more, the auison between high transfer dependency and
political decentralization is associated with highedget deficits (Fernandez et al. 2005). In
consequence, given these institutional charaadtesist Mexico’s federalism, subnational
authorities such as governors Alfonso Anaya in Géd& or Amalia Garcia in Zacatecas have
recurrently used the blaming strategy to pressedlerfal authorities for larger transfers and elude
their responsibility over the results of their statlucational systems. Governors under these
institutional characteristics follow as a succeksfiategy the route to pressure federal
governments to get additional federal grants with@ving to pay a direct electoral political cost

with their constituencies.

3) The increasing competitiveness in the Mexicaditipal system has brought both
vertical and horizontal divided governments intaypl Given the shared responsibilities on
education, an efficient operation would requireadequate coordination between the different
levels of government. However, as partisanshimbaly disappears between these
governments, the margins of cooperation and mutusi between them shrink. The double
salary negotiation that emerged as a consequertbe @092 reform has played in favor of the

union.

The central committee of the SNTE coordinates walsections for carrying out the
negotiations of salaries and benefits. Even umasibns where union dissidents are strong such

as in Oaxaca or Michoacéan, the cooperation betwesahers is possible because all of them
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have a common preference for larger benefits ane m@nerous wages. The union has
complete information of what has been negotiatet thie federal and subnational authorities.
However, the elected officials from both levelggovernment, especially when they belong to
different political parties, have incomplete infation of what each part has agreed with the
union and do not completely trust each other. Hwere favorable to the union’s interests is the
fact that, among the education authorities whaatenembers of the union, there is a high
turnover of federal and state education authorifieln contrast, the members of the SNTE who
have captured the education ministries and thejotigors in the bilateral commissions which
determine several key aspects of the educatioemyguch as the mixed commissions
previously described), have longer experienceberetducation sector. As a result, they are

better equipped to make their interests prevaallithese negotiation processes.

4) In addition to the fiscal federalism highly dagent on federal transfers, shared
responsibilities over education, have led to aommglete decentralization of education services
in Mexico. Although subnational authorities arerarge of the administration of the education
services in the basic level and in teachers trginoileges, the federal authorities continue
controlling key aspects of the operation in theeys The federal government for example has
the last word regarding the content of the textisodlefines the terms of teachers’ evaluations

and the programs to improve their academic formatiabove all, the federal government is still

1 This situation is similar to other countries irtinaAmerica. See for example Corrales 1999 and200
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the main provider of the funds for the educatiostss. Both levels of government have the
obligation to provide upper secondary and tertedycation, but the law does not establish the

terms for accomplishing this duty.

5) The incomplete decentralization of education wasnsequence of the influence of
the teachers’ union in the political system as aelh product of the federal schizophrenia that
did not want to give up all its legal powers instpolicy area. The legal ambiguities which
accompanied the 1992 reform, especially in the oaséucational spending, have undermined
the possibility of citizens to have clarity in thevaluations of government’s performance on
education issues. As it has been shown, citireams incomplete information on who is in
charge of the quality of education services in MexiDespite this confusion and regardless of
the multiple signs of its bad performance, wheredskout their evaluation on the education
system, a large number of Mexican citizens arergingly satisfied. Finally, as several polls
have underscored education is not an issue abpheftcitizens’ main concerns. Under these
circumstances, as it has been pointed out politscanticipate they are unlikely to receive
political benefits from actions to reform the ediima sector. Consequently, they are likely to
focus their efforts in policy actions which could more visible and from which they could get a

credit in the short terrir.

15 For a similar view on the conditions that underenine probability of politicians undertaking poli@forms see Keefer and
Khemani 2003.
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6) Furthermore, it is necessary to remember thignpial constituencies of education
reform prefer idiosyncratic pathways to reform eatthan a collective one. Most of the users of
public education services in Mexico are poor. tAgccurs in the majority of Latin American
countries, the middle and upper classes in Mexgtamat of the system to attend private schools.
According to the national and international staddaad tests these private options do not
provide much higher quality in their education; lewer they give their children access to social
networks™® These connections will be useful in the futurefpssional lives of these kids, as
they will allow them access to better paid jobsain§€quently, the members of the middle class
are not promoters of an education reform that woedilice their rents from opportunities opened
only to them. The result might be negative fordbantry’s development perspectives as not
better human capital is available for the prodwectector, but is beneficial for the privileged
segments with access to private education. AsrR&a suggested in a formal approach to this
kind of dynamics “competitive rent preservationu@es the collective reform choice is paralysis

and poverty” (Rajan 2007 p.40)

7) In addition to the diluted responsibilities, ifiolans’ short time horizons and the lack
of demand for reform, elected officials in bothdés/of government face a powerful organized
group such as the teachers’ union. Their cooparadi essential for widening the windows of

opportunity to implement an education reform. iAsas been shown, the SNTE has

16 Only a segment of the middle class attends puislicersities. However, even this participatiorpirblic tertiary education is
diminishing. During the last decade the numberrafgbe universities —several of them of low quaptyfile- has grown

considerably.
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periodically used its political muscle to expreassvoice in the streets and have its interests
served, in such a way to make sure that any pplicgosal is diluted to avoid its privileges

being undermined. This disruptive strategy hasnad them to extract additional economic
benefits from both the federal authorities anddenational governments. By capturing several
key positions in the education ministries they ocalrthe kind of reforms that could be advanced

on the sector and which would not endanger theiefis.

Similarly, the mobilization capacity of this orgaation can be a potential threat and
eventually an attractive political ally. Governésncisco Barrio in Chihuahua, Lazaro
Céardenas in Michoacan, Marco Antonio Adame in MaseFélix Gonzalez in Quintana Roo or
several state executives in Oaxaca have witnebsechpacity of the teachers’ sections to disrupt

the streets in case they feel threatened by urdé®policy proposals.

In contrast, as a token of its political power aftaving finished its official membership
with the PRI, the union has been able to form thigipal partyNueva AlianzaAs it has been
shown, since its creation, between 2006 and 20i&va Alianzdas participated in 64 local
elections. They have joined formally or implicig#yghteen winning coalitions and helped the
election of 18 governors and several federal andllcongressional seats. In their political
alliances they have diversified their risks andeéhased the electoral needs of the other political

parties in order to obtain from them generous jgalitand economic gains. The legislative
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representation in both federal and local congresserms that SNTE is not a paper tiger, but

the most powerful actor in the education sectdviaxico.

8) Finally, teachers have been able to abate tt@uatability measures in the education
system designed to limit its influence over theggoance of the education system. Teachers
dislike the possibility of school report cards wformation regarding teachers’ attendance to
school. One of the most intense opposition byheercis against measures that could curtalil
conquered labor rights such as tenure. They acethé most vocal enemies of merit pay
programs that link salaries and promotions to perémce (Ladd 1999; Jacob 2005; McEwan
and Santibafiez 2005). As teachers have lower thosaosts, they are better suited to keep
control over public schools. Since 1993, the nducation law established the councils of social
participation. These councils are school orgaionatintended to make parents active players in
the school life and have had the intention to imprtheir control over the operation of schools.
But as it was shown, there are hundreds of scloyoighich these collective bodies have not
been established despite the legal mandate farithpilementation. From the existent councils,
there is no information about the quality of theérformance. Comparative evidence suggests,
precisely given their low transaction costs, thiective bodies such as the aforementioned
social councils are likely to be captured by thechers and school principals who are loyal

soldiers to their union (Moe 2011).
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In this sense, the high levels of asymmetric infation and experience observed in the
education system, has played in favor of the teatheaion to advance its interest. Four
asymmetries are observed given the previous acadihé governance in the education system:
a) asymmetries between the government and thedesiaimion; b) asymmetries between levels
of government; ¢) asymmetries between the usepsigfc education and teachers, and d)

asymmetries between the government and the public.

In a nutshell, the governance of the educatioteaysind the institutional framework of
the young Mexican democracy have produced a negatjuilibrium, which despite the growing
available information of the poor quality results@ducation, has precluded the implementation
of an effective reform to remedy its negative copsmces for development and citizens’

welfare.

6.7. Conclusion

This chapter has shown how the teachers’ uniorsbesessfully used a portfolio of strategies to
achieve better economic benefits and working casst The union has constantly used the
streets to pressure for additional funds for edanatThey have been successful and have been
able to obtain additional budgets from the fedgmlernment and from the state authorities.
They complement this strategy by capturing the atioie structures and by using its
mobilization capacity for electoral purposes. Histway the SNTE has consolidated the best

benefits of all workers in the public sector in Ntex
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The union has been capable of adapting successhulhe democratization process
observed during the last two decades in Mexicolesdplayed the electoral needs of all the
major political parties to advance its influencenthe political scene and consolidate its control

over the education policy.

Other groups such #@ntorcha Campesinhave learned the lessons of using effectively
the collective action capacity and have understoma through selective incentives can use
protests in the streets to achieve successfullya@oa benefits. However, the SNTE is by far
the most influential actor in the education seetwd one of the most powerful groups in

Mexican politics.

From the point of view of the union’s members, &lceess to benefits is wide and
generous. However, the selective incentives uoadetrol of the union impose discipline, lack
of transparency and incapacity for those individeachers who want to escape the control of
the SNTE’s leaders and disregard their politicalgo The margins for action for potential
dissenters are severely restricted. From the motherteachers enter to their posts in the
classrooms until they finally retire, all the lalespects of their lives are influenced by the
teachers’ union. Many teachers could be opposéuketoontrol of their union leaders. In fact,
some surveys suggest this is the case. Neverthédashers lack any institutional protection to

escape the discipline belt imposed over them byaaehers’ union.
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Although the consequences for the quality of thecation have been negative, the
institutional frameworks of both the education systand the Mexican federalism have
produced asymmetries of information useful fortdechers’ union to make sure that the status
guo in the education sector prevails. The uniaddes have accumulated a long experience on
the rules of the game and have been capable af tte#ém when possible, changing these
regulations if necessary, and opposing institutichanges any time they consider their
privileged position can be challenged. As a farm&lersecretary of the federal education
system pointed out “while education authoritieshiatt the federal level and at the state level
work out sporadically, the union members go togim daily... The SNTE has a common goal
of improving the labor conditions of its membersl amcreasing its influence over the education
system... There is no such a common educationalsi@aed by federal and state authorities”
(Interview former undersecretary of education I}, 2008). In consequence, an organized
group such as the teachers’ union, with multipled®/e incentives at its disposal and the
largest number of affiliates has been capableafipy simultaneously the protests, the electoral
and the bureaucratic arenas in a successful manpeder to secure better salaries and excellent

job benefits for its members.
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7. Conclusion

One of the goals of this dissertation has beerahstrate the need to move beyond the
exclusive focus on aggregate levels of educatispahding. As | suggested in chapter 1,
there is important variation on how governmentscate the resources for education.
The distributional consequences of these allocatasa substantially different depending
on which education level is privileged by the dimition of government expenditures. As
I highlighted, there is ample cross-national eviethat while the spending on primary
and lower secondary has progressive effects, therghture on tertiary education is
particularly regressive in the developing worldowver, existing studies of education
spending to date have focused on aggregate lelvsfgeading , rather than examining the
allocations of funds to the different educatiorellsvand have ignored the distributional
struggles that accompany spending decisions. @derstanding of the politics of

education spending has thus remained limited.

In an effort to improve this understanding, | h&»eused on analyzing the
political determinants of expenditure decisiongpdmary, lower secondary and tertiary
education. A second main goal of this study hanlie bring into the analysis of
education spending the role of organized interemigs in the education sector, who are
the main beneficiaries of public expenditures oncation and who influence elected

authorities in their decisions to distribute fumdtween education levels.
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7.1. The argument revisited

Based on the literatures of interest groups, uniand social movements, | developed in
chapter 2 a theoretical framework for understantioy we should expect different
distributions of education spending contingentlmdrganizational and collective action
capacities of interest groups in the educationose€tking into consideration these
capacities, | have shown that, according to thertitecal expectations, the teachers’

unions are the most influential organized grouthaneducation sector.

In chapter 3, | provided an overview of the decai#ation of education in
Mexico. | explained that this process took a ltnge to be implemented because the
teachers’ union became the main opponent of adwgrigcentralization to avoid any
possibility of its fragmentation. The chapter pd®s an explanation on the material
benefits and institutional protections that thekeais’ union extracted from the federal
authorities in order to implement the decentraimabof education. The terms on which
education services of primary and lower secondadytaachers’ training colleges were
transferred from the federal government to the atibnal authorities translated into
blurred responsibilities on education policy. Asault, both levels of government have
continued allocating resources toward educatiaghpabh the federal expenditures

continued to be the main source of education spgndithe country. The shared and
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blurred responsibilities on education policy hawated the possibility of Mexican voters
to hold accountable authorities for quality of pal@ducation services. As it is explained
in further detail in chapter 6, this shared insittmal framework for the provision of
education has contributed to perpetuating a negatuilibrium in the education sector

in Mexico.

Through the analysis of federal funds and of subnat budgets for education in
Mexico, chapter 4 and 5 provide empirical supportiie main hypothesis of this study.
Teachers’ unions are the most powerful organizedmin the education sector and have
been able, through disruptive actions undertakeherstreets, to obtain economic

benefits from both levels of government.

In chapter 4, | analyzed the distribution of edigal grants per student for basic
education and teachers’ training colleges, anddtat grants for education per student
allocated to 31 Mexican states between 1996 anfél.20@king advantage of an original
data set that contains more than 9000 disruptitierecin the Mexican education sector
carried out between 1992 and 2008, | demonstraggdite theoretical predictions hold
up under a variety of empirical operationalizatioi$e findings of chapter 4 show that
the distribution of federal transfers for educatih@s followed a political logic on which
the influence of the disruptive capacity of theoagtin the education sector has been a

key factor. Federal authorities have followedactive and appeasement logic in their
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allocation decisions, abandoning the compensati@alistributive promise of sending
federal funds toward the states based on techoitafia and compensatory and equity

enhancing purposes.

Similar to other cases, such as Russia, wherétike sieapon has been used to
pressure central authorities in the distributiomesiources, the Mexican states have been
able to extract larger educational transfers fredefal authorities (Treisman 1996,
2007). Influenced by the disruptive capacityesdhers’ unions and their protests on the
streets, governors of several states have threhtbBeecentral authorities in giving back
the administration of the education services arahdbn their decentralization
agreements if not provided with additional fedéualds to finance education. This dual
activism of teachers in the streets and goverribreats has been rewarded with

generous economic concessions from the federakrgment.

Chapter 4 also provides evidence that the opposgovernors and not the
presidents’ partisans have been the main benaésiar the allocation of federal grants
for education. As a result of having a divided gowment at the national level since
1997, the federal authorities have been forcedgppsition parties in Congress to
allocate more resources toward the states theyigove consequence, the evidence
provided in chapter 4 underscores that, under ¢tondgiof a powerful interest group such

as the teachers’ union and divided governmentytaegins of electoral manipulation of
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federal grants is considerably reduced. The daSent makes a strong case of the
importance of disaggregating policy domains anceexfures in order to have a better
understanding of the politics that surround thémthe case of the fiscal federalism
literature, this dissertation joins recent effartich have pointed out that rather than
lumping together grants in big categories suchoaslitional and unconditional, it is
necessary to analyze their different componensssess correctly the political factors

that influence their distribution (Bonvecchi anddota 2011).

In chapter 5, the findings at the state level comthe capacity of organized
groups in the education sector to extract resouroes the subnational governments by
using their collective action capacity to take thmidgetary demands to the streets and
make their voices heard by elected authoritieswéder, the disruptive actions carried
out by these groups are only effective for budgeti®cisions in what is known in
Mexico as the basic education level (primary amwdelosecondary). In contrast, even
though workers, professors, and students from puilliversities have also used the
streets as a vehicle to express their demandsdog funds to tertiary education, on
average they have not been successful gettingrlatgigets through these disruptive
means. The differences observed between the gibégiolitical determinants by
education level are an observable implication efttieory driving this study. Not all the

voices are equally heard by politicians when distibns of budgets are made. Those
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who have the strongest collective action capac#ycapable to prevail in getting their

demands served by elected authorities.

Chapter 5 also contributes to advancing our undedsig on how parties’
ideologies influence policymaking. The resultggest the need to qualify attempts to
make theories that have provided robust findingbéncase of advanced economies,
travel to the developing world. As it has beempedl out by scholars analyzing the
effects of partisanship on educational spendirglitarature on the OECD countries has
explored in a very limited way fashion the effetpartisanship on spending by
educational levels. By analyzing spending for dasiucation and tertiary education
separately, Chapter 5 shows that partisanshipteféee diluted in the presence of

powerful organized groups such as the teachershuni

The teachers’ union has successfully pressuretigadlparties of the entire
ideological spectrum and has made them satisfy do@inomic demands. In contrast,
when organized groups are weaker, they are lesessitil when trying to influence
policy decisions. In the case of tertiary eduagatibe fragmentation of unions, their
limited geographical presence and lower unionizataies has constrained their capacity
to influence budgetary decisions. FurthermoreJdhk of institutional resources of other
organized groups at this education level suchwdests, has narrowed their capacity to

maintain protests for extended periods of timee Weaker organizational capacity of
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interest groups in the tertiary education has etdte influence of public universities’
workers and students to extract larger budgetthfereducation level. Under these
conditions, partisan differences do play a rolefmnallocation of education spending.

In Mexico, the Christian right-wing governmentstioé PAN have channeled more
resources toward public universities than thetrdefind left-center counterparts. These
findings confirm the need to disaggregate goverriragpenditures in order to have an
adequate understanding of the distributional stegythat accompany the allocation of
public resources. By disaggregating public expemes# in education it is possible to
identify that the political factors affecting thestlibution of budgets vary according to

each education level.

Building upon fieldwork in Mexico and the extensiexiew of popular press and
secondary literature specialized on covering edoicé Mexico, chapter 6 provided
evidence of the complementary strategies usedédtetichers’ unions to influence
education policy. Chapter 6 documented how theruhas successfully colonized key
positions in the subnational education ministrigsthe 31 Mexican state education
systems, the union has been able to appoint efgts members to become state
education ministers while simultaneously takingtoarof other 38 main positions such

as undersecretaries of education and general cadods of a “merit pay based program”
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calledCarrera Magisterial The capture of this program by the union has been a

very important tool for extending its control oteachers.

Moreover, the union has secured its control orréiseof the hierarchy in the
education system by making all school principateosl supervisors, school
superintendents and several of the general diefboprimary and lower secondary
schools, members of the union. The chapter provededence on how and why
corruption and clientelistic practices inside the&ation sector have survived as a result
of the union’s colonization of the education systeBy becoming an authority in the
education sector, the teachers’ union has protetstedembers against corruption
investigations, while at the same time has conatedlits capacity to make its demands

prevail.

Furthermore, the union has successfully deepeseaviblvement in electoral
politics by using its mobilization capacity and anggzational skills to form a political
party calledNueva AlianzgPANAL). Through this political party, the unidras
diversified its alliances with political partieschhas obtained congressional
representation both in the federal and local lagises. With this legislative
representation the union has consolidated itsipalitools to defend its budgetary

requests.
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Finally, chapter 6 explains how institutional feaiof the Mexican political
system such as the strict rule of term limits andnmmediate reelection, a fiscal
federalism with states highly dependent on trass&md an incomplete decentralization
of education, have created the conditions to pre@ucegative equilibrium for economic
development as the teachers’ union have been alebetitact economic rents without
delivering good quality education. The teachersonrhas been able to take advantage of
the asymmetries of information in the educatiori@ecinformation asymmetries
between the levels of government, between authkerénd voters, between governments
and the union, and between the union and the dggméséic have allowed the union to
extract resources from both levels of governmedt@event reforms inimical to its

interests.

7.2. The argument beyond Mexico

The theoretical framework proposed in this dissemeand tested in the comparative
setting of 31 states over a 13 year period travetgéher Latin American countries. The
influence of teachers’ unions on education spendiray extended phenomenon in the
region. Like the Mexican teachers’ union (SNTH)iam organizations of teachers in
Latin America have exploited their collective aaticapacity, the negative effects of their

disruptive actions, the colonization of the edumatninistries, and have learned to
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establish in most of the cases beneficial relatigosswith political parties to advance

their economic demands.

The expansion of unions in Latin America coincidéth the growth of the
educational systems during the 1950s and 1960gyo€atist relationships with the
ministries of education developed as the uniongwerited to help devise norms,
regulations, and statutes that were an importgrecaf more inclusive national systems
(CIDE-PREAL 1998; Tiramonti 2000). With these coratist regulations, the teachers’
unions began a process of colonization of the aducaystems. Not only in Mexico has

the line between the education authority and thehters disappeared.

In Ecuador unions developed well-recognized rightsame high level officials
within the ministry and at times had a say in thledtion of ministers. Teachers’ unions
in Chile, Argentina and Colombia became part opoaatist structures and participated
regularly on issues related to education policy adhers. In Costa Rica, the union
representing primary school teachers proposeddfstandidates to fill in teaching posts
and even became members of the teachers’ natienalgn board (Loyo, Ibarrola and
Blanco 1999 p.8). As Grindle points out in theecabChile, the “posting of teachers in
the ministry of education meant that in some sethgeteachers became the ministry and
the ministry became the teachers” (Grindle 20023).1Sometimes the capture of the

education structures reduced the conflicts betweeneachers’ union and the states. For
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example in Costa Rica, after a strike in 1995 rétationships between the teachers’
union and the ministry of education have been dabatethe following years as they
have privileged positions in the education minist8omething similar occurred in
Ecuador where the union continued dominating th@stry despite strong confrontations

with the government.

Similar to the Mexican case, these colonizatioatsgies have allowed teachers to
secure conditions such as tenure. Teachers’ uhiaves ensured control over
supervisory positions with an erosion of the actalbitity mechanisms over teachers and
a lightening of their teaching burdens. To a gteagree, this colonization of education
ministries has caused that monitoring of teachegopmance is still limited in the region.
The teachers’ selection processes are constaathgthiand obey the interest of the unions
rather than criteria of excellence. Because efitkerdependent relationships between
governments and teachers’ unions, it is frequeh#ycase that even other government

jobs are distributed to the union leaders (Tiramd899).

Teachers’ unions have understood that their m@liba capacity is a powerful
political tool attractive to political parties imésted in increasing their bases of voting
support. In order to achieve these purposes, éegalnions have become instruments of
clientelistic practices. In Brazil, Colombia anénézuela teachers have worked as

political brokers to increase the electoral gaihaliled parties (see for example Duarte
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1998 for how teachers became active members aftelistic machines in Colombia; for

clientelism in education policy in Brazil see Plarf¥06; Oxford Research 2006, 2008).

In this sense, similar to the Mexican SNTE, otlachers’ unions in Latin
America have learned to develop relationships wdlitical parties and play successfully
the electoral game of democratic politics. Fomegke in Bolivia, Ecuador, Guatemala,
and Peru, teachers’ unions have had strong linkaghsmall leftist parties identified
with the opposition (Tiramonti 2000). In Argentjribe Union de Docentes Argentinos
(UDA) has been a strong ally of the Peronist Panty a member of the Peronist peak
labor confederation, the CGT (Confederacion Gergghllrabajo). The CTERA, a
federation of provincial unions created in 1973 athis currently the most important
teachers’ organization in Argentina, has diverdifis political relationships over time.
During the 1980s they had strong relationships #ighperonists but in the 1990s the
union leaders aligned with the reformist FREPAS@ypaToday it has retaken its

political linkages with the ruling peronist party.

Unions have learned to play electoral politicsheit favor in places such as
Colombia, Peru, Chile, Brazil, Venezuela, Argentama Nicaragua. In Chile, although
during the Pinochet dictatorship the teachers’ msioffered considerable repression,
after the democratic transition, the Colegio defé&ores regained political clout and

developed relationships with the incumbent govemtsef the Concertacion (Socialists
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and Christian Democrats). In the runoff they supgbMichelle Bachelet in order to
avoid that right wing politicians arrive to powéiyfiez 2001). In Brazil, the National
Confederation of Education Workers (CNTE) has gealifhe teachers of elementary
schools and secondary education. Although thensnave different political alliances,
most of them have relationships with the WorkendyP@T) (Palamidessi 2003). In the
Dominican Republic, the Asociacion Dominicana defésores (ADP) has supported
candidates from the Partido Revolucionario DomineccéPRD). During the PRD
governments, the union joined the education refggraposed by the authorities.
However, when in 2004 the Partido de la Libera@@minicana arrived to power, the
union carried out large demonstrations to forceginernment to attend its demands

(Palamidessi and Legarralde 2006).

In the United States the teachers’ unions are gtsopport bases of the
democratic party. The National Education Assograta public sector labor union that
represents some 2.3 million K-12 public school beas and nearly a million education
support workers such as bus drivers, custodiangaamtblservice employees) spent more
than $56.3 million in political contributions foethocrat candidates. The American
Federation of Teachers (AFT), the smaller of the hational professional education

unions, contributed $12 million to Democrat cantédg/Antonnuci 2011).
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Unions change alliances and learn to diversifyrtredationships with political
parties. This is the case of tAsociacion Nacional de Educador@SNDE) in Costa
Rica, which has been able to negotiate and getosmeiz benefits independently from the
party in government. However, in other countris®ns have kept distance from both

government and opposition parties (e.g. the Jamiaeahers’ Association — JTA).

The teachers’ protests have forced governmentseinggion to modify education
proposals considered dangerous for their interd3tsing the 1990s several disruptive
actions involving teachers took place as governmkeeagan the implementation of
education reforms. For example, in Argentina betw&984 and 2000, 150 school days
per year were lost to strikes in all 24 provincésteachers’ strike caused by unpaid
salaries started the so-called “Santiagazo” of 198ch became the first urban riot of
Argentina in the 1990s (Maceira and Murillo 200h)Peru, the government had to
declare a state of siege in 2003 because of laggdhérs’ demonstrations started as a
result of teachers’ opposition against a propas#iansfer an important number of

schools to the private sector.

In Uruguay in 1989, teachers went on a strike whiati electoral consequences
for the ruling party. The strike affected consididyehe government’s legitimacy. The
Partido Colorado lost power and when the new pesesgittom the Partido Blanco (Luis

Alberto Lacalle) arrived to power, he made surprtumote education policies in
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accordance to the interest of the teachers’ uitgen under scenarios of strong political
alliances such as those in Costa Rica mentionedealgsruptive actions have
sometimes taken place when governments have n@ds#re unions’ economic
demands. There, in 1990 there was a general shrdtdasted twelve days because of a
disagreement with a salary increase, and then98 a8d 1995 there were two important

strikes because of proposed changes to the teapkason system.

One of the policies which teachers’ unions oppbsenost is the decentralization
of education. In Colombia the FECODE (Colombiandtation of Teachers) is a
centralized union that similar to the SNTE residtezlgovernment’s proposal to
decentralize education. FECODE pressured legrslatoinclude some financial
concessions in the legal transfer of resourcesdaeépartments (Maceira and Murillo
2001). FECODE only supported administrative dee¢imation when the centralization
of collective bargaining was secure. The Colomb&athers’ union defeated the original
government’s initiative which intended to decentekducation services to the
municipal level and to give more school autonoriryChile the union was able to
maintain national level collective bargaining agneats for salaries and teaching
conditions despite significant decentralizationiatives (Angell, Lowden and Thorp

2001 p.281 — 283; Gaynor 1998; Kaufman and Nel€84 p
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According to the Latin American Observatory of Ealign, during the first
months of 2006, from 18 countries in the regionh&@ a conflict between the teachers’
unions and the governments. Most of the protesdsdésruptive actions that took place
had the goal to improve the economic conditionathers (60 percent of the protests).
Other relevant motivations were related to eduogpialicy (23 percent) and political
affairs (10 percent) (Gentili and Suarez 2004; ODPIBO06). Argentina, Brazil and
Mexico had the largest number of protests betw®98 hnd 2003. Most of these
disruptive actions were against national governsyaithough near a third of the total
protests carried out in this period were targetstgte and local authorities. Teachers’
protests lasted on average eleven days. Mexictéhealdngest protests with 20.8 days
per conflict, and was followed by Argentina and &tor (14.3 days respectively) and by
Brazil with 14.1 days. None of the protests obedrduring this period in Latin America
lasted less than three days. The disruptive glydtedefend demands was an extended

practice in the region.

Teachers oppose proposals that imply changes injolresecurity, introduce
salary scale structures that open the door tordifteated salaries among teachers, or that
try to create teachers’ evaluation systems. Ingtisse, three of the policies which
teachers oppose the most are real accountabé#y school choice and pay for

performance programs. Instead, they have supppdides that imply bigger budgets,

352



general salaries raises, and smaller class sizash{wequire hiring more teachers). Their
actions not only can sabotage or enhance reforinsaoualso affect citizens’ perceptions

about the government’s ability to deliver these/iees.

In 2009 the New York Times reported that more th@@ teachers in New York
City are on what is known as the Rubber Rooms (Tearyg Reassignment Centers).
These are teachers kept outside of the classrondhsaused in these rooms when they
are considered so unsuited to teaching that theg teekeep them away from the city’s
children. Instead of firing these teachers, tly ltas been forced to continue paying
these teachers’ salaries (Brill 2009; Einhorn 20@8ntefinise and Melissa Klein 2007).
American unions have found their way to capture plsts of the education system in
the United States. There is evidence that therdwasactions costs for teachers’
participation in the election of school boards,dallowed them to capture these
collective bodies (Moe 2006). Although teacherdbus in the United States do not have
a national presence, they still are the most imtiia group in the education system and
use their political power to shape schools in tlogntry. They might not impose every
policy they want, but they are capable of blockingveakening the policies they do not

want, such as the use of standardized tests fondéesi evaluations.

Nevertheless, teachers’ unions are not always galhasstors in the education

sector. This is particularly true in cases of exte fragmentation and low membership.
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For example in Honduras, Nicaragua, Guatemalaakia8or o Puerto Rico there are
multiple unions which have not managed to coor@imdtectively into one single
confederation and in consequence have had wedkezrnoe on education policy

(Palamidessi 2003).

Overall, teachers’ unions in Latin America have te&capacity to bring national
ministries and school systems to a halt. They nausignificant numbers of votes. Their
close connections to political parties have allowesir leaders to become important
figures in party decision making and the distribntof government largesse when those
parties have been in power. Through protestscalanization of education structures
and political alignments with political partiesatders’ unions have become the most
important actor for education reform. As the npiétiexperiences of education reforms
in the region during the 1990s have shown, teatharsns are key actors not only for
policymaking but also for policy implementation (lpear 1997). In order to increase
their influence over education reform they havered to diversify their strategies on the

streets, at ballot boxes and in the education lograaies.

7.3. Future research
This dissertation contributes to a growing schdigrén the political economy of social
policy in general, and of education spending irtipallar. | propose that in order to

understand the politics of government expenditimesducation it is necessary to go
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beyond aggregate levels of spending and disaggréigatfunds allocated to each
education level. The politics of education spegdian only be understood if scholars
analyze the role of the organized groups in theatln sector and the way they
influence budgetary decisions across educatiorldev&om all the organized groups in
education, teachers’ unions are the most influttdienake their budgetary demands
served by elected authorities. However, altholghntain purpose of the dissertation
was to assess the politics of the distributionesburces within the education sector,
future research needs to consider how budgetsifaration can be affected by the

allocation of resources toward other social padicgach as health.

The contemporary struggles for public budgets ategem light of the current
international crisis, suggest that scholars shpaldattention how the margins of
influence of teachers and other organized groupisdreducation sector, can shrink as the
demographic dynamics reduce the demand for educsg¢itvices while at the same time
increases the requests for other social sectorsasibealthcare and elderly care. The
budgetary discussions in several Western Europeantices where the elderly are
becoming a majority of the electorate, suggestgbaernments can take away resources
from education to serve new larger electorateswever, the teachers’ demonstrations
and students’ protests opposing changes in uniies’siuitions underscore how actors in

the education sector use their collective actigracdy to resist negative budgetary
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changes. A systematic understanding of the nevggles for resources of education vis-
a-vis other social policies, and especially of eaghcation level, will open a wide

window of opportunity for research on the politafsredistribution.

The findings of this dissertation suggest thatangyal at the state level,
governors facing larger teachers’ protests para#reir economic demands. However,
it is necessary to understand if these reactionsa@tingent on the states’ level of
democracy. The growing literature on uneven deat@ation has identified the
existence of “regime juxtaposition” —that is, threymlence of subnational undemocratic
regimes alongside a democratic national governmBatond Mexico, countries such as
Argentina and Brazil have uneven levels of demagatibn across states. Future
research needs to explore the variance on thesatoial political regimes in order to
understand if the teachers’ unions are capabl&ttaa resources from undemocratic
subnational governments and if they do, if streebilization is also an effective vehicle
to achieve their economic goals. Under conditidnsn@ven democratization teachers
might be as effective in using their mobilizatiapacity to bring votes to authoritarian
ruling parties as they are today in democratic cetitipe subnational elections (e.qg.

Nuevo Leon, Baja California Sur or the State of Mex

Consistently with the way teachers behave undeditons of uneven

democratization, future research should also situdiyrther detail the role of organized
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interests groups in the education sector in elatwrthoritarian regimes (e.g. Egypt). In
some of these electoral authoritarian regimes estisdfrom public universities have been
at the center of popular protests demanding palifreedoms. Governments face the
challenge to choose the best strategy to appeease thsruptive actions. One possible
route for governments is to use strategically etlosaxpenditures. During the 1960s
when university students’ protests erupted in Mexibe regime followed first a strategy
of repression and tried to squeeze the budgetsutolic universities. Nevertheless, when
the former interior minister, who had been involwedhe repression against college
students, became president, he increased subByatitéabudgets for the tertiary
education sector in order to avoid the growth adrdla movements. It would be
necessary to understand how other electoral atdin@n regimes face students’ protests

and mobilizations and their consequences for ethredtspending.

In addition, one of the future venues for reseatubuld explore how the
characteristics of the fiscal federalist arrangeinadiect the teachers’ disruptive strategy
and their effectiveness to obtain larger budg€suntries where states are highly
dependent on transfers, such as Mexico, mighteteatincentives for governors to use
strategically their political relationships withettheachers’ unions in order to obtain more
funds from the federal government. However, inntoas where states have stronger

sources of revenue of their own, such as Brazilegwors are more likely to be subjected
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to stronger budgetary pressures by teachers aed atjanized groups in the education

sector.

As it has been pointed out, during the last twcades several countries have
advanced efforts for decentralizing their educatigstems. Argentina, Brazil, Chile and
Colombia have walked in this direction. Only Argaa and Brazil are formally federal
countries and have made their subnational govertetiea main authorities responsible
for education services, especially in the caseiafgry and secondary education. Chile
and Colombia have also made efforts to make mualigpvernments more active in the
management of the education systems. As colleeffeets such as the Observatorio
Latinoamericano de la Educacion have begun to fiagteon to the disruptive strategies
by teachers in the region, it would be possibladeance research on the effects of
teachers protests in light of the different arrangets of fiscal federalism that exist in

Latin America.

Recent scholarship has taken a second look abtaé®f education for
development and economic growth. General consengsts that investing in education
is good, but, as this study underscores, exectigsroften been faulty. Authorities in
many developing countries have increased educhtidgets, and have privileged
initiatives such as conditional cash transfers, soiobol nutrition programs with the goal

of providing more education opportunities to thefizens. However, there is evidence
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that although these proposals have increased @air quality of education has not
improved (Hanushek 2008). Many socioeconomic factach as parents’ education, the
lack of adequate teaching materials, the wealth@tommunity where schools are
located, can affect the quality of education. 8utdies have shown that one of the most
important factors for the quality of educationaachers (Glewwe 2006; Milanowsk
2004). Therefore, from a policy perspective resleens and policymakers need to study
what are the consequences of teachers’ disrupékiavior for the quality of education.

It is likely to expect that teachers’ militancy,daim consequence their absenteeism, have
a negative impact on their performance and theitguafleducation they provide to their

students.

Moreover, experiences in several education sysggmad the world suggest that
teachers oppose evaluations of the quality of tiea@iching. In several American states,
teachers’ unions have successfully blocked polioyppsals to use standardized testing as
part of the process of teaching evaluation. In i@xthe government has announced an
initiative to evaluate all teachers and to chammgeelvaluation mechanisms of the
teachers’ salary compensation program. Large &ractiemonstrations have been
observed in Mexico City against this proposal. litivbacan and Oaxaca teachers have
blocked the implementation of standardized testaast of the public elementary and

lower secondary schools. In contrast, states ssi¢tgaascalientes, Nuevo Leon, and
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even states with usually high levels of disrupteachers’ actions such as Chiapas and
Morelos, have been able to carry out standardestihy. In addition, to understand the
consequences of teachers’ protests for qualitglo€ation, it is critical to understand the
political conditions under which state governmearess more capable of resisting
teachers’ pressures and advance efforts to imghm/quality of education taught in the

school systems under their control.

Protests have brought economic benefits to teachNdgsertheless, as it has been
shown in this study, there is important variaticnogs space on the levels of disruptive
actions carried out by teachers. Future reseanjbgis should provide an explanation of
the differences of the disruptive capacity betwaetors at the same education level.
Why is it the case that not all teachers take tihe@mands to the streets? What factors
affect the teachers’ collective action capacitgaoy out protests and advance their
interests? In other words, it is necessary toystid disruptive actions indicator
presented in this study as a dependent variabl@remvide a systematic explanation of
the variation in the disruptive behavior observess space and time. Political alliances
with the subnational government, internal fragmeoia and differences on the costs for
protesting are some of the factors that might difivedifferences on the disruptive

behavior observed in the country.
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Finally, one of the implications from this disseida is to identify why education
reforms around the world are so hard to implemlentrder to improve the results in the
classrooms, policymakers need to understand thtdrpeance is more than a question of
resources. Rather, how public funds are used iedieation system and how organized
groups inside it interfere with their allocationake a huge difference for the
improvement of the quality of education. The bgjgehallenge is to develop policy
proposals that can reduce the spaces inside tlvaolu sector colonized by teachers’

unions and other organized groups.

In a globalized world of competition, where couastigrowth possibilities are
tied to their capacity of jumping into higher valagded activities in global production
chains, good education is essential (Brady etGdl120ECD 2007). Kids without
opportunities of access to good quality educatienett behind. And nations without
good education systems are also left behind. Tiseae increasing awareness among
specialists, government officials and political lgats of the need to accelerate the pace
for improving the quality of education even wheoigsuggest that among the general
public in many developing countries, there is irqpdee awareness of the importance of

having good schools for young people’s future (L2088).

For good quality education to become a realityrsirchallenges in terms of the

distribution and use of public funds in educatioastrbe overcome. The challenges to
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accomplish policies which could pave the way fa éithievement of better education
standards are considerable. Democratic accoutyahithe education system is still in
the making. As civil society is becoming more arigad and vocal, there is hope that
mechanisms of transparency can shed light on thative practices that continue to
dominate the way education expenditures are diggtband used. For example, as more
information became available on how the teacher®mnuhave abused their power on
teaching posts, the political repercussions foctel authorities to continue allowing
these practices have increased. In this senseyatatnlity will be a key element for
eroding the network of interests inside the edocasiector that have limited the

possibility of improving its quality.

It is necessary to recognize, as the empiricalexngd presented in this work
shows, that the organizational costs for otherracgach as parents is much higher and
that they lack institutional mechanisms that waalldw them to reach the collective
action capacity necessary to neutralize teacheisihg power and to become an effective
wall against their misconduct. Nevertheless,fibimation on education policy is made
public (such as further disaggregated budgets anatnbn levels, the funds allocated to
each school with a detailed list of the teachingifpans authorized for each of them, the

individual students’ results of standardized tests,), then there is a window of
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opportunity to position education as an issue efttighest priority for the public opinion

domain.

Although the positive externalities of the techrgidal change should not be
overrated, it is necessary to emphasize that itoatribute positively to frazzle the
discretionary use of resources in schools. Ontia #ie political pressure of a public
aware of the negative consequences for the custatd of education affairs, there would
be a possibility to create the conditions and tleemtives to make politicians accountable
for their actions in the education policy domairhen, if it is not by conviction, it will be
by convenience that politicians will serve the vetelemands for better education rather
than be tempted and forced to pander to organizmapg in the education sector. The
possibility of the streets to influence the allogatof funds and the colonization of the
education systems by teachers’ unions could skasnk consequence of more
transparency and accountability on the use of pdbhds for this social sector.
Privileges that sustain organized interests irs#etor could diminish. Voters will have a
stronger saying on what occurs in the classroontsgaod education might become a

tangible possibility and not only an aspiration dir
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Appendix

Appendix 5.1.Mexican public state systems in baseducation and
teachers’ training colleges in 1992
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Figure 5.7 Size of public education systems in Mexan states by authority
considering the number of teachers in 1991 — 19984sic education and

teachers' training colleges)
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Figure 5.8 Size of public education systems in Mecan states by authority
considering the enrollment in 1991 — 1992 (basic edation and teachers'

Source: Author’s calculation with SEP 2011.
training colleges)



Appendix 5.2 Access to tertiary education in Mexico by income
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Figure 5.9 Access to tertiary education in Mexicoyincome level

! The age group analyzed was the young Mexicanseeet9 and 23 years old.
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Appendix 6.1. Main Positions in the Subnational Education Ministries controlled by Members of the
Teachers’ Union (2011-2012)

Secretary's

name

Institution

Secretary
of

linked to
SNTE

SNTE

Other education
education positions linked to

Education

Undersecratry of Basic

Carrera Magisterial

PANAL
member of
winning
coalition for
govermor

Number of
positions in the
education
system
controlled by

Party in
government

Period Govemor

election
F’ranC|sco Raul Silva Perezchica| César Loera Dondiego
Chavez Rangel
(Former In 2008 the state educatign
private authority reported that he
secretary of ] I had two positions as a
Instituto de Yes (Coordinadol
w : Reyes Tamez, i ( teacher in telesecundarigsl/12/2010 -| Carlos Lozang
Aguascalientes Educacion de Yes Carrera PRI Yes
o whowasthel i ied Magisterial) and that he was currently | de la Torre
~lI education | 9 1 g No link with SNTE | commissioned to SNTE. |n
minister with December 2010 he
Vicente Fox coordinated the group of|
and federal Professional Development
congressmal of the section 1 by SNTE in
by PANAL) the state
Secretaria de
Javier Educaciény . ) ) .
Baja California Santillan |Bienestar Socigl No No Robert(? Rodriguez Aida Araceli Pereyra | 1/11/2007 - José Guat'iallur PAN Yes
. . Rivera Fonseca currently | Osuna Millan
Pérez de Baja
Californiz
Yes, General
Alberto director of Basic ; )
' . Diana Victoria Von LAl . .
Espinoza p Education and José Félix Gonzalez Hirales Marcos
. e . Secretaria de ) Borstel Luna
Baja California Aguilar . Director of Carrera 04/05/2011 Alberto
Educacion Yes o ) PAN No
Sur (member of Plblica Magisteria currently | Covarrubias
the section 3| Member of the dissiden{He has a plaza as teacher| Villasefior
of SNTE) faction in the section 3 ¢f grown ups. Links with
SNTE section 3 SNTE
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Main Positions in the Subnational Education Ministries controlled by Members of the Teachers’ Union
(2011-2012)

PANAL Number of

Secretal e
Y : member of  positions in the
: of Other education . . o .
Secretary's o . o " Undersecratry of Basic o . RETAN winning education
Institution education positions linked to / Carrera Magisterial Period Governor .
name . Education government coalition for system
linked to SNTE
SNTE governor controlled by

election  SNTE members

Francisco | Secretaria de Yes (Coordinator| Manuel Jesds CalbreraJorge Antonio Cocom Co 0/15/2009 Fernando
(0% 1) SIS Domingo Orti  Educacion, No of Carrera Member of the section 4 cf‘l Eutimio Ortegq PRI Yes 1
S Pachecho currently ,
Betancour Cultura 'y Magisterial SNTE Barné:
Juana Maria Velasco
) Hernandez (Basica
Ricardo - . ; .
K Educacion Estatal), JoséJesus Leonidas Suashavar
Aguilar X .
h Yes Luis Echeverria Escobar Torres
Gordillo .
(Undersecretary df  (subsecretario de Juan José
: Secretaria de Basic Education| Educacion Federalizac 22/9/2011 - )
Chiapas 2 Yes Sabines PRD Yes 2
Member of the  Educacion and Undersecretafy ) currently
. (He was subdirector Guerrero
central of Federalized )
. X . Elementary Schools in the
committee of] Education) Members of section 4 ) - .
R state education ministry i
the section 4 from SNTE
from SNTE in 1992) He does not have
’ links with the SNTE.
Chiapa:
Lz Juan José
. Javier Alvare] Secretaria de 12/7/2007 -| .
GLEE Ramos Educacion No 22/9/2011 Sabines PRD No
Guerrert
. Jorg.e Mario Secretaln,a de Yes (Director of . Leonel Alfonso Gonzalez 04/10/2010{ César Horacip
Chihuahua Quintana Educaciény No Carrera Carlos Gonzalez Herreta . PRI Yes 1
. S Jurado currently | Duarte Jaqueg
Silveyre Culture Magisterial
Member of the section 8 gf
SNTE




Main Positions in the Subnational Education Ministries controlled by Members of the Teachers’ Union
(2011-2012)

PANAL Number of

SEEOERY . member of  positions in the
. of Other education . . o .
Secretary's o . o " Undersecratry of Basic . . . Party in winning education
Institution education positions linked to 4 Carrera Magisterial Period Governor "
name . Education government  coalition for system
linked to SNTE
SNTE governor controlled by
election SNTE members
Jesus Maria Eleazar Gallegos Hipdlitg
Fraustro Sille
Secretaria de Thtedstlatzgfi/zr]nr:fnt
Educaciéony Yes (Carrera Ma. Dolores Torres |€Portedin . ? © WB%/12/2011 -| Rubén Moreirg
No ) . a teacher commisioned t . PRI Yes 1
Cultura de Magisterial) Cepeda L, currently Valdéz
. the SNTE as Savings'
Coahuila . L
scretary of this organizatio|
He is member of the centrpl
committee of the section 5
SNTE
Andrés
Coahuila Mendoza Eleazar Gallegos Hipdlitg
Salas*
(The 'e?de’ N . The state government
the section 38 Secretaria de ted in 2011 that h
recognized | Educaciony Yes (Carrera Ma. Dolores Torres |€Portedin that ne Wag 1 512010 -|  Humberto
w Yes ) . a teacher commisioned t . . PRI Yes
o)) that the Cultura de Magisterial) Cepeda - ~~, '] 30/11/2011|Moreira Valdé:
secretary of Coahuila the SNTE as Savings
«“ tary scretary of this organizatio|
education wa| .
I He is member of the centrpl
a distinguishe| . .
! committee of the section 5
member of thi
N SNTE
organization)
9 Yes (Director of g
Secretaria de Basic Education | In addition to his links td Memb £ th fion 6 df Mario
Colima He was Educacion de Yes and Director of | the union section in the . croor OF (€ SECUON O T 447 /5009 Anguiano PRI Yes 3
) SNTE. She is a PRI member
secretary of Colima Carrera state, he has also been N Moreno
o . ) and coordinator for the
the union's Magisterial) congressman by the PR .
- unicipal force of the PR
section 39. Former secretary genel afn (2011 - 2014)
of section 6 of SNTI
. . José Evaristo Aragén
DUENgo Jorge Herrera Secretar!zf1 de No Uncertain Arturo Guzman Sanabri 9/15/2010 -| Jorge Herrer: PRI Yes o
Delgado Educacion Arredondo currently Caldera
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Main Positions in the Subnational Education Ministries controlled by Members of the Teachers’ Union
(2011-2012)

PANAL Number of
Secretary " .
. member of  positions in the
: of Other education . . o .
Secretary's o . o X Undersecratry of Basic . . . Party in winning education
Institution education positions linked to ‘ Carrera Magisterial Period Govemor o
name . Education government  coalition for system
linked to SIS
SNTE governor controlled by
election  SNTE members
Maria del Socorro Montoya
Martine:
In 2007 she was accused|of
having hitted a student.
. Alberto de 1 Secretaria de Yes (Carrera Ana Luz Gonzalez Sevgral members Of. the 9/25/2006 -| Juan Manuel
(EllENEIEIGCR | uz Socorro L No N section 13 of the union ) " PAN No 1
. Educacion magisterial) Fuentes ; R currently | Oliva RamireZ
Diosdado occupied the school in ord
to put pressure over the
authorites to defend her|
Eventually the investigation
was dropped.
Guerrero Sivia Ifeomer( Secretar!z? de No No Raul Salgado Leyva Mirna Gonzélez Rojap 1/4/2011 - Angel He!adlo PRD No 0
Suéarez Educaciéon currently |Aguirre Riverd
Secretaria de
Hidalgo Joel G,uerrer Egugaaon No No Manuel Hernandez | i Gonzalez Hernandez  4/1/201p°0¢ FraNCIscd gy Yes 1
Juéarez Publica de Zamora Olvera Ruiz
Hidalgc
Member of the PRI Member of the PRI
Fausto Le6n Vargas
(General director of
Elementary Schools)
Member of the central
committee of section 1!
and member of PANA
. . Yes . Maria del Carmen -
José Antonio) . i R Emilio
. ; Secretaria de (Undersecretary of Pedro Diaz Arias Plascencia de Ani 3/1/2007 - .
Jalisco Gloria - No X X . X Gonzélez PAN No 2
Morales Educacion Basic Education| Member of section 16 df Member of section 47 of| currently Mérquez
and Director o SNTE SNTE




Main Positions in the Subnational Education Ministries controlled by Members of the Teachers’ Union

[ WA

Secretary's
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Institution

SEEIELY
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Other education

education positions linked to
linked to
SNTE

SNTE

(2011

Undersecratry of Basic
Education

-2012)

Carrera Magisterial

Period

Governor

Party in
government

PANAL
member of
winning
coalition for
governor
election

Number of
positions in the
education
system
controlled by
SNTE members

Raymundo
México Edgar Secremriade) . No Luis Angel Jimenez Alfredo Rios Flores | 15/09/2011 FWVie! Avila PRI Yes 0
Martinez Educacion Huerta Villegas
Carbaja
Graciela Carrera Magisterig Mario Socorro Pérez Laura Elena Rendén 15/02/2008
. . Carmina Secretaria de and General Morales Laguna Leonel Godo
Michoacan . No " . . to PRD No 2
Educacion Director of Member of the section 18lember of the section 18 3&5/02/2012 Rangel
Elementary Schoa of SNTE SNTE
Secretaria de No
Educacion
Morelos Instituto .qe No Felipe Rodolfo Sedan Gerardo Contreras Francolomzooe tg Marco Antonio PAN No 0
. Educacion Reynoso currently Adame
Felipe Sedanp s
Reynoso Basica del No
ynoso, Estado de
Morelos
Servicios de
- Educacion
Letcia F”érez Publica del Yes Elias Portugal Cabell
Garcia
Estado de
Nayarit
When Elias Portugal was
appointed, the leader gf
Yes (Director of tT:;iZ“svf;s , :e);psr:; z;d Roberto
5 Member of Basic Education " p Maria Isabel Brisefio |[19/09/2011
Nayarit . this selection as Sandoval PRI Yes 3
section 20 of and Carrera Saavedra currently -
. . undersecretary becauge Castafieda
SNTE Magisterial) . .
Elias Portugal is one df
themand member of the
committee of this SNTE[s
sectiot
Marco - No José Antonio Contrerap
Antonio Secretaria de Bustament
Ledezma Educacion Member of section 20 gf
SNTE
Member of the section 20 pf
SNTE. Close to the
governor's wife
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(2011-2012)
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Oaxaca

Puebla

PANAL Number of
Secretary " :
. member of  positions in the
Secretary's of ORI, L Undersecratry of Basic Party in winnin
Y Institution education positions linked to ry Carrera Magisterial Period Governor Y " 9
name : Education governnment coalition for
linked to SNTE overmor
SNTE gover
election
Yes (Undersecratry
of Basic Education . . .
: Irma Adriana Garza | Ignacio Alejandro Gaona
and Director of X
Villarreal Pasillas
Carrera
José Ar]]tonlo Secretaria de Magisterial) 10/3/2009 - R(_)dngo
Gonzélez L No Medina de la PRI No
- Educacién currently
Trevifio Cruz
He is a lower secondary
Member of section 21 qf professor who is
SNTE commisioned to SNTE's
section 21.
Fernando Espinosa
Cuevas Fernando Velasco Alcantdra
) Yes (Director of ) I
Instituto Estatal ( ) . No relationship with the
Bernardo - Educacion Valentin Pedro Pablo ; . . .
. de Educacion - . : section 22. Former advis¢i1/30/2010 t Gabino Cué
Vasquez - No Elemental -Directg  Carrillo (Director of . PRD No
. Publica de for the Oficial Mayor at | currently | Monteagudo
Guzméan of Elementary Elementary Schools)
Oaxaca Schools) SEP
Member of the section 22
of SNTE
General direction|
Luis of Elementary
Maldonado Secretarl_a} de No Schf)ols (Gra([:|e|e Victor Manuel Barcelé Francisco Garf:la Mercado 1/31/2011 Rafael Moreng PAN Yes
Educacion Suérez Gastélum Garcia Valle Rosas
Venegas -
who is member o
the section 2!
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(2011-2012)

PANAL Number of
of Other education member of  positions in the

S tary' o . " " Under: t f Basi . . . EEUWVA inni d \il
ecretary’s Institution education positions linked to ndersecratry of Basic Carrera Magisterial Period Governor arty In winning S GUCaton
name e i@ SNTE Education government coalition for system
SNTE govermor controlled by
election SNTE members

Secretary

Ye_s (General Jaime Escobedo
Director of Rodriguez
Fernando de | Secretaria de Teachers' ) . ’ 1/10/2009 -| José Calzadg
Queretaro Isla Herrera Educacion No Formation and |Coordinacién General d éAIe]andro Cayetano Gomg zto currently Rovirosa PRI Yes 2
Director of Carrera la Unidad de Serviciog
Magisterial de Educacién Basi
Member of section 24 of
Santiago Rubio Ramirgz SNTE (H_e shgres h'S.
. responsability with Amelig
(Formaciéon Docente) X
Zenil, close collaborator gf
the governor).
Member of the state
central committee of
PANAL and member of|
section 24
Yes
(Undersecretary gf
GitriETs Fem Eduardo Jos¢ Secretar!af de No Basic !Educatlon Wilibaldo Pifia Ruth Flores Bustillos 4/4/2009 to| Roberto Borge PRI ves >
w Patron Azuet: Educacion and Director of Hernandez currently Angulo
~ Carrera
0 Magisterial
Member of the section 4 Member of the section 25 pf
of SNTE SNTE
Juan Antoniol Juan Evaristo Balderas Fernando
Martinez y Ség;i?é:gnde No Martinez José Alfredo Solis Leija f:gf::zggg Toranzo PRI No 4
Martinez He is member of the Y| Fernandez
Yes (Subsecretarf section 26.
de Educacion
X . Basica, Director of  Silvia Montelongo
Xicoténcatl Elementary Schoo| (director of Elementar
SEQRRVEREGI G| Turrubiartes| Director of the Y S ary
and Special Schools and Special
Flores Regular State . )
X Education and Education) .
Education . Member of the section 26 pf
. Yes Director of Carrer
System (Sistema . X SNTE
R Magisterial)
He was Educativo .
secretary | Estatal Regular| According to what the
f state reported to SEP she
general of R s )
section 52 of is commisioned to secti
SNTE 52 of SNTE.
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Sinaloa

Sonora

v.,LE

Tabasco

Tamaulipas

Secretary's

name

Institution

Secretaria de

Secretary

of

Other education

education positions linked to

linked to
SNTE

SNTE

(2011-2012)

Undersecratry of Basic
Education

Bernardo Vega Carli
He had been previousl|,
undersecretary of
education. He was

Carrera Magisterial

Period

Governor

Party in
government

PANAL
member of
winning
coalition for
governor
election

Number of
positions in the
education
system
controlled by
SNTE members

Francisco Educacion Yes (Undersecratfycongressman by the PRI Miguel Angel Romero Mario Lépez
Frias Castro| Publicay No of Basic Education) in 2003 and former Mercado 12/31/2010 Valdez PAN No 1
Cultura general secretary of the
section 27 (he has begn
critical of Elba Esther
Gordillo)
) Secretaria de
Jorge Luis L. . . .
Educacion Shirly Guadalupe Luis Alberto Zazueta |9/13/2011tq Guillermo
Ibarra - No No 2 . B PAN No 0
P Publicay Vézquez Romero Valenzuela currently | Padrés Elias
Mendivil
Culture
Secretaria de
Oscar Ochog  Educacién No No 9/13/2009 -
Patréon Publicay 9/13/2011
Cultura
Yes (Undersecraty Yara Luz Mijangos Teresa de JesUs S«
Rosa Beatri Secretaria de of Basic Educatio ] 12/31/2006 { Andrés Rafae
Lo No ; Member of the section 3 . . PRI No 2
Luque Greer|  Educacién and Director of of SNTE Member of section 29 currently | Granier Melo
Carrera
prof tlorge F;ugdalupe Heynalda Salazar Vallejd
Lopez Tijerini
He was secretary genefal
Yes of section 30. His
(Undersecretary df predecessor (Bladimi
Diédoro - Basic Education,|Martinez) left his positia .
Guerra SE;L?Z;Z:E No Direction of in October 2011 after 12(3/31;22“(;10 Eglc(j;gn'{grre PRI Yes 3
Rodriguez Teaching Rules andseveral protests carried Member of section 30 v
Carrera out by teachers of sectipn
Magisterial). 30. They had accussed

Bladimir of conducting
persecution measure
against their leader.
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Tomas Muniv§ Secretaria de| Josefina Espinoza Cuellar and
Osornc Educacion and Guadalupe Chav
Tlaxcala Fomer generg Umdéd. de Yes Yes (U.ndersecr(.atary 9 Jorge Delgado Martinez 15/01/2011 Mffnano PRI No 2
Servicios Basic Education) . currently |Gonzalez Zarur
secretary of . Member of section 31
X Educativos de
section 31
Tlaxcala
Xéchitl Adela Osorio Martinez A. Walter Palmeros Batas
Oscar Moncayo Quiroz (general|
director of Elementary Schools). He
Secretaria de Yes (Director of Carrerpwas appointed after several protgsts
Adolfo Mota . Magisterial and General by teachers from section 56 wh 11/30/2010| Javier Duarte|
Veracruz Educacion y No . X PRI No
Hernandez Director of Elementary demanded the governor fulfilled hjs " to currently Ochoa
Cultura I Member of section 56
Schools) agreement to name Moncayo in this
position. After teachers took the
offices of the ministry of education,
Moncayo was appointed as ne
director of Elementary Schools.
~l Radl José Julio Sabido Bastarrachea
n . . ) Ivonne
. Humberto Secretaria de Yes (Coordinator of " . He is member of section 33. | 31/07/2007
Yucatan . No R . Omar Carrillo Valencia N Aracelly PRI No 1
Godoy Educacién Carrera Magisterial) Former private secretary of theto currently
) Ortega Pachego
Montafiez secretary general of the section
33 Rall Méndez Osor
Yes (Undersecretary of|
Marco Vinicio Plannir_bg and Support fqr )
- Education and Antonio Reyes Carlos
Flores Chaveg .
Coordinator of Carrera
Magisterial
Secretario de LTaent:‘?der:rzche:ar);ﬁ Miguel
Zacatecas Former Educaciény Yes ng PP Maria Hilda Ramos Martinez 11/11/2000 Alejandro PRI Yes 3
toward Education
secretary of Cultura N Alonso Reyes
A (Antonio Jaboco de .
organization i X Member of central committee
Luna) is member of "
central " section 34
" section 34 and
committee of] )
SNTE considered close to the
. circle of advisers of ElIf
Esther Gordillc

(2011-2012)

PANAL
member of
winning
coalition for
govermor
election

Number of
positions in the
education
system
controlled by
SNTE members

Secretary
of
education
linked to
SNTE

Other education
positions linked to
SNTE

Secretary's
name

Party in

Institution
govemment

Undersecratry of Basic Education Carrera Magisterial Period Governor

Source: Based on reviews of several local newspatier website of the education ministries, thesitetof the local teachers’ union sections andidential interviews in the
education ministry.
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