
INTRODUCTION

The International Labour Organisation defines psychosocial
risks as the interaction between and among work environ-
ment, job content, organisational conditions, and workers’
capacities, needs, culture, personal extra-job considerations
that may, through perceptions and experience, influence
workers’ health, work performance and satisfaction
(Anonymous, 1986). The common psychosocial risk factors
can be divided into two groups — ones that refer to the job
itself (work schedule, job content, workload and workpace,
work environment, and equipment) and to the working envi-
ronment (the control one has over workload, organisational
culture and function, interpersonal relationships at work,
ones role in the organisation, career development, and
home-work interface) (Anonymous, 2010). This discrep-
ancy between one’s responsibilities and individual capabil-
ity to meet them can cause stress, which can affect human
health and well-being. Stress is linked to causing “burnout
syndrome” — described as an inadequate reaction to
chronical emotional stress, with symptoms like fatigue, de-
personalisation, changes in one’s attitude towards work and
interactions among colleagues (Eglîte, 2012). Shift work
can cause sleep deprivation, chronic fatigue and increase the
number of occupational accidents due to lack of concentra-
tion and attention from an employee (Goetsch, 2015) and
shift work that involves circadian disruptions is classified as
“probably carcinogenic to humans” (Anonymous, 2010).
The common effects on physical health are musculoskeletal

disorders, coronary heart disease, bowel disfunction, ulcers
and other digestive system problems, headaches, and de-
creased immunity, which result in more sick leave days
(Eglîte, 2012). Work-related psychosocial risks and stress
are now considered as the “new and emerging” area of Oc-
cupational Safety and Health (Anonymous, 2016a; 2016b)
and have been acknowledged by the European Commission
in the Strategic Framework on Health and Safety at Work
2014–2020 where “improving the prevention of work-
related diseases by tackling existing, new and emerging
risks” is one of the three major challenges (Anonymous,
2014). In a study about exposure to occupational health risk
factors and stress at work in Europe, the most common
causes of stress at work were identified as the lack of stabil-
ity (72%) and overtime work (66%). All kinds of violence
(verbal, emotional, physical) rank as the third most common
cause of stress at work, and women are more likely to be af-
fected by stress at work than men (Anonymous, 2013a).

Teachers in Latvia experience violence in their workplace
— 56% of respondents had experienced emotional violence
in their workplace and 85% responded that they were
mocked by their students (Anonymous, 2008). In a different
study the most common cause of stress was lack of commu-
nication between colleagues and poor relationships with
managers (Eres and Atanasoska, 2011).

Workers in construction, forestry and agriculture are also
exposed to psychosocial risk factors. In a study carried out
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in the United Kingdom, 68.2% respondents working in the
construction industry (n = 857) had suffered from stress,
anxiety, and depression. More than one half (58.2%)
thought that the stress level in construction industry had
risen in the past five years and 84.8% admitted that not
enough attention is drawn to possible psychological prob-
lems associated with working in the construction industry
(Campbell, 2006).

This study examines the prevalence of psychosocial risk
factors in two different occupational groups — public ad-
ministration and education group (white collar workers) and
forestry, agriculture, and construction group (blue collar
workers). These groups were chosen to estimate the differ-
ence of prevalence of psychosocial risk factors between a
group where the job is rather psychological than physical
(white collar workers) and the other where work is more
physical than mental (blue collar workers).

The hypothesis of this study was that psychosocial risk fac-
tors are more common in industries of intellectual work
such as education and public administration (Group 1)
rather than in industries where physical work is more com-
mon (construction, agriculture and forestry) (Group 2)).

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Data used in this study was taken from a large national
study, “Working conditions and risks in Latvia, 2012–
2013”. The data was collected using interviews with work-
ers conducted during the period from January to February
2010. The study sample was random, using a combined ap-
proach of quotas (no less than 50 interviews per sector) and
stratified random sampling method. The respondents were
approached at their homes, and were interviewed using a
Computer Assisted Personal Interview (CAPI). A total of
2505 employees from the general population of workers in
Latvia (n = 1 070 900) were included in the study sample.
The sampling had four stages — firstly, each sector was
given a quota for interviews (no less than 50, based on the
count of enterprises in this industry). Secondly, 260 areas
were chosen in the territory of Latvia, each given 10 inter-
views. In these areas the interviewer was given an address
— street name, house number where no interviews had been
made in the past year. Thirdly, the interviewer went to ev-
ery 5th apartment, every 2nd house or every nearest farm-
house. The last stage was to interview a person at the spe-
cific home, who met the criteria of the target group — aged
18–74 years, employed and receiving salaries, is on parental
leave (up to 1.5 years), or self-employed and currently at
home.

The results were analysed in two ways — by examining the
data on prevalence of psychosocial risk factors at work in
selected industries in Latvia and also in industry groups. In-
dustries in this study were divided according to the Interna-
tional NACE Classification. The analysed industries were
divided into two groups. Education and public administra-
tion were combined into one group (Group 1), and construc-

tion, forestry, and agriculture in the second (Group 2).
Group 1 consisted of 403 respondents, mostly female
(74.9%, n = 302), with mean age 44.2 years (SD = 11.8).
Group 2 consisted of 404 respondents, mostly men (75.0%,
n = 303), with mean age 41.7 years (SD = 11.7). The main
reason for grouping these industries was that education and
public administration are traditionally seen as occupations
where work is more mental than physical, and work in con-
struction, forestry and agriculture as requiring more physi-
cal strength.

Respondents were asked to answer several questions to de-
scribe their work environment and psychosocial risk factors
at work, such as their exposure to overtime work, conflicts,
violence, lack of time and control over the pace and quan-
tity of their work. Respondents had to evaluate what part of
the working day they were exposed to risk factors on the
scale from 1 to 8 (1 – always, 7 – never, 8 – hard to say).
The question for job satisfaction had 5 answers (1 – very
satisfied, 4 – unsatisfied, 8 – hard to say).

IBM Statistics SPSS v.20 was used to analyse the data.
Methods as Crosstabs, Chi-square test (�²) and Confidence
Interval of 95% were used to analyse the prevalence of
psychosocial risk factors in selected industries in Latvia.

RESULTS

The results obtained in this study are shown firstly in se-
lected industries (education, public administration, forestry,
construction, and agriculture) and then psychosocial risk
factors in the workplace are compared between the two in-
dustry groups.

Prevalence of psychosocial risk factors in education and

public administration

Job satisfaction is one of the indicators showing how well a
person feels in his work environment. Results show that
87.3% (n = 352, 95% CI ± 3.3%) Group 1 respondents were
satisfied with their job and that the most common reasons of
satisfaction (Fig. 1) were that the job was interesting and
creative (52.8%, n = 186, 95% CI ± 4.9%), the certainty of
the job (48.6%, n = 171, 95% CI ± 4.9%) and also social in-
surance (47.7%, n = 168, 95% ± 4.9%). Answers to a ques-

279Proc. Latvian Acad. Sci., Section B, Vol. 70 (2016), No. 5.

Fig. 1. Reasons for job satisfaction in educational and public administra-
tion industries.



tion why respondents were not satisfied with their jobs
showed that the biggest reason of dissatisfaction was a
small salary (78.0%, n = 39, 95% CI ± 4.0%), lack of stabil-
ity and irregular payments (34.0%, n = 17, 95% CI ± 4.6%).

The most common psychosocial risk factors in the work-
place in this industry group were conflicts, interpersonal
competition between colleagues, and psychological vio-
lence (Fig. 2). Most of the conflicts in the workplace in edu-
cational and public administration workers were between
employees and their employers (61.6%, n = 249, 95% CI ±
4.8%), followed by conflicts with colleagues (58.8%, n =
237, 95% CI ± 4.8%) and clients (53.8%, n = 217, 95% CI
± 4.9%). 49.6 % respondents in this group experienced in-
terpersonal competition in their work places (n = 200, 95%
CI ± 4.9%).

Psychological violence in this industry group was more
common than physical or sexual violence (Fig. 2). One-
third of respondents (31.3%, n = 126, 95% CI ± 4.5%) were
exposed to psychological violence, 13.2% (n = 53, 95% CI
± 3.3%) to physical violence, and 1.2% (n = 5, 95% CI ±
1.1%) replied that they experienced sexual violence in their
workplace. Those who answered that they experienced psy-
chological violence in their workplace replied that clients
and pupils and their parents (20.6%, n = 83, 95% CI ±
3.9%) usually were the ones who were violent, followed by
managers, employers (5.7%, n = 25, 95% CI ± 2.5) and col-
leagues (5.0%, n = 20, 95% CI ± 2.1%).

Lack of time, overtime work, night and shift work were
common psychosocial risk factors in education and public
administration workers (Fig. 3). More than one half of re-
spondents (62.5%) replied that they experienced lack of
time in their workplace (n = 251, 95% CI ± 4.7%) and
36.7% worked overtime (n = 148, 95% CI ± 4.7%). Shift
work and night work were risk factors for almost 20% re-
spondents in this industry group.

Limited ability to control one’s own workload, pacing, etc.,
were psychosocial risk factors that were not common in ed-
ucational and public administration work places in Latvia
— 91.0% respondents (n = 367, 95% CI ± 2.8%) answered
that they can control the planning of their work and 94.0 %

(n = 379, 95% CI ± 2.3%) that they can influence their job
pace (Table 1).

T a b l e 1

COMPARISON OF PREVALENCE OF VIOLENCE AND LACK OF
TIME BETWEEN INDUSTRIES AND THEIR GROUPS

Physical violence

Public ad-
ministration

Education Forestry,
agriculture

Construc-
tion

�² df p

+ 17.6% 9.7% 3.6% 1.1% 38.6 3 <0.001

- 82.4% 90.3% 96.4% 98.9%

+ 13.2% 2.3% 29.6 1 <0.001

- 86.8% 97.7%

Psychological violence, threat

Public ad-
ministration

Education Forestry,
agriculture

Construc-
tion

�² df p

+ 34.5% 28.9% 13.9% 16.0% 29.4 3 <0.001

- 65.5% 71.1% 86.1% 84.0%

+ 31.3% 15.0% 27.5 1 <0.001

- 68.7% 85.0%

Lack of time

Public ad-
ministration

Education Forestry,
agriculture

Construc-
tion

�² df p

+ 65.5% 60.4% 58.3% 65.0% 2.8 3 0.4

- 34.5% 39.6% 41.7% 35.0%

+ 62.7% 61.8% 0.1 1 0.8

- 37.3% 38.2%

Ability to plan own work

Public ad-
ministration

Education Forestry,
agriculture

Construc-
tion

�² df p

+ 87.6% 94.2% 92.4% 91.2% 5.8 3 0.1

- 12.4% 5.8% 7.6% 8.8%

+ 91.0% 91.7% 0.5 1 0.8

- 9.0% 8.3%

Ability to control job tempo

Public ad-
ministration

Education Forestry,
agriculture

Construc-
tion

�² df p

+ 92.0% 96.0% 95.9% 93.9% 3.8 3 0.3

- 8.0% 4.0% 4.1% 6.1%

+ 94.0% 94.9% 0.1 1 0.7

- 6.0% 5.1%

+, satisfied; –, dissatisfied
Fig. 2. Most common psychosocial risk situations in education and public
administration.

Fig. 3. Lack of time, overtime, night and shift work in education and pub-
lic administration.
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Prevalence of psychosocial risk factors in construction,

forestry and agriculture. Most of the respondents who an-
swered the question (86.9%, n = 351, 95% CI ± 3.3%)
about their job satisfaction were pleased with their job
(62.4%, n = 252, 95% CI ± 4.7%) but 24.5% (n = 99, 95%
CI ± 4.2%) responded that they were dissatisfied with their
job. The most common reasons for job satisfaction (Fig. 1)
were stability and certainty of the job and regular salaries
(14.3%, n = 97, 95% CI ± 3.4%), the dynamics of the job
(14.0%, n = 95, 95% CI ± 3.4%), and good salaries (13.3%,
n = 90, 95% CI ± 3.3%). For those who responded that they
were dissatisfied with their job (24.5%), the most common
reasons for dissatisfaction were low salary (17.8%, n = 72,
95% CI ± 3.7%) and insecurity of the job (10.4%, n = 42,
95% CI ± 2.9%).

Conflicts in the workplace were a psychosocial risk factor
to those working in construction, forestry, and agriculture
(Fig. 4). From all who answered to this question (86.9%,
n = 351, 95% CI ± 3.3%), more than one half (54.2%, n =
219, 95% CI ± 4.9%) responded that there were conflicts
between employees and employers in their workplace,
44.3% (n = 179, 95% CI ± 4.9%) reported having conflicts
between colleagues in their workplace and 34.7% (n = 140,
95% CI ± 4.7%) respondents answered that interpersonal
competition was present in their work environment.
One-fourth of respondents (25.5%, n = 36, 95% CI ± 2.8%)
responded that they had to deal with conflicts with cli-
ents.

Psychological violence was more common than physical vi-
olence or sexual abuse (Fig. 4). 12.9% (n = 36, 95% CI ±
2.8%) responded that there were situations of psychological
violence in their workplaces, 2.0% (n = 8, 95% CI ± 1.4%)
reported physical violence and none of the respondents an-
swered that they were exposed to sexual abuse in their
workplace. The most common source of psychological vio-
lence in Group 2 was the manager of the organisation. From
those who answered this question (n = 52, 95% CI ± 3.27
%), in most cases the violent person was the employer
(71.2%, n = 35, 95% CI ± 12.3).

Among 86.9% (n = 351, 95% CI ± 3.3%) respondents who
answered about their exposure to overtime work, shift and
night work, and lack of time (Fig. 5), 53.7% (n = 217, 95%

CI ± 4.9%) worked overtime, 53.2% (n = 215, 95% CI ±
4.9%) experienced lack of time in their workplace, 18.8%
(n = 97, 95% CI ± 4.09) had night shifts and 13.9% (n =
48, 95% CI ± 3.62) worked in shifts.

Most of the respondents in this group could control their job
planning and pace. 91.7% (n = 370, 95% CI ± 2.79) re-
sponded that they could control their job planning and
94.9% (n = 381, 95% CI ±2.15) that they could control their
job pace (Table 1).

Comparison of prevalence of psychosocial risk factors

between industries and their groups. The results show
that job satisfaction differed between the industries and
their groups (Table 2). Compared to respondents in Group
1, those working in construction, forestry, and agriculture
were less satisfied with their jobs; 87.3% in Group 1 and
71.8% in Group 2 responded positively concerning satisfac-
tion with the job. Construction workers were most dissatis-
fied with their jobs and educational workers were the most
satisfied. Job satisfaction statistically differed among indus-
tries and their groups.

Interpersonal competition was significantly more common
in Group 1, 50.4% responded to being exposed to this
psychosocial risk factor in their workplaces, compared to
41.2% of respondents in Group 2. Public administration
workers, compared with other industry workers, experi-
enced more interpersonal competition — 52.0% responded
affirmatively compared with 34.6% cases among forestry
and agriculture workers.

There was a significant difference in occurrence of conflicts
between colleagues between industries, their groups and
(Table 2). In Group 1 conflicts with colleagues were more
common than in Group 2, public administration workers
were exposed the most while agriculture and forestry work-
ers were the least exposed to this psychosocial risk factor.
An affirmative answer to this question was given by 59.2%
respondents of Group 1 and 51.0% of Group 2, 59.9% of
workers in public administration and 42.9% in agriculture
and forestry.

Conflicts with clients were more common among those
working in education and public administration (Table 2).

Fig. 4. Most common psychosocial risk situations in forestry, agriculture,
and construction.

Fig. 5. Lack of time, overtime, night and shift work in construction, agri-
culture and forestry industries.
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More than one half of Group 1 respondents (56.5%) re-
ported that they had conflicts with clients and the most ex-
posed group was public administration workers (58.2%).
The least exposed group to this risk factor was agricultural
and forestry workers (22.9% replied experiencing conflicts
with clients). In Group 2, 32.7% respondents admitted hav-
ing conflicts with their clients. These differences between
industries and their groups were statistically significant.

Conflicts with employers were common in both industry
groups; 62.2% in Group 1 and 63.5% in Group 2 answered
that they had conflicts with their employer. The difference
between industries was statistically significant, but not be-
tween industry groups.

Psychosocial violence was more common in Group 1 than
in Group 2 and the difference was statistically significant
(Table 1) — 31.3% respondents in Group 1 reported that
they were exposed to psychological violence, compared to
15.0% in Group 2. The most exposed were public adminis-
tration workers and the least exposed were forestry and ag-
ricultural workers.

Most of the respondents replied that they were not exposed
to physical violence — 97.7% respondents in Group 2 (n =
340) and 86.8% in Group 1 (n = 349) replied negatively.
Workers in Group 1 were more exposed to physical vio-
lence than respondents in Group 2; 13.2% educational and
public administration workers and 2.3% forestry, agricul-

T a b l e 2

COMPARISON OF PREVALENCE OF INTERPERSONAL COMPETITION, JOB SATISFACTION, AND CONFLICTS BETWEEN INDUSTRIES AND
THEIR GROUPS

Job satisfaction

Public
administration

Education Forestry,
agriculture

Construction �² df p

+ 86.4% 88.5% 76.5% 67.4% 34.2 3 <0.001

- 13.6% 11.5% 23.5% 32.6%

+ 87.3% 71.8% 29.4 1 <0.001

- 12.4% 28.2%

Interpersonal competition

Public
administration

Education Forestry,
agriculture

Construction �² df p

+ 52.0% 49.1% 34.6% 40.9% 12.0 3 <0.01

- 48.0% 50.9% 65.4% 52.8%

+ 50.4% 41.2% 6.2 1 0.01

- 49.6% 58.8%

Conflicts with colleagues

Public
administration

Education Forestry,
agriculture

Construction �² df p

+ 59.9% 58.7% 42.9% 58.6% 13.8 3 <0.01

- 40.1% 41.3% 57.1% 41.4%

+ 59.2% 51.0% 5.1 1 0.02

- 40.8% 49.0%

Conflicts with clients

Public
administration

Education Forestry,
agriculture

Construction �² df p

+ 58.2% 55.1% 22.9% 40.9% 50.1 3 <0.001

- 41.8% 44.9% 77.1% 59.1%

+ 56.5% 32.7% 39.6 1 <0.001

- 43.5% 67.3%

Conflicts between employees and employers

Public
administration

Education Forestry,
agriculture

Construction �² df p

+ 68.4% 57.3% 57.8% 68.7% 9.7 3 0.02

- 31.6% 42.7% 42.2% 31.3%

+ 62.2% 63.5% 0.1 1 0.7

- 37.8% 36.5%

+, satisfied; –, dissatisfied
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tural and construction workers reported on having situations
of physical violence in their workplace. The difference was
statistically significant between industries and industry
groups. Physical violence as a risk factor was most common
in public administration (17.6% replied affirmatively) and
the least exposed were agricultural and forestry workers
(3.6% replied affirmatively).

Exposure to psychosocial risk factors that were linked to the
organisation of work in shift and night work significantly
differed between industries but not between their groups
(Table 3). Shift work was most common in public adminis-
tration and least common in construction — 23.4% of pub-
lic administration workers responded that their job was or-
ganised in shifts compared with 11.0% such respondents in
the construction industry. Similarly as for shift work, public
administration workers worked in night shifts more than
any other industry workers in this study; 36.4% of public
administration workers worked in night shifts compared
with 7.6% respondents in educational workers.

Overtime work was more common among forestry, agricul-
tural and construction workers (Table 3). 62.9% respon-
dents in Group 2 reported that they worked overtime, com-
pared with 36.9% in Group 1. The difference between
industries and industry groups was statistically significant.
Educational workers were least exposed to overtime work;
33.0% responded affirmatively. Overtime work was most
common in forestry and agricultural workers (63.0% were

exposed to this risk factor), compared with the other study
industries. Lack of time was a psychosocial risk factor
equally common in all industries and industry groups, with
no significant differences.

DISCUSSION

Comparing the prevalence of psychosocial risk factors in
different industries and their groups, a gender difference
should be taken into account. Most of respondents in Group
1 were women (74.9%, n = 302) and most of Group 2 re-
spondents were men (75.0%, n = 303). The gender differ-
ence between industry groups was statistically significant.
Gender influences the prevalence of psychosocial risk fac-
tors, and several studies have revealed the importance of
this factor. Women tend to experience more cognitive
symptoms if they are exposed to conflicts at work, or if the
job demands rise which is due to responsibilities women
have at home and also limited control at work and lower
salaries compared with men (Gunn et al., 2012). Women
also reported on having more stress at work than men and
overall they responded to being exposed to more occupa-
tional risk factors than men (Anonymous, 2013a).

Job satisfaction varied among different industries and the
difference was statistically significant. Educational and pub-
lic administration workers were more satisfied with their
job than respondents in Group 2 and the main reasons were
the creativity (52.8%, n = 186) and certainty of their job
(48.6%, n = 171) and social insurance (47.7%, n = 168).
Similar reasons of job satisfaction were identified in a study
exploring the prevalence of psychosocial risk factors in
public administration. The certainty of the job and knowing
that those working in public administration are harder to fire
are the most common reasons of job satisfaction in public
administration workers (Bytyqi et al., 2010).

The difference between interpersonal competition in both
industry groups was statistically significant. This psycho-
social risk factor was more common in educational and pub-
lic administration work (50.4%, n = 200) compared with
forestry, construction and agricultural work (41.2%, n =
140). The availability of foreign studies about interpersonal
competition is limited and therefore it is difficult to com-
pare the results of this study with other results.

Conflicts between employers and employees were common
in both industry groups — 62.2% (n = 250) of respondents
in Group 1 and 63.5% (n = 219) in Group 2 reported on
conflicts with their employers. No significant differences
were found between industries or their groups. The preva-
lence of this psychosocial risk factor in the studied indus-
tries was not compared in other studies, but conflicts with
work givers was mentioned as a risk factor in other studies.
In a study on violence against teachers, the most common
cause of violence was the school dean (45.6%) (Tiesman et

al., 2013). In a study of violence in the workplaces of agri-
cultural and forestry workers, the way of dealing with con-

T a b l e 3

COMPARISON OF PREVALENCE OF SHIFT, NIGHT, AND OVER-
TIME WORK BETWEEN INDUSTRIES AND THEIR GROUPS

Shift work

Public ad-
ministration

Education Forestry,
agriculture

Construc-
tion

�² df p

+ 23.4% 17.0% 21.4% 11.0% 10.9 3 0.01

- 76.6% 83.0% 78.6% 89.0%

+ 19.8% 16.0% 1.8 1 0.2

- 80.2% 84.0%

Night work (working more than 2 hours between 22.00–6.00)

Public ad-
ministration

Education Forestry,
agriculture

Construc-
tion

�² df p

+ 36.4% 7.6% 28.1% 16.0% 57.5 3 <0.001

- 63.6% 92.4% 71.9% 84.0%

+ 20.2% 21.8% 0.3 1 0.6

- 79.8% 78.2%

Overtime work

Public ad-
ministration

Education Forestry,
agriculture

Construc-
tion

�² df p

+ 41.8% 33.0% 63.0% 62.8% 53.2 3 <0.001

- 58.2% 67.0% 37.0% 37.2%

+ 36.9% 62.9% 50.1 1 <0.001

- 63.1% 37.1%

+, satisfied; –, dissatisfied
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flicts is thought to be a major factor influencing job satis-
faction and health of employers (Smedley et al., 2007).

In Group 1 conflicts between colleagues and conflicts with
clients were more common than in Group 2 and the differ-
ence between these 2 groups was statistically significant.
The biggest difference occurred in answers to questions
about conflicts with clients — those working in education
and public administration experienced almost two times
more conflicts compared with agricultural, forestry, and
construction workers (56.5%, n = 218 vs. 32.7, n = 103). It
was observed that greater time of contacts with clients re-
sulted in more conflicts. In a study of prevalence of psycho-
social risk factors in educational work, interpersonal rela-
tionships with colleagues and the employer, and also
conflicts with them, were more common causes of stress
than dealing with conflicts or other problems with pupils or
their parents (Eres et al., 2011). In a study carried out in Ja-
pan, 18.9% of firemen responded on having conflicts with
colleagues of their own shift (Violenti et al., 2013).

Violence, both physical and psychological was more com-
mon in Group 1 respondents — 13.2% (n = 52) were ex-
posed to physical and 31.3% (n = 126) to psychological vio-
lence, compared with 2.3% (n = 8) respondents in Group 1
having to deal with physical and 15.0% (n = 52) with psy-
chological violence. Violence in educational and public ad-
ministration work is a major risk factor recognised also in
other studies. Studies have shown that pupils and their par-
ents are usually the ones who cause violence (Bauer et al.,
2007; Fox and Stallworth, 2010; Tiesman et al., 2013). No
significant difference was found between industries and
their groups in this question and none of the respondents in
industry Group 2 responded affirmatively to this question,
making it difficult to compare the results with other studies.
Respondents in Group 1, who worked in public administra-
tion, were more exposed to physical violence (83.9%, n =
26), compared with educational work (42.2%, n = 19), indi-
cating that physical violence was more common in indus-
tries where employees work with clients.

Occurrence of overtime work significantly differed between
industries and their groups. This psychosocial risk factor
was more common in Group 2, where 62.9% (n = 217) re-
sponded to have worked overtime, compared with 36.9% (n
= 148) in Group 1. Some similarities can be found in other
studies. In a study carried out in Germany it was found that
educational workers tended to work more than thought at
first. The work time of a regular teacher working full time
and in addition with other responsibilities exceeds the
amount of a normal work week and reaches at least 51
hours per week. This overtime work is due to extra tasks
teachers have, like preparing for classes, checking tests and
other work positions (Bauer et al., 2007). The fact that most
forestry, construction and agricultural workers work over-
time is consistent with findings in other studies, for exam-
ple, in a study about work-family conflicts it was found that
76.3% respondents working in construction work overtime
(Tarek et al., 2009).

Lack of time as a psychosocial risk factor did not vary be-
tween industries and industry groups — 62.7% (n = 252) re-
spondents in Group 1 and 61.8% (n = 215) in Group 2
reported on lacking time in their workplace. This psycho-
social risk factor was the most common among the indus-
tries, indicating that lack of time is an overall risk factor for
workers of different industries in Latvia.
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PSIHOSOCIÂLO DARBA VIDES RISKA FAKTORU IZPLATÎBA DAÞÂDÂS NOZARÇS LATVIJÂ

Pçtîjuma hipotçze, ka psihosociâlie darba vides riska faktori ir vairâk izplatîti nozarçs, kas saistîtas ar garîgu darbu, piemçram, izglîtîbas un
valsts pârvaldç (1. grupa), salîdzinot ar nozarçm, kurâs prevalç fizisks darbs kâ bûvniecîba, lauksaimniecîba un meþsaimniecîba (2. grupa),
tika apstiprinâta. Izplatîtâkie psihosociâlie darba vides riska faktori 1. grupâ ir konflikti darbinieku vidû, starp vadîtâjiem un darbiniekiem,
kâ arî laika trûkums un nepiecieðamîba komunicçt ar klientiem. Vardarbîba, jo seviðíi fiziskâ un psiholoìiskâ, ir izplatîts riska faktors 1.
grupâ, visbieþâk vardarbîbas veicçjs ir klients. Nozaru 2. grupâ izplatîtâkie riska faktori ir virsstundu darbs, konflikti starp vadîtâjiem un
darbiniekiem, laika trûkums un nepiecieðamîba komunicçt ar klientiem. Virsstundu darbs ir izplatîtâkais no psihosociâlajiem riska
faktoriem bûvniecîbas, lauksaimniecîbas un meþsaimniecîbas nozarçs.
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