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ABSTRACT 
 
 

 This study seeks to examine the factors that influence work/family 

benefits.  A conceptual model which includes relational, structural, and 

environmental level factors is proposed to reveal which factors affect the amount 

of benefits that a company offers.  This research uses the National 

Organizational Survey of 2002.  OLS regression analysis indicates strong 

relationships with Internal Labor market and Unions resulting in statistically 

significant increases in benefits by 1.526 and .947 respectively.  These results 

indicate the importance of relational level variables on company dynamics.      
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1. Introduction 
  
Family benefits are often defined as any benefit, working condition, or 

personnel policy that create a decrease in job family conflicts among employees 

(Glass and Fujimoto 1995).  Some specific examples of these benefits are child 

care, flextime, maternity leave, sick leave to care for family members, and other 

fringe benefits.  These work family benefits have not always been offered and 

have leveled off since the 1970s when women started to enter the workforce in 

larger numbers (Johnson and Provan 1995; Hegtvedt, Clay-Warner, and Ferrigno 

2002).  Benefits differ from wages and salaries because while everyone will 

receive a wage or salary, benefits are conditional and not everyone receives 

them.  In other words benefits are an add-on to salary/wage and there are 

instances where there are no benefits offered at all (O’Rand 1986).  Even though 

benefits have leveled off, salaries have also dropped in order to pay for the 

benefits that are offered (Johnson et al 1995; Glass et al 1995).  Additionally, 

when benefits are offered, deductibles increase. Unions have offered an 

alternate path for employees fighting for benefits.  As a third party, unions often 

fight for benefits and higher wages which have not typically been given to lower 

level jobs and work to increase benefits for higher paid workers (Farber and 

Western 2001).  This study aims to examine the extent that unions increase 

workers benefits. 

 Specifically, this study reviews why employees want benefits, why 

employers do or do not offer benefits, and what impact unions have on the 

availability of benefits for its members.  From an employee perspective there are 
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three main reasons for benefits which are to increase job satisfaction, offset low 

wages/salaries, and to provide a link to services such as child care (Johnson et 

al 1995).   From an employer perspective benefits are a recruiting and employee 

retaining tool, a way to minimize and deal with collective bargaining, and a way to 

minimize solidarity among workers (Hegtvedt et al 2002; O’Rand 1986).  Unions 

focus on group membership in order to affect wages and benefits.  The power of 

group membership leads to higher wages for union members, provides more 

benefits for union members, and compresses pay among union members (Farber 

et al 2001).   

 This study proposes a three part conceptual model that is based off of the 

literature of employer characteristics and the collective bargaining power of 

unions.  The model combines relational, structural, and environmental factors to 

explain why companies provide work and family benefits.  Using the National 

Organizational Survey (NOS), a national database with over 500 companies 

surveyed, this study examines which variables have the greatest impact on the 

amount of benefits companies offer. 

2. Literature Review 

2.1 Employee perspective  

 From the employee perspective jobs that offer benefits are typically 

considered more desirable (Johnson et al 1995).  This is because benefits have 

been shown to increase job satisfaction, offset low wages/salaries, and provide 

links to valuable services (Johnson et al 1995, O’Rand 1986).  Individuals want to 

be employed at a work place that minimizes their conflicts between work and 
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family (Sahibzada, Hammer, Neal, and Kuang 2005).  Certain work/family 

benefits such as child care and new parent leave have helped balance out the 

conflicts between work and family life (Johnson et al 1995, Sahibzada et al 

2005).  For example, on site day care allows employees to not have to worry 

about being late to or missing work because the child care is provided for them.  

Research has shown that there is a positive relationship between job attitudes 

and workplace supports (Johnson et al 1995, Sahibzada et al 2005).  Eliminating 

some of the child care stress that many employees face increases job 

satisfaction (Sahibzada et al 2005).  

Work/family benefits also offset low wages/salaries for employees 

(O’Rand 1986).  For example, receiving paid child-birth leave can help make up 

for a somewhat low salary (Johnson et al 1995).  Child-birth leave can be a 

particularly attractive part of a job for women because they take advantage of this 

benefit more so than men (Johnson et al 1995).  Another example of a benefit 

that employees seek to offset low wages is a pension (Even and MacPherson 

1996, O’Rand 1986).  The comfort an individual can have from knowing they 

have savings for retirement helps make up for lower pay (Evan and MacPherson 

1996). 

Having a link to free services, such as health care, is another reason 

employees want benefits (O’Rand 1986). Services like life and health insurance 

would either be too expensive or not worth the cost to employees if they were not 

provided by the employer (O’Rand 1986).  Additionally, health insurance is 

appealing to employees because it provides an individual with a stable income 
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during periods of illness of other disruptions in work related to health issues 

(O’Rand 1986).  

2.2 Employer perspective   

 From an employer standpoint the purpose of providing benefits for 

employees is not necessarily intended just for the workers’ good but viewed as 

an advantage for the company itself (Even and MacPherson 1996).  Offering 

benefits serves as an employee recruiting and retaining tool, minimizes collective 

bargaining, decreases worker solidarity, and provides tax benefits for employers 

(Even and MacPherson 1996, Johnson et al 1995).  The size of a company, 

whether a company is a non-profit organization, and the skill level of the workers 

are additional factors that affect the amount of benefits that are offered to 

employees (Even and MacPherson 1996, Emanuele and Higgins 2000, 

Emanuele 1997, Johnson et al 1995). 

 In order to recruit new employees, companies offer benefits that will attract 

the demographic they want to hire (Johnson et al 1995, Even and MacPherson 

1996).  For example, offering flex-time attracts employees and serves as an 

important recruiting tool.  Working mothers can use flex-time to take their sick 

children to the doctor (Johnson et al 1995).  The flex-time allows them to take 

care of the sick family member, but also requires the employees to make up the 

lost time at work.  Therefore, the luxury of the benefit increases productivity 

(Johnson et al 1995).  Offering the benefit provides two advantages for 

employers.  It pulls workers into the company and then motivates the employees 

to keep their productivity high (Johnson et al 1995).  Benefits also help retain 
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employees for longer periods of time (Even and MacPherson 1996, MacDermid, 

Litchfield, and Pitt-Catsouphes 1999).  For example, when an employee is used 

to a certain benefit they will stay at their job for that benefit and not leave for a job 

which does not offer the benefit (Johnson et al 1995).   

Employer size affects the amount of benefits that are offered (Even and 

MacPherson 1996, MacDermid et al 1999).  Using benefits as a recruiting and 

retaining tool is especially important for large employers.  Larger employers 

invest more in hiring and have high training costs (Even and MacPherson 1996).  

Therefore, large employers typically offer more benefits than smaller employers 

in order to retain employees and keep training costs from getting higher than they 

already are (Even and MacPherson 1996). 

Non-profit organizations have more financial restraints than for profit 

companies (Emanuele and Higgins 2000, Emanuele 1997).  Therefore, non-profit 

organizations have less surplus and other financial resources to distribute among 

their employees (Emanuele and Higgins 2000).  Research shows that these 

financial restraints usually result in lower wages and fewer benefits for 

employees of non-profit organizations (Emanuele and Higgins 2000, Emanuele 

1997, Leete 2001).        

Offering benefits is also a way for employers to deal with unions and 

collective bargaining.  Employers can offer benefits instead of providing 

salary/wage increases which lowers costs for the employer (Johnson et al 1995).  

If benefits are offered it lowers the chances of employees organizing which in 

turn keeps costs down.  By offering benefits employers are decreasing solidarity 
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among workers because certain workers take advantage of benefits that other 

employees cannot (Hegtvedt et al 2002, O’Rand 1986).  For example, single men 

without children do not have a need for child care benefits and may be frustrated 

at the deduction in their salary for this unused benefit (Johnson et al 1995, 

Hegtvedt et al 2002).   Although the employees are not deducted at the same 

rate, their salary would increase if the benefit was not offered at all.  This creates 

resentment among employees and therefore, decreases solidarity and the 

possibility of unionization.        

 Traditionally benefits and higher wages have been given to higher level 

workers for several different reasons.    First, higher skilled workers typically have 

more education than lower skilled workers making them more valuable to the 

employers.  Second, certain benefits such as flextime are only beneficial for 

employers to give to higher skilled workers.  This is because higher skilled 

workers often work autonomously, not depending on others to get their jobs 

done.  Additionally, it has been shown that flex time increases higher skilled 

worker’s output (Johnson et al 1995).  Conversely, lower skilled workers are not 

able to work alone and often are highly dependent on others to finish their tasks.  

Therefore, it would negatively effect production if lower skilled workers received 

these benefits (Johnson et al 1995).  Third, the amount of time a worker has 

spent at a certain job increases his/her skill at that job and therefore makes it 

difficult for that worker to be replaced (Johnson et al 1995, O’Rand 1986).  Lastly, 

the level of prestige a certain job receives typically raises the amount of benefits 
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that job receives.  Higher level jobs typically have a higher prestige than those of 

lower level jobs (Johnson et al 1995). 

2.3 Union perspective  

Unions use the power of group membership to communicate with 

corporate employers and participate in decision making regarding their employee 

contracts (Craver 1997).  Historically, this collective bargaining power has 

resulted in higher wages and more benefits for union members than for non-

union workers (Hodson and Sullivan 2002, Farber and Western 2001, Farber 

2005, Card 2001, Craver 1997).  Unions have success in gaining higher wages 

and benefits for their members through large membership, unity among 

members, and the threat of striking if needs are not met (Craver 1997).  

However, in certain situations small unions can also be beneficial.  This is only 

the case when the small union members are highly skilled and other workers can 

not complete the same tasks.  This power of a third party (union) is much more 

influential than an individual employee negotiating contract terms (Craver 1997).  

This additional power of unions can be seen in the fact that there is a narrower 

gap between the highest and lowest paid union members than their non-union 

counterpart (Card 2001, Hodson and Sullivan 2002).  Furthermore, today, it has 

been shown that union members can make anywhere from 10% to 30% higher 

wages that nonunion workers and also receive a higher percentage of benefits 

than non-union workers (Card 2001, Hodson and Sullivan 2002).  
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2.4 Conceptual Model  

Relational 

 

 

 

Structural                                                                                                  Benefits       

 

 

 

Environmental     

Adapted from Wright 2006 

 This study proposes a conceptual model that combines relational, 

structural, and environmental factors to explain family benefits.  The structural 

and environmental factors are controls used in order to emphasize the influence 

of the relational level factors.  Family benefits are often defined as any benefit, 

working condition, or personnel policy that decreases conflicts between work and 

family (Glass and Fujimoto 1995).  Some specific examples of these benefits are 

child care, flextime, maternity leave, sick leave to care of family members, and 

other fringe benefits.  Relational factors are the social relations of production and 

define the relationship between labor and management.  Some relational factors 

are; whether or not a company has a union, whether or not a company has an 

internal labor market, and the demographics of employees.  Unions are a very 

important variable when looking at the relations between employers and 
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employees.  This study predicts that if a company has a union they will offer 

more benefits than companies that do not have a union.  It is also predicted that 

if a company has an internal labor market they will offer more benefits.  Structural 

level variables measure the technical aspects of work.  Structural variables used 

in this study are the size of a company, the percentage of full and part-time 

employment, whether or not a company is part of a larger organization, how long 

a company has been established, and the number of vertical levels in the core of 

a company.  For this study, the number of vertical levels in the core of a company 

refers to the number of different levels of line jobs.  It is predicted that as the size 

of a company increases so will the amount of benefits provided.  The 

environmental factors are the context under which the relational and structural 

level variables operate.  Environmental variables include whether or not a 

company goes beyond a local market, how competitive the market is, if the 

company is in the goods producing sector, whether or not a company is non-

profit, and whether a company has locations outside of the United States.  It is 

predicted that if a company is a non-profit organization it will offer fewer benefits 

than for profit companies.           

2.5 Research Hypotheses 

Relational 

1.  If a company promotes employees in the core of the company 

(Internal Labor Market) they will offer more benefits net of other factors. 

2. If a company has a union they will offer more benefits than 

companies that do not have a union net of other factors.   
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Structural  

3.  As the percent of fulltime employment increases benefits will 

increase net of other factors. 

Environmental   

4.  If a company is non-profit they will offer fewer benefits than a for 

profit company net of other factors.  

3.0 Data and Methodology 

3.1 Data Used   

Data for this study comes from the National Organizations Survey of 2002 

(NOS).  The creators of this survey were Tom W. Smith of the University of 

Chicago National Opinion Research Center (NORC), Arne L Kalleberg of the 

University of North Carolina, and Peter V. Marsden of Harvard University.  It was 

produced by the National Opinion Research Center of Chicago, IL.  The Universe 

of the NOS of 2002 is all participants in the 2002 General Social Survey (GSS) 

and General Social Survey, 1972-2002.  During the GSS 2002 interviews, half of 

all household respondents were asked to provide contact information for their 

place of employment including business name, address, and telephone number.  

The data was collected through telephone interviews and mail back 

questionnaires.  The study had an unadjusted response rate of 59 percent and 

an adjusted response rate of 62.4 percent.  The study had a starting sample size 

of 516 complete surveys.  Any cases with missing data on the health insurance 

section or the union variable were eliminated from the sample of this study.  The 

final sample size of the working data set is 506 organizations. 
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3.2 Variables 

3.2.1. Dependent Variable 

The dependent variable for this study is based on the benefits section of 

the survey.  It includes the following 13 binary measures of benefits: ‘health 

insurance’, ‘life insurance’, ‘pension or retirement program’, ‘company day care 

program’, ‘company covers cost of day care’, ‘assistance in caring for the elderly’, 

‘flexible hours or flextime’, ‘sick leave with full pay’, ‘paid vacation time’, ‘paid 

personal days’, ‘parental leave for new parents’, ‘unpaid parental leave’, and 

‘provides mental health services’.  These variables were divided into three 

subcategories and were put into indexes.  The first subcategory is Insurance. 

This category includes the variables measuring health insurance, life insurance, 

and pension or retirement programs.  The second subcategory is Day Care.  This 

category includes the variables measuring day care programs, and whether or 

not the costs of day care are covered.  The final subcategory is Family Benefits.  

This category includes the variables measuring ‘assistance in caring for elderly 

family’, ‘flexible hours or flextime’, ‘sick leave with full pay’, ‘paid vacation time’, 

‘paid personal days’, ‘parental leave for new parents’, ‘unpaid parental leave’, 

and ‘provides mental health services’. 

3.2.2. Independent Variables 

3.2.2.1. Components of Relational-level Factors 

The variables composing relational-level factors include whether or not a 

company has an internal labor market, whether or not a company has a union, 
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percentage of women in a company, percentage of full-time women in a 

company, and percentage of part-time women in a company. 

 A binary (0,1) variable was created to measure if a company promotes 

workers to vacancies within the core of the company (ILM) (1).  It is expected that 

if a company promotes line workers to vacancies within the core of the company 

it will offer more benefits.  A binary (0,1) variable was created to measure 

whether a company has a union (1).  It is expected that if a company has a union 

employees will receive more benefits.  The percentage of women in an 

organization was created by dividing the total number of women in the 

organization by the total number of people in the organization.  It is expected that 

a higher percentage of women in a company will result in more benefits being 

offered.  The percentage of fulltime women in a company was determined by 

dividing the number of women who work thirty-five hours a week or more by the 

total number of full-time employees.  It is expected that the higher the percentage 

of fulltime women in a company will result in the company offering more benefits.  

The percentage of women who work part-time in a company was determined by 

dividing the number of women who work less than thirty-five hours a week by the 

total number of part-time employees.  It is expected that the higher the 

percentage of part-time women in a company the fewer benefits that company 

will offer. 

3.2.2.2. Components of Structural-level Factors 

The variables composing structural-level factors include total employment, 

percent of total full-time employment, percent of total part-time employment, 
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years in existence, whether or not a company is part of a larger organization, and 

number of vertical core levels within a company (the term core denotes line 

workers who work directly with the product or service provided by the 

organization). 

 Total full-time employment and total part-time employment were added 

together to create the variable of total employment.  It is expected that the more 

employees a company has the more benefits the company will offer.  Full-time 

employment consisted of anyone who worked thirty-five hours a week or more.  It 

is expected that the more full-time employees a company has the more benefits 

the company will offer.  Part-time employment consisted of anyone who worked 

under thirty-five hours a week. It is expected that as the percentage of part-time 

employees a company has increases the number of benefits they offer will 

decrease. 

 The years in existence variable measures the number of years a company 

has been operating.  It is expected that the longer a company has been in 

existence the more benefits it will offer.  A binary (0,1) variable was created to 

measure if a company is part of a larger organization (1).  It is expected that if a 

company is part of a larger organization it will offer more benefits.  The number of 

vertical core levels a company has is measured by the number of line level jobs 

in a company.  It is expected that the more vertical levels a company has the 

more benefits it will offer. 

 

 



 14 

3.2.2.3. Components of Environmental Factors 

The environmental-level factors are composed of the following variables: 

‘company goes beyond a local market’, ‘company is in a competitive market’, 

‘company is in the goods producing sector’, ‘company has non-profit status’, and 

‘has location outside the US’. 

 A binary (0,1) variable was created to measure if the company goes 

beyond a local market (1).  It is expected that if a company goes beyond a local 

market they will offer more benefits.  A 0-4 variable was created to measure the 

amount of competition a company has within the same market.  It is expected 

that if a company is in a more competitive market they will offer more benefits.  A 

binary (0,1) variable was created to measure if a company is in the goods 

producing sector (1).  It is expected that if a company is in the goods-producing 

sector of the economy it will offer more benefits because they are typically more 

unionized. 

A binary (0,1) variable was created to measure if a company has a 

location outside the US (1).  It is expected that if a company has locations 

outside of the US it will offer more benefits.  A binary (0,1) variable was created 

to measure whether a company is of non-profit status(1).  It is expected that if a 

company is of non-profit status it will offer fewer benefits. 

4. RESULTS 

4.1 Univariate and Bivariate 

The univariate and bivariate results are shown in Table 1.  For the 

dependent variable, benefits, the mean of the full sample (506) was 6.9.  The 
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table was split into two groups, union (n=108) and non-union (n=398).  The non-

union group had a lower mean on benefits than the union group (6.3 versus 8.8).   

Among the relational-level factors whether or not a company had an 

internal labor market was significant at the .001 level.  Companies with a union 

were more likely to have an internal labor market (73.2% versus 48.5%). 

Among the structural-level factors companies without a union had lower 

total employment (308.4 versus 1303.2), lower percentages of full-time 

employment (75% versus 89.9%), and higher percentages of part-time 

employment (25% versus 10.1%).  Companies without a union were less likely to 

be part of a larger organization (28.9% versus 57.4%), have been in existence for 

a fewer amount of years (26.5 versus 59.6) and had a lower number of vertical 

levels in the core of the company (4.8 versus 6.7).   

The environmental-level factors were examined in table 1 by comparing 

non-union companies to union companies.  Companies that have a union had a 

lower mean when comparing the percentage of companies that went beyond a 

local market (27.8% versus 38.7%).   Companies that have a union were less 

likely to be in a competitive market (2.7 versus 3.3), were less likely to be in the 

goods-producing sector (23.2% versus 31.2%), were less likely to be a non-profit 

company (32.4% versus 79.9%), and were less likely to have a location outside 

the US (10.2% versus 12.6%). 

 Table 2 further examines the relationship between benefits and the union 

status of companies.  As stated earlier when comparing non-union to union 

companies the non-union companies have a lower mean on benefits (6.3 versus 



 16 

8.8).  In table 2 the dependent variable, benefits, was broken into three 

categories: insurance, family benefits, and daycare. 

 When looking at the insurance variables non-union companies have a 

lower total mean of 1.8 versus 2.8.  The Insurance variable is broken down into 

three parts which are health insurance, life insurance, and pension.  Non-union 

companies are less likely to offer health insurance (71.9% versus 97.2%), are 

less likely to offer life insurance (55.0% versus 87.0%), and are less likely to offer 

pensions (55.3% versus 90.7%).     

When looking at the family benefits variables non-union companies have a 

lower total mean of 4.3 versus 5.7.  The family benefits variable is broken down 

into eight parts: elderly care, flextime, paid sick leave, paid vacation, paid 

personal days, new parent leave, unpaid parental leave, and mental health 

services.  Non-union companies offered paid sick leave a lower percentage of 

the time (63.6% versus 88.0%), offered paid vacation a lower percentage of the 

time (77.9% versus 98.2%), and offered mental health services a lower 

percentage of the time (28.6% versus 76.9%).  There were no significant 

differences between non-union and union companies on the daycare variables. 

4.2 Multivariate 

 Table 3 provides results from the OLS regression analysis regressing the 

three model sections of the conceptual model on benefits.  The adjusted Rsq is 

.268 (significant at the .000 level), suggesting that the model explains 

approximately 27% of the variance in benefits.  The separate analysis by union 

also reports statistically significant R-squared values of .234 (23%) and .156 
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(16%) for non-union and union respectively.  As shown in the full sample results, 

net of other factors being in a union results in an increase in benefits by .947.  

This lends support to the hypothesis number two that if a company has a union it 

will offer more benefits. 

Among the relational-level factors, hypothesis number one, which stated if 

a company promotes employees in the core of a company (internal labor market) 

it will offer more benefits, was supported.  Benefits offered by companies with an 

ILM, increased by 1.526.  This relationship was only true for non-union 

companies.  As hypothesis number two states if a company has a union they will 

offer more benefits than companies that do not have a union was supported.  

Benefits offered by companies with a union increased by .947. 

 Among the structural-level factors, as hypothesis number three states, 

increases in percentage of total employment will result in an increase in benefits 

was supported.  The benefits increased by 1.608.  This relationship only held true 

for companies without a union.  Companies that are part of a larger organization 

offer 1.316 more benefits.  This increase was only true for companies without a 

union. 

Among the environmental-level factors hypothesis number four was 

supported.  Non-profit companies offered fewer benefits than for-profit 

companies (-1.532).  This relationship is even stronger for companies that have a 

union (-1.279 versus -2.527).  Companies that went beyond a local market 

offered .894 more benefits.  This relationship is only true for companies without a 

union.  Lastly, the more competition there is in a market the more benefits a 
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company will offer (.387).  Being in a competitive market only increased benefits 

for companies without a union. 

 Table 4 provides results from the partitioning of variance regression 

analysis regressing the three model sections of the conceptual model on 

benefits.  The adjusted Rsq is .268 (significant at the .000 level), suggesting that 

the model explains approximately 27% of the variance in benefits.  The separate 

analysis by model segments reports statistically significant R-squared values of 

.223 (22%) full sample without relational factors, .235 (24%) full sample without 

structural factors, and .236 (24%) full sample without environmental factors.  

5. Discussion 

All four of the hypotheses presented in this study were supported.  Within 

the relational-level factors hypothesis 1 stated that if a company promotes 

employees within the core of the company (which is called internal labor market) 

it will offer more benefits.  This was supported by OLS regression in table 3 

showing that Internal Labor Markets increased benefits by 1.526.  Hypothesis 

two stated if a company has a union it will offer more benefits than companies 

without a union.  Support for this hypothesis was found in table 1 using univariate 

and bivariate analysis because it was found that companies with a union offered 

on average 8.8 benefits compared to companies without a union which on 

average offered 6.3 benefits.  Further support was found for this hypothesis in 

table 2 which shows that companies with a union are more likely to offer health 

insurance, life insurance, a pension, paid sick leave, paid vacation, and mental 

health services.  The union hypothesis was again supported in table 3 through 
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OLS regression which shows that the presence of a union increases benefits by 

.947.  The importance of these relational-level variables is highlighted upon in 

table 4 which shows that removing the relational level factors decreases the 

adjusted Rsq by 16.79%, which is a larger change than what occurs when 

removing the other model components.  These findings support previous 

research which found that the presence of unions increases benefits (Craver 

1997, Hodson and Sullivan 2001).  Within the structural-level factors hypothesis 

three stated that as the percentage of fulltime employment increases benefits will 

increase.  This was supported in table 3 which shows that increases in the 

percentage of fulltime employment increased benefits by 1.608.  This finding also 

supports previous research which indicated that larger companies offer more 

benefits (Even and MacPherson 1996, MacDermid 1999).  Within the 

environmental-level factors hypothesis four stated if a company is non-profit it will 

offer fewer benefits than for-profit companies.  This was supported in table 3 

which shows that non-profit companies offer 1.532 fewer benefits than for-profit 

companies.  This finding supports past research which also found that non-profit 

companies offer fewer benefits (Emunuele and Higgins 2000, Emanuele 1997). 

 The limitations for this study deal mainly with a lack of information in 

certain areas of the NOS.  The companies interviewed were not asked about the 

break down of their occupational prestige, which would have allowed the sample 

to be divided into better cohorts for analysis.  Additionally, the companies do not 

reveal their budget or profit margin.  The profit margin is important because it can 

reveal the distribution of pay among all levels of a company.  The time line of the 
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unions was also not revealed. Without this time line it is difficult to interpret the 

full affect of the unions’ power over time.  The NOS does not measure the 

environment of a union therefore it is unclear whether a particular union is strong 

or weak.   

 Policy ramifications from this study can be applied to three different areas: 

individual companies, unions, and right to work laws (RTW).  From an employer 

perspective providing benefits for workers gives the company an advantage.  By 

offering benefits companies are decreasing solidarity among workers and this 

makes the workers less likely to unionize (Hegtvedt et al 2002).  Non-unionized 

companies should follow the model of unionized companies and offer similar 

benefits.  This eliminates the reason for a union.  Furthermore, companies could 

take note of the increases in production and profit that are seen with the offering 

of additional benefits. 

 Conversely, from a union perspective workers, in particular low skilled 

workers, achieve gains through unionizing.  As results in this study show 

companies with a union offer more benefits than companies without a union.  

This is why unionizing of workers is important.  If unions would fight for and 

receive more benefits they would gain more power.  The power gained by the 

unions would allow for more recruitment efforts.  New members gained would 

also add to the power of unions and all members could receive an increase in 

benefits.  Union growth in America typically happens during times of unrest both 

economically and socially (Farber and Western 2001).  Recently in the United 

States there has been a rise in the number of service workers.  As this 
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occupational industry grows service workers should make an effort to unionize in 

order to secure higher wages and benefits.  Unionization laws need to change in 

order to allow unions across an entire sector of the economy.  Low paid service 

workers do not have job security, so if they were to unionize they would all 

become unemployed.  However, this could not happen if the entire industry was 

able to unionize.  Another sector in need of a union is international manufacturing 

workers.  If, for example, all auto workers world wide were able to unionize this 

would decrease the exportation of American jobs and increase salaries and 

benefits of all workers.  

RTW laws, which allow workers to go into unionized industries and not join 

the union, have been gaining popularity in the United States for many years 

(Farber 2005, Craver 1997).  There are currently twenty-two states with RTW 

laws.  These laws allow companies to exploit workers.  If states were not allowed 

to have RTW laws union membership would likely increase and unions would 

have more power.  Increasing the strength of workers would allow unions to fight 

and obtain more benefits and higher wages for all workers. 
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Appendix 

TABLE 1
Values for Full Sample and by Union

Variables: Full Sample Non-Union 1 2 Union
Dependent Variable:

Benefits 0-13 (mean): 6.9 6.3 *** ^ 8.8
(stddev): (3.70) (3.82) (2.44)

Independent Variables:
Relational:

Internal Labor Market (0,1) 53.8% 48.5% *** ^ 73.2%
(0.50) (0.50) (0.45)

percent women 50.1% 50.5% 48.3%
(33.02) (34.03) (29.03)

percent fulltime women 47.4% 47.8% 46.1%
(34.42) (35.79) (28.92)

percent partime women 42.5% 41.6% 45.6%
(42.88) (43.17) (41.81)

Structural-level factors:
total employment 520.8 308.4 *** ^ 1303.2

(1911.39) (1275.62) (3227.94)
total fulltime emloyment 83.0% 75.0% *** ^ 89.9%

total parttime employment 17.0% 25.0% *** ^ 10.1%
part of larger organization (0,1) 35.0% 28.9% *** ^ 57.4%

(0.48) (0.45) (0.50)
years in est. 33.5 26.5 *** ^ 59.6

(37.19) (30.14) (47.81)
Number of levels 5.2 4.8 ** ^ 6.7

(6.44) (6.39) (6.45)
Environmental factors:

larger market (0,1) 36.4% 38.7% * ^ 27.8%
(0.48) (0.49) (0.45)

competition (0-4) 3.2 3.3 *** ^ 2.7
(1.00) (0.93) (1.13)

goods producing (0,1) 29.5% 31.2% 23.2%
(0.46) (0.46) (0.42)

profit (0,1) 69.8% 79.9% *** ^ 32.4%
(0.46) (0.40) (0.47)

locations outside US (0,1) 12.1% 12.6% 10.2%
(0.33) (0.33) (0.30)

Sample n: 506 398 108
100% 78.7% 21.3%

1  = *** p < 0.001; ** p <  0.01; * p < 0.05
2 effect size greater = > .20
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TABLE 2
Values for Full Sample and by Union

Variables: Full Sample Non-Union 1 2 Union
Dependent Variable:

Benefits (0-13) (mean): 6.9 6.3 *** ^ 8.8
(stddev): (3.70) (3.82) (2.44)

Benefits
Insurance (0-3) 2.0 1.8 *** ^ 2.8

(1.33) (1.41) (0.58)
Health Insurance (0,1) 77.3% 71.9% *** ^ 97.2%

(0.56) (0.62) (0.17)
Life Insurance (0,1) 61.9% 55.0% *** ^ 87.0%

(0.62) (0.66) (0.34)
Pension (0,1) 62.9% 55.3% *** ^ 90.7%

(0.61) (0.66) (0.29)
Family Benefits (0-8) 4.6 4.3 *** ^ 5.7

(2.70) (2.80) (1.98)
elderly care (0,1) 18.2% 16.6% 24.1%

(0.76) (0.83) (0.43)
flextime (0,1) 67.2% 66.1% 71.3%

(0.71) (0.47) (1.25)
paid sick leave (0,1) 68.8% 63.6% ** ^ 88.0%

(0.80) (0.88) (0.33)
paid vacation (0,1) 82.2% 77.9% ** ^ 98.2%

(0.66) (0.59) (0.83)
paid personal days (0,1) 60.7% 57.5% 72.2%

(0.72) (0.78) (0.45)
new parent leave (0,1) 34.6% 31.9% 44.4%

(0.81) (0.87) (0.50)
unpaid parental leave (0,1) 88.5% 86.9% 94.4%

(0.73) (0.81) (0.23)
mental health services (0,1) 38.9% 28.6% *** ^ 76.9%

(0.72) (0.62) (0.92)
Daycare (0-2) 0.3 0.2 0.3

(0.83) (0.88) (0.57)
daycare program (0,1) 12.5% 10.3% 20.4%

(0.50) (0.52) (0.40)
cover cost of daycare (0,1) 13.4% 13.3% 13.9%

(0.63) (0.69) (0.35)
Sample n : 506 398 108

100% 78.7% 21.3%
1  = *** p < 0.001; ** p <  0.01; * p < 0.05
2 effect size greater = > .20
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TABLE 3

OLS Regression for Benefits 
(DV = Benefits)

Variables: Full Sample Non-Union 2 Union
unstd. 1 std. unstd. 1 1 std. unstd. 1 2 std. 

Independent Variables:
Relational:

union 0.947 * 0.105 X X X X
percent women 0.003 0.023 0.005 0.043 -0.008 -0.090

Internal Labor Market (0,1) 1.526 *** 0.206 1.749 *** 0.229 0.788 0.144
Structural-level factors:

total employment 4.306 0.079 10.860 * 0.130 -0.482 -0.023
percent fulltime 1.608 ** 0.109 2.063 ** 0.141 -0.333 -0.028

part of larger organization (0,1) 1.316 *** 0.170 1.812 *** 0.215 -0.009 -0.002
Number of levels 0.033 0.057 0.023 0.039 0.000 0.000

Environmental factors:
larger market (0,1) 0.894 ** 0.116 0.900 * 0.115 0.696 0.128

competition 0.387 * 0.105 0.343 0.084 0.476 0.220
producer (0,1) -0.341 -0.042 -0.439 -0.053 -0.146 -0.025
non-profit (0,1) -1.532 *** -0.190 -1.279 * -0.134 -2.527 *** -0.487

location outside the US 0.794 0.070 0.362 0.031 1.139 0.142
Constant: 3.237 2.509 8.146

Adjusted R-Sq.= 0.268 0.234 0.156
n= 506 398 108

100% 78.7% 21.3%
1  = *** p < 0.001; ** p <  0.01; * p < 0.05
2 the z value is greater = >-1.96 or > 1.96 at the .05 or higher
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TABLE 4

Comparison of Environmental, Structural, and Relational-level Models 
(DV = Benefits)

(standardized betas shown, all sig. at .001 unless noted ns)
Variables: Full Sample w/o w/o w/o

Relational Stuctural Environmental 
model model model

Independent Variables:
Relational:

union 0.105 x 0.117 0.152
percent women ns x 0.027 -0.001

Internal Labor Market (0,1) 0.206 x 0.237 0.227
Structural-level factors:

total employment ns 0.105 x 0.137
percent fulltime 0.109 0.096 x 0.121

part of larger organization (0,1) 0.170 0.223 x 0.219
Number of levels ns 0.090 x 0.068

Environmental factors:
larger market (0,1) 0.116 0.129 0.136 x

competition 0.105 0.099 0.091 x
goods producing (0,1) ns -0.033 -0.050 x

profit (0,1) -0.190 -0.259 -0.252 x
location outside the US ns 0.076 0.168 x

Adjusted R-Sq.= 0.268 0.223 0.236 0.235
Rsq change from full model 0.045 0.032 0.033

% change in Rsq. -16.79% -11.94% -12.31%
*(all Rsq. Changes sig @.05)

** standardized betas not shown for union and non-union equation

 


