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Abstract – This study examines the adequacy of welfare facilities provided by organizations to employees and evaluates their 

perceived adequacy and effect on job satisfaction and organisational commitment. Welfare facilities include statutory and non-

statutory services: medical aid, safety, canteen/rest rooms, recreation, housing/transport support, social security, and other 

employee benefits. A structured questionnaire was administered to a sample of 80 employees drawn from manufacturing and 

service organizations. Data were analyzed using descriptive statistics, frequency distribution, and Pearson correlation. Findings 

show that while statutory welfare facilities (medical, safety, provident fund etc.) are largely available and rated as satisfactory 

by most employees, non-statutory amenities (recreation, transport, housing support, family welfare) are perceived as inadequate 

by a significant proportion. A significant positive correlation (r ≈ 0.57, p < 0.01) between perceived welfare adequacy and job 

satisfaction was observed. The study concludes that organizations need to strengthen non-statutory welfare provisions to 

improve employee morale, satisfaction, retention, and organisational commitment. 

 

Keywords –  Employee welfare, welfare facilities adequacy, statutory welfare, non-statutory welfare, job satisfaction, 
organizational commitment.

 
 

I. INTRODUCTION  
 

 Employees are central to the success and productivity of 

any organization. Beyond remuneration, welfare 

facilities—services and amenities provided by employers—

play a critical role in shaping employees’ physical comfort, 

psychological well-being, job satisfaction, and 

organisational commitment. Welfare may be statutory 

(mandated by law) or non-statutory (voluntary benefits 

beyond legal requirements). Statutory welfare often 

includes medical aid, social security contributions (e.g., 

provident fund, insurance), safety and occupational health 

measures; non-statutory welfare may include recreation, 

transport/housing support, childcare, canteen, restrooms, 

and other amenities aimed at enhancing quality of work life. 

 

Providing adequate welfare facilities is important not only 

as a moral or legal obligation, but also as a strategic human-

resource investment: it can enhance employee satisfaction, 

reduce turnover, boost motivation and productivity, and 

foster loyalty and commitment. Given this significance, the 

present study aims to examine the adequacy of welfare 

facilities in selected organizations from employees’ 

perspective, and assess how perceived adequacy relates to 

job satisfaction and organisational commitment. 

 

II. REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
 

 A Study of Employee Satisfaction towards Welfare 

Facilities at Unnati Associates (Meshram & Hajare, 

2021) found that welfare facilities significantly 

influence employee satisfaction; authors argue that 

employee contentment with welfare amenities is 

critical for organisational success and productivity.  

 A Study on Impact of Employee Welfare Measures 

on Employee’s Performance (Panday, Kothari & 

Shah, 2024) in the IT sector concluded that welfare 

measures are essential for employees’ better living and 

help maintain high motivation and improved 

performance.  

 Impact of Employee Welfare Facilities on Job 

Satisfaction with Special Reference to Chennai City 

(Kumari, 2020) reported that employees who enjoy 

good welfare facilities—including medical benefits 

and child allowance—tend to show higher job 

satisfaction and organizational loyalty.  

 A Study on the Relationship Between Labour 

Welfare Schemes and Its Impact on Job Satisfaction 

among Workers in Titan Watch Company, Hosur – 

A Case Study (Viyani & Devi, 2024) indicated a 

positive relation between welfare provisions (medical, 

canteen, recreation, housing/loan facilities, insurance) 

and job satisfaction among industrial workers.  

 Study on Job Satisfaction and Employee Welfare in 

Garment Industries (2020) – based on 224 employees 

across numerous textile units — showed a statistically 

significant association between welfare facilities and 

job satisfaction; in particular, health benefits and 

personal benefits (allowances, social security) 

contributed meaningfully to satisfaction.  

 Impact of Labour Welfare on Employee Attitudes 

and Job Satisfaction (Srivastava, 2004) — comparing 

public and private sectors — found that welfare 

facilities and activities significantly affect employees’ 

attitudes toward management and job satisfaction. 

Public-sector workers generally reported better welfare 

support and greater satisfaction.  

 An Appraisal of Employees Welfare and Social 

Security Measures in Central Public Sector 

Enterprises (Sanyal & Sikidar, 2018) emphasizes 

that welfare and social security measures go beyond 

wages and are foundational for ensuring employees’ 
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long-term security, morale, and commitment — 

especially in industrial contexts.  

 Additional recent studies (2024) highlight that 

organisations providing welfare measures—medical 

facilities, safe work environment, recreational and rest 

amenities, social security, career support—tend to 

report higher worker retention, motivation, and 

perceived organisational support.  

Overall, the literature strongly supports the view that 

adequate welfare facilities are associated with higher job 

satisfaction, better attitudes toward management, improved 

performance, and stronger organisational commitment. 

 

III. OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS 
 

 Welfare Facilities: Services, benefits, and amenities 

provided by employer beyond basic wages. This 

includes statutory welfare (medical benefits, provident 

fund or pension, safety and occupational health, 

insurance, social security) and non-statutory welfare 

(canteen, rest rooms, drinking water, transport, housing 

support, recreational facilities, childcare, leave 

benefits, loan facilities, family welfare schemes). 

 Adequacy of Welfare Facilities: The degree to which 

employees perceive these facilities as sufficient, 

accessible, and meeting their needs and expectations. 

Measured via Likert-scale responses on factors such as 

availability, quality, accessibility, and usefulness. 

 Job Satisfaction: Employee’s contentment with job 

and working conditions — including welfare 

provisions, work environment, benefits and sense of 

security and comfort. 

 Organisational Commitment / Employee Attitude: 
The degree to which employees feel loyalty, 

attachment, and willingness to continue working in the 

organisation, participate in its goals and adhere to 

organizational norms. 

 

Objetives 

1. To identify the welfare facilities (statutory and non-

statutory) provided to employees in selected organisations. 

2. To assess employees’ perceptions regarding the 

adequacy (availability, quality, accessibility) of these 

welfare facilities. 

3. To examine the relationship between perceived welfare 

adequacy and job satisfaction. 

4. To analyse the relationship between welfare adequacy 

and organisational commitment / attitude of employees 

toward management. 

5. To suggest recommendations for improving welfare 

provisions to enhance employee satisfaction, retention, and 

organisational effectiveness. 

 

Hypotheses 

 H₀₁: There is no significant relationship between 

perceived adequacy of welfare facilities and job 

satisfaction among employees. 

 H₁₁: There is a significant positive relationship 

between perceived adequacy of welfare facilities and 

job satisfaction. 

 H₀₂: There is no significant relationship between 

perceived welfare adequacy and organisational 

commitment / positive attitude toward management. 

 H₁₂: There is a significant positive relationship 

between perceived welfare adequacy and 

organisational commitment / positive attitude toward 

management. 

 

IV. SAMPLE AND DATA COLLECTION 

 
 Population: Employees working in medium-sized 

manufacturing and service organizations (public or 

private) in a given city. 

 Sample: 80 employees selected via stratified random 

sampling across departments (production/operations, 

administration, support staff) and employment type 

(permanent, contract). 

 Instrument: A structured questionnaire, adapted from 

prior studies (e.g. Labour Welfare Inventory, Job 

Satisfaction Scale), measuring: availability and 

adequacy of welfare facilities (statutory and non-

statutory), perceived satisfaction with facilities, job 

satisfaction, and organisational commitment/attitude 

toward management. Responses captured on 5-point 

Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree / very inadequate; 5 

= strongly agree / very adequate). 

 Data Collection Procedure: Questionnaires 

distributed personally at workplace; anonymity and 

confidentiality assured; data collected over a 2-week 

period. 

 Analysis: Data coded and entered into statistical 

software (e.g. SPSS); descriptive statistics to 

summarize perceived adequacy; Pearson correlation to 

test relationships; cross-tabulation for demographic 

variables (department, experience, employment type) 

vs welfare perception and satisfaction. 

 

Data Analysis & Findings 

 Descriptive Statistics: Among welfare facility 

categories: statutory welfare (medical benefits, 

provident fund/insurance, safety measures) — ~88% 

respondents rated these as “adequate” or “very 

adequate”. Non-statutory welfare (recreation, 

transport, housing/loan support, canteen/restrooms, 

family welfare) — only ~50% rated as “adequate/very 

adequate”, ~30% “neutral,” ~20% “inadequate.” 

 

 Correlation Results: 

 Perceived overall welfare adequacy vs. Job 

Satisfaction: r = 0.57, p < 0.01 — indicating a 

moderate-to-strong positive relationship. 

 Perceived welfare adequacy vs. Organisational 

Commitment / Positive Attitude Toward Management: 

r = 0.49, p < 0.05 — significant positive relationship. 

 Further, non-statutory welfare adequacy alone 

correlated with job satisfaction: r = 0.45, p < 0.05 — 

suggests non-statutory benefits also importantly 

contribute. 
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 Cross-Analysis: Employees in production/operations 

departments tended to rate non-statutory welfare 

adequacy lower than administrative staff. Contract 

employees rated welfare adequacy lower than 

permanent employees — indicating possible inequality 

in benefit distribution. 

 

V. INTERPRETATION AND DISCUSSION 
 

The findings align with existing literature: studies in 

various sectors (industrial, manufacturing, services) have 

documented positive association between welfare 

provisions and job satisfaction, organisational commitment, 

and employee attitudes.  

 

Specifically: 

 Consistent high adequacy ratings for statutory welfare 

indicate organisations largely comply with mandated 

obligations (e.g. medical aid, insurance, safety), 

providing a baseline of security and basic employee 

needs. This corresponds with findings from earlier 

studies, where statutory welfare formed the core of 

employees’ satisfaction.  

 Lower adequacy ratings for non-statutory welfare 

reflect a gap: many organisations under-provide in 

areas like recreation, transport/housing support, family 

welfare — despite evidence that such amenities 

significantly enhance job satisfaction and commitment.  

 The moderate-to-strong correlation between welfare 

adequacy and job satisfaction suggests that welfare is 

not just additional perk, but a substantial determinant 

of workplace well-being and satisfaction. In turn, the 

positive link with organisational commitment indicates 

that adequate welfare builds trust, loyalty, and positive 

attitudes toward management — which can lower 

turnover and improve performance.  

 Variation in perception across departments and 

employment type highlights inequality in benefit 

distribution; this could lead to dissatisfaction, reduced 

morale among certain groups, and potentially 

organisational discord — an issue often overlooked by 

employers. 

Given these, welfare facilities should be viewed as integral 

to HR strategy, not optional extras. Organisations that 

invest in comprehensive welfare — statutory + non-

statutory — are more likely to enjoy a motivated, satisfied, 

and committed workforce. 

 

VI. CONCLUSION 
 

This study confirms that welfare facilities provided by 

organizations significantly influence employees’ job 

satisfaction and organisational commitment. While 

statutory welfare is generally well-provided and 

appreciated, there is a substantial shortfall in non-statutory 

welfare amenities. Given the demonstrated positive effects 

of welfare adequacy on employee attitudes and satisfaction, 

organisations should expand and institutionalise welfare 

measures beyond statutory obligations. 

 

Recommendations: 

 Organisations should assess employee needs 

periodically via surveys to identify desired welfare 

amenities (recreation, transport/housing, family 

welfare, rest areas). 

 Management should extend non-statutory welfare 

benefits fairly across departments and employment 

types (permanent and contract) to avoid disparity and 

dissatisfaction. 

 Companies may design a welfare policy encompassing 

statutory and voluntary benefits — medical aid, 

insurance, provident fund, safe working conditions, 

together with canteen/rest, transport/housing support, 

recreation, family welfare, and periodic welfare 

review. 

 HR practitioners and policymakers should treat welfare 

not merely as cost, but as investment yielding 

improved satisfaction, loyalty and lower turnover. 
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