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Abstract

Using microdata derived from the same questionnaire surveys conducted in 1992 and
2007, this paper examines changes in the economic effects of labor unions and
attitudes toward unionization among nonunion workers in Japan. The main findings
are as follows. First, while no union wage effects were observed in 1992, a wage
premium for male workers was found in 2007. However, no change was observed for
female workers. Second, with regard to union voice effects, no such effect was evident
in 1992, but in 2007, a decline among men in the propensity for voluntary quitting
(and, to some extent, job satisfaction) was found. In contrast, among women, no such
union voice effects could be detected. Third, among male nonunion workers, support
for unionization had increased between 1992 and 2007. On the other hand, the
increase in support for unionization among female nonunion workers was scant when
compared with that for their male counterparts. Furthermore, if there were other,
nonunion forms of representing employees’ voice at the workplace, this largely
substituted for female support for unionization. (J31, J32, J51)



1. Introduction

In their now classic book What Do Unions Do?, Freedman and Medoff (1984) open
their discussion of the topic as follows (p.3): “Trade unions are the principal institution
of workers in modern capitalistic societies. For over 200 years, since the days of Adam
Smith, economists and other social scientists, labor unionists, and businessmen and
women have debated the social effects of unionism. Despite the long debate, however,
no agreed-upon answer has emerged to the question: What do unions do?” In the
remainder of the book, the authors provide a coherent answer to this question and, as a
result, What Do Unions Do? has become firmly established as a cornerstone for the
economic analysis of labor unions. However, since the first publication of the book,
developments have emerged that are inconsistent with Freeman and Medoff’s
predictions regarding the effectiveness of unions. One such development, for example,
is the precipitous decline in union density in many countries around the world; another
is the growing importance of, and interest in, alternative forms of employee
representation other than labor unions.

In Japan, too, the work of Freeman and Medoff has sparked an interest in the role of
labor unions and a host of empirical studies followed in its wake. In this context, a key
point of interest in Japan has been the effect of unions on wages. However, the
findings of these studies remained largely inconclusive. Studies conducted at the
beginning of the 1990s arrived at contradictory results regarding union wage effects,
and it is only in the new millennium that general support for a positive effect of unions
on wages was found. Rephrasing the original question posed by Freeman and Medoff,
one could therefore ask: “What did unions do in the 1990s, and what do unions do
today?”

Against this background, and focusing on Japan, this paper pursues the following
three objectives. First, it seeks to examine why the conflicting conclusions with regard
to union wage effects in the 1990s and 2000s emerged and whether the different
results reflect changes in union behavior during this period. The second objective is to
investigate changes in union voice effects, which are another major issue addressed by
Freeman and Medoff (1984). Finally, the third objective is to examine changes in
attitudes among nonunion workers with regard to unionization at their workplace. To
analyze these three issues, two unique datasets are used: the results of a survey of
individual workers conducted by the Japan Institute of Labor (now the Japan Institute
for Labour Policy and Training) in 1992; and the results of a repeat survey using the
same guestionnaire implemented by the Cabinet Office in 2007.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides an overview



of preceding research on the economic effects of labor unions and outlines the
research agenda. Section 3 presents a description of the data used for analysis. Section
4 begins the empirical analysis, focusing on union wage effects, while Section 5
concentrates on union voice effects. Section 6 then looks at nonunion workers’
attitudes toward unionization. A discussion of the result obtained is provided in
Section 7, and Section 8 concludes.

2. The Economic Effects of Unions: Previous Research and Research Agenda
2.1 Previous Research
Union wage effects

The purpose here is to provide only a brief look at principal studies relevant to the
analysis in the remainder of the paper. Table 1 presents an overview of major studies
on union wage effects and their results. Three patterns stand out. First, studies using
data for the 1980s find a significant negative wage effect. Second, studies using data
compiled at the beginning of the 1990s find virtually no evidence of a union wage
premium. And third, studies based on survey data for the 2000s, arrive at a significant
positive wage premium.

Two possible interpretations can be drawn from these results. One is that, as
Blanchflower and Bryson (2007) found for the United States, the wage premium
moves countercyclically, that is, it is large during economic downturns and small
during economic upswings. However, whether this is also the case for Japan is
difficult to determine because there is hardly any research on wage premiums in Japan
for the latter half of the 1990s. The other possible interpretation is that the prolonged
recession of the 1990s (the “Lost Decade”) brought about changes in the union wage
effect in Japan that are quite unrelated to the question of whether changes in wage
premiums are countercyclical or not. Using data for before and after the Lost Decade,
the analysis below suggests that this is indeed the case.

Union voice effects?

! The term “wage effect” here refers to the wage differential between workers belonging to a labor
union and workers not belonging to a labor union (including workers employed at firms where there is
no labor union). The wage differential is also referred to as the “union wage premium.”

2 The term “voice effect” here refers to differences between workers belonging to a labor union and



The effects of unions are of course not limited to wages. Since Freeman and Medoff
(1984), a large number of studies have provided evidence that unions can change the
channels of communication between labor and management. Above all, unions can
raise the bargaining power of workers with regard to a variety of workplace-related
issues. In the United States, this union voice effect has often been used to explain low
job separation rates. By helping to resolve workplace-related problems and thus
providing an alternative to quitting (“exit”), unions decrease the likelihood that a
worker will leave a company.

One way to examine whether workers value the bargaining power provided by
unions is to quantitatively examine the extent to which union membership affects job
separation. If, in addition to resolving workplace-related problems, union voice
provides an effective alternative to quitting, one should observe that, holding other
factors fixed, the propensity for job separation among unionized workers is lower than
that among nonunion workers. However, the propensity for job separation is only an
indirect indicator of the value workers place on their current job. A more direct method
therefore is to examine the effect that union membership has on workers’ degree of job
satisfaction.

Studies examining the effect of labor unions on voluntary job separation or the
intention to change jobs in Japan include Muramatsu (1984), Tomita (1993), and Tsuru
and Rebitzer (1995). Whereas Muramatsu (1984) and Tomita (1993) found that union
membership had the effect of reducing voluntary job separations, Tsuru and Rebitzer’s
(1995) result suggested that unions do not significantly reduce exit propensities.

In this context, a recent study of great interest is the one by Todate (2007). Using
data by industry from the Survey of Employment Trends for the years 1984 to 2002,
Todate examined the impact of unionization rates on voluntary and firm-initiated
separations. He found that for men a higher unionization rate significantly lowered the
rate of voluntary separation and that although the estimated coefficient for women had
the same sign, it was not statistically significant. Todate provided two reasons to
explain the different results for men and women. The first is that, with the exception of
grievance procedures, unions’ policies tend to center on men. The second is that
women tend to be less integrated into firms than men and their job tenure tends to be

workers not belonging to a labor union (including workers employed at firms where there is no labor
union) in terms of job separation rates and job dissatisfaction. Job separation rates and the degree of job
dissatisfaction are assumed to be linked to whether matters improve when workers voice dissatisfaction
regarding working conditions or management issues.



shorter, so that women cannot capture the long-term benefits of union membership.
The advantages of union membership and voice are therefore small.

Nonunion workers’ support for unionization®

Research on nonunion workers’ attitudes toward unionization in Japan is rather
scant. However, one notable study in this field is the one by Noda and Tachibanaki
(1993). Using data from a survey they conducted among firm employees, they
implemented a probit analysis where the dependent variable was whether workers
thought a union was necessary in their firm. They found that workers who thought that
a union was necessary tended, for example, to expect that this would bring an
improvement in wages and better access to information regarding the firm’s
management, and such workers also tended to be dissatisfied with personnel
evaluation. However, Noda and Tachibanaki also found that certain groups of workers
whose shares in overall employment had increased, such as women and white collar
workers, only attached a relatively low value to labor unions. Finally, they found that,
against this background, merit systems based on individual performance were making
inroads and a growing number of workers were seeking to improve their lives by
raising their performance at work rather than trying to improve working conditions
through joining a union, while the number of workers wanting to organize a union at
nonunion firms decreased. This last point provides the main reason for the decline in
unionization rates in Japan.

The study by Noda and Tachibanaki focuses on nonunion workers’ attitudes as an
important factor explaining unionization rates. In particular the quantitative analysis,
following the example of Farber (1990) for the United States, of how attitudes toward
unionization among nonunion workers are related to dissatisfaction and worker
attributes represents an important step, and their argument that the encroachment of
the merit system has led to the disappearance of workers willing to take charge of
organizing a union provides a novel explanation.

The most important recent research on attitudes toward unionization among
nonunion workers is two studies by Hara and Sato (2004, 2005). Using data from a
questionnaire survey on private firm employees residing in the Tokyo area, the Kansai
(i.e., Kyoto and Osaka) region, and the twelve major cities of Japan, they search for
the sources of union support. It is well known that dissatisfaction with working

® “Nonunion workers’ support for unionization” refers to the view among workers at firms with no
union that “it would be better to establish a union at the firm.”



conditions is a major factor underlying support for unionization (Tsuru and Rebitzer,
1995). However, in addition to this, Hara and Sato found the following. First, support
for unionization is affected by the extent of workers’ understanding of workers’ rights
(such as basic workers’ rights and various worker protection laws). Second, support
for unionization is positively correlated with the perception of labor unions’
effectiveness. And third, support for unionization is lower among workers in nonunion
firms than among workers in union firms.

While Hara and Sato found that support for unionization at nonunion firms is low,
why this is the case remains an issue that has not yet been examined in detail. A
possible reason is that in many nonunion firms in Japan, other, nonunion arrangements
—such as labor-management consultations, employee organizations, etc. — are in place
(Tsuru, 2002; Tsuru and Morishima, 1999), and an intriguing research issue therefore
is what effect the existence of such alternative arrangements has on the support for
unionization among nonunion workers.

2.2 Research Agenda

Given the above considerations, this paper analyzes the economic effects of unions
from the following three angles. The first is the union wage effect. Specifically, in
addition to the union effect on wage levels by estimating wage functions, the effect of
unions on wage distributions is examined by employing counterfactual kernel density
estimates following the methodology of DiNardo, Fortin and Lemieux (1996).*
Second, the union voice effect is examined. Using a probit model, the union effect on
the propensity for voluntary quitting and the degree of job dissatisfaction is estimated.
And third, the determinants of support for unionization are examined. Specifically,
again using a probit model, this part of the analysis looks at the relationship between
support for unionization (i.e., the formation of a union) by nonunion workers on the
one hand and, on the other, various variables representing worker attributes and
alternative voice mechanisms such as labor-management consultation arrangements
and employee associations.

3. The Data

* The first to apply this method to Japanese data were Hara and Kawaguchi (2008).



The analysis in this paper uses cross-section data for two different years based on
the same questionnaire. The first set of cross-section data is from a survey conducted
by the Japan Institute of Labor (now the Japan Institute for Labour Policy and
Training) in 1992. The sample frame consists of 2,800 men and women aged 18 to 59,
residing within a radius of 30km from Tokyo Station (i.e., in Tokyo, Kanagawa, Chiba,
and Saitama) and drawn through stratified two-stage random sampling from the Basic
Resident Register. Among the 2,800 men and women, 1,736 were in employment, and
these were chosen as the survey subjects. 1,104 replied to the survey, for a response
rate of 63.6 percent. For the survey, respondents were interviewed at their residence
and the entire survey was conducted between February 7 and 24, 1992,

The second set of cross-section data is from a survey conducted by the Cabinet
Office in 2007. This is a repeat survey using the same questionnaire as in 1992. The
sample frame consists of 5,000 men and women residing in the Tokyo metropolitan
area (Tokyo, Kanagawa, Chiba, and Saitama) and randomly chosen from among the
mail survey monitor registrants of Intage, Inc., a market research company in Japan.
Among these, 4,371 responded to the survey for a response rate of 87.4 percent. The
entire survey was conducted by mail and took place between February 16 and 26,
2007.

Table 2 provides a comparison of the population and the sample in each of the two
years. As can be seen, the survey respondents represent a cross-section that quite
accurately reflects workers in the Tokyo metropolitan area. The ratio of labor union
members in the samples is 32.1 percent in 1992 and 29.2 percent in 2007. These
values are higher than the estimated national unionization rates of 24.4 percent (1992)
and 18.1 percent (for 2007), which, however, likely reflects that estimated
unionization rates for the Tokyo metropolitan area are also several percentage points
higher than the national average.’

The survey is confined to workers in the private sector. Summary statistics for each
of the variables after outliers were removed from the sample are shown in Table 3.
Note that the 1992 survey did not ask about the existence of labor-management
consultation mechanisms.

> Using the Ministry of Health, Labour and Welfare’s Basic Survey on Labor Unions as well as the
Ministry of Internal Affairs and Communications’ Labor Force Survey and Establishment and
Enterprise Census to calculate unionization rates for 2007 by region, the estimate for greater Tokyo
(Tokyo, Kanagawa, Chiba and Saitama) is 20.9 percent and that for Tokyo 24.7 percent.



4. Union Wage Effects

This section begins the empirical analysis by measuring the effect of union
membership on wage levels (total annual salaries). The results are displayed in Table 4
and indicate that in the 1992 data, no wage premium was measured either for men or
for women. In contrast, in the data for 2007, again no wage premium was observed for
women, but a positive wage premium of around 9 percent was measured for men.®
This result remains almost unchanged if the sample is limited to full-time regular
employees, i.e., excluding part-time workers (not shown in the table).’

In order to explore the underlying reasons for the differences between 1992 and
2007, the following two graphical comparisons using counterfactual kernel density
estimates based on the approach of DiNardo, Fortin and Lemieux (1996) are
conducted.® The first comparison takes workers with the attributes of union members

6 A further notable difference between 1992 and 2007 is that the coefficient on the years of
employment for women decreased by about one-third. To explore the reason for this, the estimation was
repeated dividing the observations for women into full-time regular and part-time workers. The results
indicate that whereas the coefficient for full-time women remained basically unchanged between the
two years, that for part-time women declined. In other words, the decrease in the coefficient on the
years of tenure for women overall is the result of the increased share of part-time workers rather than a
decrease in the years of employment of full-time women. With regard to men, the coefficient on the
years of employment remained almost unchanged, but the coefficient on the years of employment
squared declined. This can be interpreted as indicating that the role of seniority in determining wages is
dominant but diminishing over the life cycle for male employees.

” The reason for estimating separate wage functions for men and women is that, in terms of the labor
market overall, the structure of wage determination differs for men and women. Of course, within a
particular firm, the structure of wage determination for men and women, for instance in terms of
ability-based grade systems, is likely to be identical. Moreover, labor unions are likely to conduct wage
negotiations without distinguishing between men and women. However, the sample used in the analysis
here contains many workers employed in small and medium-sized businesses, and there is little reason
to assume that in the sample overall, the wage structure for men and women is the same.

® The underlying idea of counterfactual kernel density estimates is the following. In order to examine
whether a particular attribute (such as union membership) accounts for differences in the distribution of
wages of those with and those without that attribute in two different periods, a counterfactual kernel
density estimate compares the actual wage distribution for those with the attribute of interest (e.g.,
union membership) at one time and the counterfactual wage distribution for those without the attribute
of interest after controlling for other attributes (educational attainment, years of employment, etc.) at
another time. This means that, taking into account that workers’ wages are determined by the wage



in 1992 and 2007 and compares the (actual) wage distribution of those that were union
members and the (counterfactual) wage distribution of those that were not union
members (Figures 1 and 2). The second comparison focuses on workers’ status in 2007
and compares the (actual) wage distribution in 2007 with the (counterfactual) wage
distribution in 1992 (Figures 3 and 4).

Beginning with Figure 1, it can be seen that the (counterfactual) wage distribution
of male union members in 1992 had they worked in the nonunion group is not to the
left of the actual wage distribution, that is, union members’ wages would not have
been lower had they not been union members. In fact, the “bump” to the right suggests
that for a certain group, wages would have been higher than they actually were.
However, for 2007, the (counterfactual) wage distribution for male union members
had they worked in the nonunion group lies to the left of the actual distribution. Put
differently, the wage distribution of the union group is at a relatively higher position
than that of the nonunion group.

Figure 2 presents the results for women. In contrast with the men’s case, the
(counterfactual) wage distribution for female union members had they belonged to the
nonunion group leans to the left of the actual wage distribution, indicating a positive
union wage effect. However, the (counterfactual) wage distribution in 2007 for female
union members had they belonged to the nonunion group is more concentrated than the
actual distribution and compared with 1992, there is a much greater overlap.

Next, focusing on workers’ union membership status in 2007, the (actual) wage
distribution for 2007 and the (counterfactual) wage distribution for workers with the
same attributes had they worked in 1992 are examined (Figure 3 and 4). Beginning
with the group of male unionized workers, it can be seen that the actual distribution
for 2007 lies to the right of the counterfactual distribution for 1992. On the other hand,
for the group of nonunion workers, the two distributions essentially overlap. For the
case of women, the actual distribution in 2007 lies to the right of the counterfactual
distribution for 1992 irrespective of union membership status.®

structure of the sector in which they work as well as their individual attributes, a counterfactual
distribution is estimated in which only workers’ individual attributes are controlled for. For a more
detailed explanation, refer to appendix 2 of Kawaguchi and Hara (2007).

® Figures 3 and 4 can be interpreted as implying that the composition of workers is held fixed while the
wage schedule was changed. To check these results, the analysis was repeated holding the wage
schedule fixed while allowing the composition of workers to change. Similar to the results shown in
Figures 3 and 4, the only large change was observed for the group of unionized men. What these results



Returning now to the significant positive wage premium for men observed in 2007,
the above analysis suggests this is the result of (a) the fact that in 2007 the wage
distribution for union members was to the right of that (i.e., wages were higher than)
for nonunion members; and (b) while the wage distribution for nonunion workers in
2007 was almost unchanged from that in 1992, it has shifted to the right (implying
higher wages) for union workers. On the other hand, for women, the wage distribution
shifted toward the right (implying higher wages) irrespective of whether they were
union members or not.

While the analysis so far has provided a comparison between 1992 and 2007, it is
also of great interest to explore what happened in the intervening years. Therefore, to
gain a snapshot of the period between 1992 and 2007, the same analysis is conducted
using data from the Japanese General Social Surveys (JGSS) covering the period from
2000-2005."

Figure 5 shows the actual wage distributions for male union and nonunion workers
in 2005 and compares these with the estimated counterfactual distributions for workers
with the same attributes in 2000. In the case of male union workers, it can be seen that
the distribution for 2005 lies to the right (implying higher wages) of the counterfactual
distribution for 2000. This is essentially the same result as that suggested in Figure 3.
On the other hand, no right-ward shift in the wage distribution for male nonunion
workers can be observed.

Moreover, as can be seen in Figure 6, the wage distribution for female union
members for 2005 has a relatively large “bump” to the right (implying high wages),
especially when compared with the counterfactual distribution for 2000 for the same
female union members. A similar pattern, though less pronounced, can be observed for
female nonunion workers. While the result for female union members differs from that
shown in Figure 4, that for female nonunion workers is essentially the same.

The above results indicate that while male union members enjoyed an increase in
wages between 2000 and 2005, male nonunion workers did not experience such an
increase. In contrast, among women, nonunion workers experienced an improvement
in wages that was close to that seen for female union members. The patterns regarding
changes between 2000 and 2005 largely correspond to those seen in the comparison of
1992 and 2007. Overall, the results for men provide concrete evidence that during the

suggest is that the composition of workers changed more in union firms than in nonunion firms.
10" It should be noted that no survey was conducted in 2004.

10



Lost Decade a positive union wage effect emerged in Japan.™

5. Union Voice Effects

In order to examine union voice effects, as a first step, the extent to which labor
unions provide voice is examined. Table 5 shows that in the data for 1992, the share of
workers replying that “Even if there are problems at my workplace, | don’t tell
anybody about my grievances” is lower among union members than nonmembers, thus
indicating that labor unions do offer a voice channel. This pattern, where the share of
those saying they do not tell anyone about their grievances is lower among union than
nonunion workers, remains basically unchanged in 2007, implying that unions
continue to represent a voice channel for workers.™

As a second step, the effect of union membership on the propensity for voluntary
quitting and the degree of workplace dissatisfaction in 1992 and 2007 is examined.”

' To obtain further confirmation, using microdata from the Ministry of Health, Labour and Welfare’s
Survey on Wage Increases (1991 to 2007), changes in average wages were regressed on whether a firm
has a union or not, on firm size, and on industry. The coefficient on the union dummy was positive and
significant at the 1 percent level for the years 1993-1999, 2001, and 2005, indicating that a positive
union wage effect can also be ascertained when focusing on wage revisions by firms, thus providing
confirmation of the wage increases for union workers from the early 1990s to the 2000s shown in the
analysis above.

12 Anotable pattern is that, with the exception of harassment, the ratio of nonunion workers not
voicing dissatisfaction is higher than that of union workers. Especially with regard to wage levels and

welfare benefits, almost half of nonunion workers say that they do not voice any grievances.

3 Labor unions not only provide workers with a collective voice, but, through the part they play in
maintaining job security, also have a restraining effect on job separation rates. In addition, job
separation rates tend to be low at firms with a labor union also because such firms have typically
traditionally adhered to long-term employment practices. However, it should be noted that while unions’
collective voice helps to lower quits initiated by employees themselves since it helps to resolve
workers’ grievances, this differs from employment protection and long-term employment practices,
which reduce separations initiated by firms (i.e., restructuring). In this paper, the union voice effect is
examined by focusing on voluntary job quitting, which is used as the dependent variable, while
variables related to long-term employment, such as firm size or workers’ years of employment are used
as independent variables, so that long-term employment as a factors is controlled for.

11



Table 6 shows the results, which indicate the following.

First, in 1992, both for men and women, union membership did not have any
measurable effect either in terms of the propensity for voluntary quitting or the degree
of job dissatisfaction. Second, in 2007, union membership did significantly lower the
propensity for voluntary job quitting for men (and although the result is not significant
at the 10 percent level, the coefficient with regard to the degree of job dissatisfaction
now has the correct sign and the p-value is 0.111). However, for women still no such
union effect can be observed in 2007. In sum, whereas no union voice effect was
found in 1992, for men such an effect did operate in 2007. This pattern is in line with
the results above, i.e., that a union wage premium was observed only for men in 2007.

6. Attitudes Toward Unionization Among Nonunion Workers

The preceding sections suggested that it was indeed possible to observe economic
effects of labor unions. This being so, one would expect that this at least partly
provides an incentive for nonunion workers to form a labor union at their workplace.
But what are nonunion workers’ attitudes to unionization in practice?

As can be seen in Table 7, in 1992, the percentage of nonunion workers supporting
unionization was less than half among both men (43.3 percent) and women (37.8
percent). However, in 2007, a majority of men (55.7 percent) supported unionization.
On the other hand, among women the rate was still only 43.1 percent and thus clearly
lower than that among men (the difference between men and women is statistically
significant at 1 percent level).

Given this background, the purpose here is to explore the sources of support for
unionization among nonunion workers. This is done by regressing support for
unionization on factors that are likely to influence unionization support. Included as
explanatory variables here are not only workers’ attributes and their dissatisfaction
with working conditions, but also variables relating to voice mechanisms such as the
presence of joint labor-management consultation mechanisms and employee
associations. The results are presented in Table 8. Beginning with those for 1992, they
indicate that among men, dissatisfaction with wages had a positive effect on the
support for unionization; on the other hand, women were more likely to support unions
the larger their firm was and the more they were dissatisfied with welfare benefits.

Looking now at the results of the same estimation for 2007, prominent changes that
stand out are that for men, the dummy for recreation-oriented employee associations is

12



positive and significant. If there is such an organization, this pushes up the support for
unionization by more than 10 percentage points. On the other hand, the dummies for
the presence of a joint consultation system and for a voice-oriented employee
association are not significant. However, in the estimation for women, the coefficient
on the voice-oriented employee association dummy is significantly negative. If there is
a voice-oriented employee association, this pushes down the support rate for
unionization by 40 percentage points. These results suggest that for men,
recreation-oriented employee organizations play a complimentary role to unionization,
while for women, voice-oriented employee organizations tend to serve as a substitute
for unionization. This phenomenon that the presence or absence of worker
organizations influences attitudes toward unionization was not seen in 1992.

7. Discussion

The main findings can be summarized as follows. First, whereas no union wage
effects were observed in 1992, a wage premium for male workers had emerged in
2007. However, no such premium could be observed for female workers. Second, and
similarly, no union voice effect was found for 1992, but in 2007, union membership
reduced the propensity for job quitting (and, possibly, the degree of job dissatisfaction)
among men. However, for women, no such voice effect could be confirmed. And third,
perhaps as a result of these trends, the support for unionization among male nonunion
workers seems to have increased. On the other hand, the increase in support for
unionization among nonunion women was small when compared with men, and if
there exists a voice-oriented employee association at the workplace, this largely
substitutes for support for unionization among women. The following subsections
provide an interpretation of the results.

Union wage effects

To start with, the fact that a union wage effect was found for men but not for
women is likely to have something to do with the behavior of both labor unions and
firms. Two different interpretations are possible.

The first interpretation is to regard the union wage effect as a demonstration of the
bargaining power of labor unions. Amid the prolonged economic stagnation from 1992
to 2007, nonunion firms implemented almost no wage increases and the wage
distribution for men at such firms remained unchanged. Any wage increases won by
labor unions in the wage negotiation during the traditional “spring offensive” did not

13



spill over to nonunion firms.** As a result, wages in union firms increased relative to
those in nonunion firms.

On the other hand, with regard to women, a series of legal measures were
introduced to improve their situation at the workplace, beginning with the
implementation of the Equal Employment Opportunity Law in April 1986 and
followed by additional measures during the 1990s and 2000s, such as the Childcare
Leave Law implemented in April 1992, the ban on discrimination in the Revised Equal
Employment Opportunity Law implemented in April 1999, and the Revised Child and
Family Care Leave Law implemented in April 2002."> As can be seen in Figure 7,
when focusing on standard workers (i.e., workers that directly entered a firm after
graduating from school and then worked for the firm continuously, and excluding
non-regular workers such as temporary workers), the wage differential between men
and women appears to have shrunk during this period. Given this background, a
possible scenario is that as a result of the legal provisions the working conditions in
both union and nonunion firms have improved and that the wages of both unionized
and nonunionized women have moved in a similar fashion.™

The second interpretation is that the union wage premium was brought about
unintentionally through the introduction of measures by firms to deal with the
prolonged economic stagnation in Japan. Hara (2003), for example, using a firm
survey conducted in 2003, found that although more union firms than nonunion firms
had implemented restructuring measures, including personnel reductions, few of them
cut wages. This finding is also confirmed by the results of our analysis using
microdata of the Ministry of Health, Labour and Welfare’s Survey on Wage Increases
(for 1991 to 2007). As is shown in Figure 8, when asked which measures firms
considered the most pressing with regard to keeping personnel expenses in check, the

14 Cabinet Office (2007) reports that the proportion of firms that cited “going wages” as an important factor when
revising basic wages was substantially lower in the early 2000s than in the 1990s, irrespective of whether firms were
unionized or not. In addition, the gap in the timing of revising wages by firms with union and those without unions
shrunk in the 1990s. Based on this evidence, it is possible to argue that wage spillovers from union to non-union firms
became weak in the 1990s and the early 2000s.

5 The principle of equal wages for men and women in the Labor Standards Law only banned discrimination with
regard to wages. However, the Revised Equal Opportunity Law also bans discrimination with regard to job
assignments and promotions and it is expected that this will help to correct the qualitative wage differentials between
men and women arising from discriminatory treatment with regard to assignments and promotions.

5 This line of reasoning is one that has not been mentioned in the literature so far and may provide a
new vantage point from which to analyze wage effects among women.
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percentage of firms citing “personnel retrenchment and natural attrition” as the most
important measure was higher among union than among nonunion firms. At the same
time, as reported in Table 9, the percentage of firms that implemented regular pay
raises was also higher among unionized firms. Taken together, the pattern that these
findings suggest is that union firms tended to keep their labor costs in check by
curbing new hires, which then made it possible to maintain or even raise wage levels.
On the other hand, nonunion firms, even if they were already restraining labor costs
through personnel adjustments, additionally also tended to adjust wages downward.

There is no direct evidence supporting this latter interpretation. However, regressing
changes in annual income on a firm size dummy, with large firms of 1,000 or more
employees, for which unionization rates tend to be comparatively high, as the
reference group, Kuroda and Yamamoto (2006) find that the coefficients for firms with
fewer than 1,000 employees are all significantly negative. This result is consistent with
the interpretation that firms’ restructuring measures play a role in the appearance of
the union wage effect.

Union voice effect

The next issue to address is why a union voice effect was observed for men in 2007
when none was found for 1992. A likely explanation, which is similar to the one for
the union wage effect, is that unions, on the one hand, accepted restructuring measures
such as workforce reductions, but on the other strove to protect the working conditions,
such as wages, of existing workers."

But this leaves unanswered the question why no union voice effect was observed for
women. To gain some traction on this issue, it is necessary to start by looking at
changes in the way workers voiced grievances at the workplace and whether they did
so through individual channels (“I talk to management by myself” or “I talk to my
superior”) or through collective voice channels (“I talk to the labor union”). Overall,
both in 1992 and 2007, the most common reply given as to which route is chosen to
voice grievances is “I talk to my superior,” followed by “I talk to the labor union.”

Y In terms of the proportion of those wishing to change jobs, that among male union members
increased only by 2.2 percentage points from1992 to 2007, while that among male nonunion workers
increased substantially by 19.0 percentage points. For women, the corresponding figures were increases
of 9.0 percentage points for union members and 8.8 percentage points for nonunion workers.
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Although for brevity no table is provided here, when examining the effect of union
membership on the choice of individual or collective voice channels, the following
pattern emerges. Compared with 1992, there was a larger number of items where the
share of both men and women replying “I talk to the labor union” increased than
decreased.® On the other hand, while there was a large number of items where the
share of male union members replying “I communicate with management through my
superior” increased than decreased, the opposite was the case for female union
members.

However, the above results do not yet provide conclusive evidence of union voice,
since it is possible that the observed greater exercise of collective voice has come at
the expense of the exercise of individual voice. To take this possibility into
consideration, it is useful to look at whether being a union member has the effect of
opening up channels for expressing dissatisfaction.” The results indicate that for men,
union membership provided channels for expressing dissatisfaction with regard to a
much larger number of items in 2007 than in 1992. On the other hand, for women,
union membership opened up channels for expressing dissatisfaction for only some of
the items. This suggests that although initiatives by labor unions mean that women

8- As for items on which job dissatisfaction might focus, the surveys provided the following seven
categories: (1) wages; (2) working hours, holidays, vacation leave; (3) welfare benefits; (4) employment
stability; (5) assessment and setting of salaries and bonuses; (6) staff rotation (including transfer
policies); and (7) harassment. As for how workers voiced any dissatisfaction with regard to these items,
the surveys provided respondents with the following options: (1) | talk to management by myself; (2) |
talk to management together with my co-workers; (3) | communicate with management through my
superior; (4) 1 communicate with management through the employee association or recreational
association; (5) I communicate with management through the joint consultation system; (6) I talk to the
labor union; (7) | talk to administrative bodies such as the labor administration office; (8) | talk to
external organizations, such as telephone advice services for part-time workers; and (9) | don’t talk to
anybody. Looking at the share of union workers saying “I talk to the labor union,” this increased from
1992 to 2007 among men for five items and among women for four items. On the other hand, the share
of union workers saying “I communicate with management through my superior” declined both among
men (for three items) and women (for five items).

 This is examined by conducting a probit analysis using a dummy variable for “I don’t talk to
anyone” (taking a value of 1 if applicable, 0 otherwise) as the dependent variable. Doing so, the
coefficient on the dummy variable for union membership was significantly negative in the estimation
for 1992 for men in the case of zero items and for women in the case of two items, while in the
estimation for 2007 it was significantly negative for men in the case of seven items and for women in
the case of four items.
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now have a stronger collective voice than in the past to address women’s working
conditions, these initiatives have been insufficient to provide women with as many
channels to express dissatisfaction as men.

Nonunion workers’ support for unionization

Finally, the analysis also highlighted differences between male and female workers
in terms of the support for unionization among nonunion workers. The most likely
explanation for this, as shown by the estimation results obtained by Hara and Sato
(2004, 2005), is that nonunion workers clearly perceive the different union wage and
voice effects for men and women, and this leads to differences between men and
women in their attitude toward unionization. However, it is possible that nonunion
workers are not that clearly aware of the benefits of unionization. An alternative,
though less rigorous interpretation may therefore be more appropriate. For example,
against the background of deregulation and weakening employment protection since
the early 1990s, it could be argued that men, in their role as main or sole providers of
household income, have become more sensitive to the issue of employment protection
and, as a consequence, are more inclined to the notion that “labor unions can protect
employment” than women.

It seems rather difficult to explain why recreation-oriented employee associations
raise the support for unionization among men, while voice-oriented employee
associations lower women’s support for unionization. According to the empirical
analysis in Tsuru (2002), recreation-oriented employee associations and voice-oriented
employee associations have in common that they express employees’ concerns with
regard to welfare benefits; however, they differ in that recreation-oriented associations
express workers’ concerns with regard to working hours, holidays, and vacation leave,
while voice-oriented associations express workers’ concerns with regard to annual
management plans and production schedules. In other words, some of the latter may
be not dissimilar to labor unions in that they provide voice on aspects such as working
conditions and management issues. Moreover, compared with recreation-oriented ones,
voice-oriented employee associations also tend to function in a more firmly
established manner. Overall, therefore, men may tend to see voice-oriented
organizations as an imperfect substitute for labor unions, while women consider it as a
sufficient substitute.

Applying the same logic to recreation-oriented employee associations, these provide

only a loose type of organization at a firm. And this, in turn, may lead men, who feel
under greater pressure to support the household, to prefer an institutionalized union. In
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other words, it is possible that, as a result of declining job stability due to the
loosening of employment protection laws, there are moves toward turning simple,
recreation-oriented employees associations into unions. In fact, this interpretation is
backed up by the fact that, according to a survey conducted at the end of June 2007,
there has been an increase in the number of labor union members for the first time in
13 years, i.e., since 1994, while another survey carried out at the end of June 2008
showed that the unionization rate, which had been declining for a long time, stopped
falling for the first time in 27 years, i.e., since 1981, and moved sideways.® These
results suggest that, along with the change in the employment environment, there are
also signs of changes in attitudes towards labor unions.

8. Conclusion

What do unions do in Japan? This is the question posed at the outset of this paper,
and the analysis presented here has provided the following answers.

First, whereas no union wage effect was observed in 1992, a wage premium for men
could be observed in 2007. However, for women, no such wage premium was found.
With regard to union voice effects, again no such effect was evident in 1992, but in
2007, a decline among men in the propensity for voluntary quitting (and, to some
extent, the degree of job dissatisfaction) was found. In contrast, among women, no
such union voice effects could be detected. Third, among male nonunion workers,
support for unionization increased between 1992 and 2007. On the other hand, the
increase in support for unionization among female nonunion workers was scant when
compared with that for their male counterparts. Furthermore, if there exists a
voice-oriented employee association at the workplace, this largely substituted for
female support for unionization.

These results have various implications for labor relations in Japan. First, the fact
that a union wage effect was observed indicates that labor unions exercised their
bargaining power in wage negotiations and in particular were able to win regular
annual pay rises. On the other hand, the phenomenon that these wage improvements
did not spread to nonunion firms suggests that the “spring offensive”is no longer
fulfilling its previous role and has become an empty shell. Second, it is notable that the
positive union wage effect has been accompanies by personnel reductions at unionized
companies. In other words, unions have been able to maintain wage levels, but only in
exchange for adjustments in employment. Third, it appears that unions do not

% Ministry of Health, Labour and Welfare, Basic Survey on Labor Unions (2007, 2008).
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sufficiently understand the grievances and requirements of female workers. For this
reason, unions tend to fail to resolve the workplace grievances of women, and,
moreover, were unable to reduce voluntary job quitting. The impression of labor
unions that emerges from this is that they focus their resources on guarding the
interests of male union members in the firm. The results of this, in terms of the
economic effects of unions, were shown above. However, at the same time, this
narrow focus also limits the social significance of labor unions in Japan.
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Table 1. Major preceding studies on union wage effects

Author(s) and year of publication

Survey period

Data source and sample size

Union wage effect

Comment

Before the Lost Decade

Kalleberg and Lincoln (1988) 1981-83 Questionnaire survey of 3,735 Men: -13.2% (statistically significant)
employees at 46 plants in Kanagawa Women: -15.4% (statistically significant)
prefecture.

Brunello (1992) 1987 979 union and nonunion manufacturing |-2.8% (statistically significant)
firms from the Yearbook of Japanese
Unlisted Companies.

Tachibanaki and Noda (1993) 1991 Questionnaire survey of 689 firms Not statistically significant.
nationwide.

Tsuru and Rebitzer (1995) 1992 Questionnaire survey of 1,104 workers |Not statistically significant.
in the greater Tokyo area.

After the Lost Decade

Noda (2005) 2003 Questionnaire survey of 391 survey Men: +11.3% (statistically significant)
monitor registrants in greater Tokyo, Women: -5.3% (not statistically
Kansai region, and twelve major cities. |significant)

Hara and Kawaguchi (2008) 2000-03 Sample of 2,415 persons from the Men and women overall: +17% After controlling for industry and
Japanese General Social Surveys (statistically significant) occupation: +7% (statistically
(JGSS). significant); also provides factor

decomposition following DiNardo,
Fortin and Lemieux (1996).
Nitta and Shinozaki (2008) 2000-03 Sample of 1,432 persons working at Men and women overall: +12.6% Working hours are not controlled for.

firms with 30 or more employees from
the Japanese General Social Surveys
(JGSS).

(statistically significant)

Men: +5.1% (statistically significant)
Women: +24.1% (statistically
significant)




Table 2. Comparison of samples and population

1992

(a) Sample structure by sex and union membership
Number of persons | Sample share (%)

Men 654 59.2
Women 450 40.8
Union members 354 32.1
(b) Age distribution of sample and population (%)
Ageinyears | 18-19 | 20-29 | 30-39 | 40-49 | 50-59 [ Total
Sample
Men 3.2 27.7 32.3 21.9 15.0 100
Women 2.7 29.8 22.0 29.1 16.4 100
Total 3.0 28.5 28.1 24.8 15.6 100
Population
Men 5.9 28.7 21.7 24.7 19.0 100
Women 5.9 26.4 21.3 26.2 20.3 100
Total 5.9 27.6 21.5 25.4 19.7 100

(Note) The population consists of 18 to 59-year-olds within a 30km radius of Tokyo Station.
The population data are taken from Management and Coordination Agency (1990),
Population Census of Japan .

2007
(a) Sample structure by sex and union membership

Number of persons | Sample share (%)
Men 2544 58.2
Women 1827 41.8
Union members 1146 29.2
(b) Age distribution of sample and population (%)
Ageinyears | 18-19 | 20-29 | 30-39 [ 40-49 | 50-59 | Total
Sample
Men 0.7 20.5 34.4 23.1 21.2 100
Women 0.3 22.6 29.5 22.4 25.3 100
Total 0.5 21.4 32.2 22.8 23.0 100
Population
Men 1.7 21.6 28.9 23.4 24.3 100
Women 2.2 24.8 25.2 24.1 23.8 100
Total 1.9 23.0 27.2 23.7 24.1 100

(Note) The population consists of 18 to 59-olds residing in the Tokyo metropolitan area
(Tokyo, Kanagawa, Chiba, and Saitama) among the 240,000 mail survey monitor
registrants of Intage, Inc.



Table 3. Summary statistics

1992 2007
No. of obs.| Mean |Std. dev.| Min. [ Max. |No. of obs.| Mean [Std. dev.| Min. | Max.

Union member dummy 1023] 0.300f 0.459 0 1 3329 0.281| 0.450 0 1
Voice-oriented employee association dummy 1023] 0.055( 0.228 0 1 3382| 0.036] 0.186 0 1
Recreation-oriented employee association dummy 1023| 0.126f 0.332 0 1 3382| 0.114] 0.318 0 1
Joint consultation system dummy 2331 0.024] 0.152 0 1
Annual cash earnings (natural log) 876( 14.952| 0.738(13.618|16.670 3270| 14.972| 0.714|13.651|16.649
Male dummy 1023 0.588| 0.492 0 1 3382| 0.570] 0.495 0 1
Firm size (natural log) 997 5.502| 2.518 0| 9.031 3275 6.003| 2.455 0| 9.252
Educational attainment

Vocational school dummy 1021] 0.082f 0.275 0 1 3367 0.130] 0.336 0 1

Vocational/junior college dummy 1021] 0.104f 0.305 0 1 3367 0.124] 0.329 0 1

University dummy 1021] 0.305( 0.460 0 1 3367| 0.436] 0.496 0 1
Years since graduation 1003| 8.644| 10.520 0 44 3189| 10.025( 10.637 0 41
Full-time regular worker dummy 1023] 0.763( 0.425 0 1 3382| 0.665| 0.472 0 1
Straight time working hours 1016] 37.231 10.064( 0.800 98 3266| 42.549| 15.746 0] 140
Overtime working hours 1023| 2.826( 5.284 0] 38.3 3274 6.071| 8.793 0 95
Tenure years 1020 8.330| 8.629| 0.083| 45.25 3317| 8.500| 8.855 0| 41.75
Tenure”2/100 1020 1.438| 2.732| 0.000{20.476 3317 1.506| 2.796 0]17.431
Voluntary job quitting dummy 986| 0.213( 0.410 0 1 3187 0.327( 0.469 0 1
Degree of job dissatisfaction 1023| 2.688( 0.972 1 5 3375 3.104] 1.098 1 5
Degree of dissatisfaction with regard to wages 1023] 3.054( 1.061 1 5 3368 3.410| 1.165 1 5
Degree of dissatisfaction with regard to welfare benefits 935 2.958| 1.030 1 5 3126 3.2471 1.105 1 5
Degree of dissatisfaction with regard to working hours 1022 2.782 1.110 1 5 3348| 2.951 1.214 1 5




Table 4. Private sector union wage premium (Annual cash earnings)a'b

1992 2007
Men Women Men Women
Union member dummy -0.035 -0.026 0.031 0.058 0.091 ™  0.089 "™ | 0.011 0.007
(0.039) (0.039) (0.067) (0.071) (0.021) (0.021) (0.034) (0.035)
Firm size (natural log) 0.014 " 0.008 0.021 ™ 0.018 " 0.046 ™ 0.045" | 0.030 ™  0.032 "
(0.008)  (0.008) | (0.010)  (0.011) | (0.004)  (0.004) | (0.005) (0.005)
Educational attainment
Vocational school dummy 0.120 ™ 0.098 * -0.044 -0.051 0.052 " 0.033 0.008 -0.001
(0.060) (0.059) (0.079) (0.082) (0.030) (0.030) (0.037) (0.037)
Vocational/junior college dummy 0.134" 0.094 0.082 0.074 0.122™  0.091 ™ 0.083 ™ 0.057 *
(0.073) (0.074) (0.064) (0.067) (0.046) (0.046) (0.032) (0.032)
University dummy 0.354 ™ 0.332 ™ 0.368 ™ 0.323 ™ 0.202 ™ 0.172 ™ 0.159 ™ 0.136 ™
(0.036) (0.039) (0.076) (0.084) (0.022) (0.022) (0.034) (0.034)
Years since graduation 0.017 ™ 0.017 ™ | 0.002 0.002 0.011 ™ 0.012™ | -0.004 ™  -0.003 ™
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Full-time regular worker dummy 0.422™" 03847 | 0654 06437 | 04657 0448 | 0.606 ™  0.567 "
(0.110) (0.108) (0.063) (0.065) (0.028) (0.028) (0.032) (0.032)
Straight time working hours -0.003 -0.002 0.015™  0.016 ™ | 0.002 ™ 0.002 ™ 0.017 ™ 0.017 ™
(0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Overtime working hours 0.008 ™ 0.006 ™ 0.026 ™ 0.023 ™ 0.005 ™ 0.004 ™ -0.005 -0.006 "
(0.003) (0.003) (0.010) (0.010) (0.001) (0.001) (0.003) (0.003)
Tenure years 0.040 ™ 0.041 ™ 0.044 ™ 0.041 ™ 0.040 ™ 0.041 ™ 0.016 ™ 0.017 ™
(0.005) (0.005) (0.013) (0.013) (0.003) (0.003) (0.005) (0.005)
Tenure”2/100 -0.031 " -0.042 ™ | -0.082 -0.069 -0.055 ™™ -0.058 ™" 0.000 -0.001
(0.016) (0.016) (0.060) (0.062) (0.009) (0.008) (0.018) (0.018)
Occupation dummy No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
Industry dummy No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
Constant 14.348 14,576 13.202 12.949 13.990 13.921 13.432 13.371
(0.135) (0.159) (0.115) (0.325) (0.057) (0.066) (0.063) (0.081)
No. of obs. 475 475 278 278 1525 1525 1032 1032
F-statistic 42.42 22.51 47.81 22.37 165.15 82.66 200.58 95.36
Adj. R-squared 0.4901 0.5214 0.6502 0.6493 0.5423 0.5626 0.6804 0.6872

(Notes)® Estimated using ordinary least squares. The dependent variable is the log of annual cash earnings. Standard errors are given in parentheses.

Kkk K

, " and " indicate statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% level, respectively.
® Because the dependent variable is the natural log of annual cash earnings in the preceding year, tenure is estimated only for those with one or more years of tenure.



Figure 1. Counterfactual kernel density, male regular workers
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(Notes) Broken line : Actual wage distribution of union workers.
Solid line : Counterfactual wage distribution if union workers had worked as
nonunion workers.
The vertical axis represents the probability density function and its integral with
respect to annual cash earnings (natural log) equals 1. The same applies to the
following figures.



Figure 2. Counterfactual kernel density, female regular workers
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(Notes) Broken line : Actual wage distribution of union workers.
Solid line : Counterfactual wage distribution if union workers had worked as
nonunion workers.



Figure 3. Counterfactual kernel density, male regular workers
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(Notes) Broken line : Actual wage distribution in 2007.
Solid line : Counterfactual wage distribution if workers in 2007 had worked in 1992.



Figure 4. Counterfactual kernel density, female regular workers
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(Notes) Broken line : Actual wage distribution in 2007.
Solid line : Counterfactual wage distribution if workers in 2007 had worked in 1992.



Figure 5. Counterfactual kernel density, male regular workers
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(Notes) Broken line : Actual wage distribution in 2005.
Solid line : Counterfactual wage distribution if workers in 2005 had worked in 2000.



Figure 6. Counterfactual kernel density, female regular workers
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(Notes) Broken line : Actual wage distribution in 2005.
Solid line : Counterfactual wage distribution if workers in 2005 had worked in 2000.



Table 5. Percentage of employees who would not tell anybody about problems arising at work

Men Women
Dissatisfaction with regard to Union workers |Nonunion workers| Union workers |Nonunion workers
1992 2007 1992 2007 1992 2007 1992 2007

Wage level 21.5 30.0 32.7 42.9 19.1 39.1 38.0 47.5
Welfare benefits 25.1 26.6 40.4 45.9 17.9 33.7 45.1 50.1
Working hours, holidays, and vacation leave 22.9 22.9 30.3 36.5 17.9 26.5 33.8 334
Job security 24.2 24.7 38.8 43.5 16.7 32.0 43.9 44.6
Performance ratings 24.7 28.1 35.9 43.0 22.6 354 45.1 46.9
Transfer policies 20.2 24.3 35.9 40.0 22.6 27.3 49.0 40.2
Harassment 32.7 19.5 43.0 32.3 15.5 11.7 37.1 21.8

(Note) The figures in the table show the percentages of employees responding "I don't talk to anybody" to the following question: "If you have grievances at the workplace

with regard to any of the following items, what would you do?"



Table 6. Determinants of the propensity for voluntary job quitting and the degree of job dissatisfaction®

Propensity for voluntary job quittingb

Degree of job dissatisfaction”

Men Women Men Women
1992 2007 1992 2007 1992 2007 1992 2007

Union member dummy 0.064 -0.093 ™ [-0.016 0.010 0.183 -0.115 -0.130 0.012

(0.048) (0.031) (0.076) (0.047) (0.131) (0.072) (0.214)  {(0.100)
Annual cash earnings (natural log) -0.006 -0.064 -0.045 -0.011 -0.560 " |-0.534 " [-0.070 -0.437

(0.055) (0.040) (0.077) (0.045) (0.159) (0.088) (0.189)  [(0.091)
Degree of dissatisfaction with regard to welfare benefits | 0.068 ™ | 0.106 “ | 0.154 * | 0.087 ™

(0.018) (0.012) (0.028) (0.016)
Firm size (natural log) -0.012 -0.0003 0.004 -0.002 -0.064 ™ |-0.032 ™ | 0.031 0.025

(0.010) (0.007) (0.013) (0.008) (0.028) (0.015) (0.033)  [(0.016)
Other independent variables® Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
No. of obs. 426 1413 214 851 475 1525 278 1031
Log likelihood -162.699 | -713.561 | -87.047 | -447.715 | -601.356 |-2007.813 | -298.567 |-1358.218

(Notes) * The determinants of the propensity for voluntary job quitting are estimated using a probit (marginal effects) model, while the determinants of the

degree of job dissatisfaction are estimated using an ordered probit model. Standard errors are in parentheses. “and

significance at the 5% and 1% level, respectively.
® The propensity for voluntary job quitting is estimated using as the dependent variable a dummy that takes a value of 1 if survey respondent:
answered with yes to the question whether they were thinking of changing jobs within the next 1-2 years.
° The degree of job dissatisfaction is measured based on respondents’ answer to the question: "Overall, how satisfied are you with your curren
working conditions?" Respondents were given the following options for their reply: 1=Extremely satisfied; 2=Quite satisfied: 3=Neither satisfied
nor dissatisfied; 4=Quite dissatisfied; 5=Extremely dissatisfied.

¢ Other independent variables included in the estimations are the explanatory variables used in the estimation of the wage function in Table 4

as well as occupation and industry dummies.

“indicate statistical



Table 7. Attitudes toward unionization

Support unionization Do pot_sup_port
unionization
1992
Men 43.3 56.7
Women 37.8 62.2
Total 40.7 59.3
2007
Men 55.7** 44,3***
Women 43.1 56.9
Total 50.1 49.9

(Note) " indicates that there is a statistically significant
difference in the means for men and women at the
1% level.



Table 8. Support for unionization among nonunion workers in the private sector (Marginal effect)

1992 2007
Men Women Men Women
Joint consultation system dummy 0.038 -0.305
(0.123) (0.150)
Voice-oriented employee association dummy -0.015 -0.144 0.029 -0.003 -0.152 -0.399 ™
(0.127) (0.196) (0.090) (0.094) (0.127) (0.093)
Recreation-oriented employee association dummy -0.079 0.184 0147 ™ 0117™ | -0127"  -0.127
(0.089) (0.127) (0.050) (0.055) (0.070) (0.088)
Degree of dissatisfaction with regard to wages 0.110 ™| 0.033 0.070 ™ 0.056 ™ | 0.079 ™  0.105 ™"
(0.039) (0.052) (0.020) (0.022) (0.023) (0.028)
Degree of dissatisfaction with regard to welfare benefits 0.042 0.092 " 0.085 ™  0.083 ™ | 0.056 ™  0.043
(0.042) (0.051) (0.021) (0.022) (0.026) (0.034)
Degree of dissatisfaction with regard to working hours 0.018 0.023 0.003 0.006 0.012 0.020
(0.038) (0.051) (0.020) (0.021) (0.024) (0.030)
Firm size (natural log) 0.027 0.051™ | 0.048™ 0.053™ | 0.051"" 0.068 "
(0.019) (0.024) (0.010) (0.012) (0.012) (0.016)
Educational attainment
Vocational school dummy 0.140 -0.116 -0.049 -0.105 0.039 0.036
(0.123) (0.158) (0.069) (0.078) (0.080) (0.105)
Vocational/junior college dummy -0.070 -0.065 -0.028 -0.071 0.080 0.077
(0.178) (0.124) (0.104) (0.115) (0.070) (0.087)
University dummy 0.134 0.120 0.029 0.011 0.154 ™ 0.225 ™
(0.085) (0.215) (0.053) (0.059) (0.072) (0.085)
Years since graduation 0.005 -0.001 0.001 0.002 0.007 ™  0.007 "
(0.004) (0.005) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004)
Full-time regular worker dummy dropped 0.223" 0.094 0.061 0.104 0.003
(0.118) (0.064) (0.077) (0.066) (0.089)
Straight time working hours -0.004 -0.006 0.001 0.000 -0.004 0.002
(0.004) (0.006) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004)
Overtime working hours -0.006 -0.009 0.001 -0.0001 0.017 ™ 0.014
(0.006) (0.019) (0.003) (0.003) (0.007) (0.009)
Tenure years -0.007 -0.024 0.002 -0.0005 -0.006 -0.007
(0.012) (0.028) (0.007) (0.008) (0.013) (0.015)
Tenure”2/100 0.029 0.042 -0.017 -0.015 0.036 0.045
(0.033) (0.132) (0.022) (0.023) (0.052) (0.059)
Occupation dummy Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Industry dummy Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
No. of obs. 255 159 721 622 483 343
Log likelihood -152.324 -86.002 | -430.186 -368.748 | -287.396  -187.977
Adj. R-squared 0.1312 0.2004 0.1219 0.1233 0.1375 0.2090

(Notes) Estimated using probit estimation. The dependent variable is a dummy for supporting unionization (support = 1).
Standard errors are given in parentheses. ,  and " indicate statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% level, respectively.



Figure 7.Wage differentials between men and women by firm size
©1992 =2007
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(Notes) * Based on data from the "Basic Survey on Wage Structure” (1992 and 2007) published by the
Ministry of Health, Labour and Welfare. The survey for 2007 covers approximately 78,000
establishments and about 1.61 million workers.

® The figure shows the ratio of female standard workers' wages to male standard workers' wages
for all ages by firm size and academic achievement.

° The wage data were obtained by adding annual bonuses and other special cash earnings to the
annualized amount of scheduled cash earnings.

9 Values are for industries in total.

® The comparison here is for "standard workers," defined as those that directly entered a firm
after graduation and then worked for the same firm continously.



Figure 8. Percentage of firms seeing "‘personnel retrenchment and natural attrition"
as the most important measures to reduce personnel costs
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(Source) Tsuru et al.(2009).

(Notes) ® Based on an analysis of microdata of the Ministry of Health, Labour and Welfare's Survey
on Wage Increases (1991-2007).

® Based on firms with 100 or more employees. Figures were also aggregated by firm size, but the
pattern was generally the same.



Table 9. Regular pay raises, by type of firm (share in %)

Union firms Nonunion firms

No system| System of No system| System of

of regglar regul_ar _ Implemtegi/ I\_lot implem_ted/ Postponed of regL_JIar regul_ar _ Implemtefﬂ Not implem_ted/ Postponed

pay raises [ pay raises | implementing | implementing pay raises | pay raises| implementing | implementing
2003 29.9 70.1 62.7 6.9 0.5 32.9 67.1 48.5 18.4 0.2
2004 27.4 72.6 64.5 7.8 0.4 36.2 63.8 54.1 9.3 0.4
2005 29.6 70.4 66.3 4.1 0.0 33.2 66.8 53.8 11.9 1.2
2006 25.6 74.4 69.8 4.6 0.1 28.3 71.7 61.7 9.6 0.4
2007 26.4 73.6 68.6 4.9 0.1 26.4 73.6 65.4 8.1 0.1

(Source) Tsuru et al.(2009).

(Notes) * Based on an analysis of microdata of the Ministry of Health, Labour and Welfare's Survey on Wage Increases (2003-2007).

® Based on firms with 100 or more employees. Figures were also aggregated by firm size, but the pattern was generally the same.



