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Introduction and research aim

In Latvia, employees in public administration comprise 11% of the
total population. Over the last ten years, psychosocial values, nhamely,
positive relationships in a collective — an employee-respecting
management style, which is characterised by dignity, trust, openness
and fairness, colleagues and colleagues' support for work-related
situations, have become important characteristics of a workplace.
Data from the scientific literature shows that employees who are
nositive, energy—conscious and responsive are more capable of
oerforming their job duties and achieving higher results. Balance
oetween work and family life is a major risk that also affects public
administration employees (Kotowska et al., 2010). The work strain
predictors in contemporary work environment frequently are
associated with psychosocial risk factors rather than with physical
ones (Roja et al, 2017).

The aim of this study was to analyse the causes of psychosocial
risks and the differences in their prevalence among inspectorate
officials employed in the State Administration compared to office staff
employed by the State Administration.

Results and Discussion

Analysis of psychosocial risks includes an assessment of the
number of employees, whose working conditions in the corresponding
position are considered to be good and very good, as well as a risk
assessment and an assessment of statistical reliability.

The analysis of the results of the psychosocial risk assessment
shows that there are statistically significant differences in the
assessment of four out of 11 psychosocial risks to the working
environment. For inspectors, the performance of their duties on time
corresponds to the risk level |, but for the office staff — to the risk level

Il. Summary of the assessment of psychosocial risk factors is shown in
Table 1.

Table 1. Summary of the assessment of psychosocial risk factors

No.| Psychosocial risk Group of | Good, very good | Level Sionificance
. T position conditions of risk | D18
Office employee 66.7% (n = 34) II
Accomplishment of job 85.0% (n=51) I _
1. o res : P=0.005
responsibilities on time Inspector
Office employee 54.9% (n = 28) _
Pace of work Inspector 43.3% (n = 26) P=0.336
: Office employee 43.1% (n=22) _
Emotional factors Inspector 30.0% (n = 18) v P=0.373
Impact on work to be  Office employee 17.6% (n=9) \Y P = 0.240
carried out Inspector 21.6% (n=13) IV '
5 Provision of Office employee 39.1% (n = 20) IV P—0.023
' information Inspector 50.0% (n=30) I11 '
Upper management Office employee 25.5;% (ni 13) \Y b 0044
attitude Inspector 13.3% (n = 8) v '
, Support from direct Office employee 74,52& (n i 38) I1 b 09
' management Inspector 71.7% (n=43) . '
n Clarity on work and 1ts Office employee 74.5% (n = 38) 11 P — 0.408
objectives Inspector 78.3% (n = 47) 11 '
Mutual trust within the Oftice employee 569;%) (n i 29) 111 P 0013
organisation Inspector 38.3% (n =23) v '
10 Fairness within the  Office employee 33.4% (n=17) IV P—0529
' organisation Inspector 36.7% (n = 22) IV '
45.1% (n =23 I11
Impact of time and UI1i6E Griplieyes o ) :
I cnergy consumption at 35.0% (n=21) IV P=0.117
work on private life  nspector

Materials and Methods

During the research one public administration organisation was
selected for the study, which involved 111 staff members, including 60
inspecting officers and 51 office workers). The main selection criteria
were full consent to participate. Altogether were 115 participants
planned, but fully participated and answered the questionnaire 111 staff
members. Hence the sample consists of 111 employees in the public
administration, of which 10.8% (n = 15) are males and 89.2% (n = 96)
females. The age group of 31 — 40 years includes more females (30.2%, n
= 29), while age group of 31 — 40 more males (40%, n = 6). Of the
participants involved in the study, 45.9% (n = 51) are office employees
and 54.1% (n = 60) are inspecting officers. The study was approved by
the Human Ethics and Institutional Review Board at the University of
Latvia in 2019.

A modified Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire (Kristensen et
al., 2005) short questionnaire version from the Danish National Research
Centre for the Working Environment was used to assess psychosocial
risks at work. This questionnaire was modified and adapted to the
Latvian work environment, as well as an appropriate work environment
risk assessment system was revised.

Conclusions

Psychosocial risks at work are significant for those in public
administration. The modified Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire
short version is a suitable questionnaire for studying psychosocial risks,
the causes and the differences in their prevalence at work. The analysis
of the results of the psychosocial risk assessment shows that there are
statistically significant differences in the assessment of four out of 11
psychosocial risks to the working environment. The most common
psychosocial work environment risk factor among inspectors is the
inadequate attitude of management, but the most common risk factor
among office employees is the lack of impact on work. Results of the
research corresponds to the other findings that prove psychological risk
connection on work organisation, job support, mutual trust, team work,
etc. Future research could be related to studying and analysing the
psychosocial risks of the work environment across job groups, including
managers at different levels and support staff

References

* Baltes, B. 2001. Psychological Climate in the Work Setting. International Encyclopedia of the Social and Behavioral Sciences. In: N. J. Smelser &
P. B. Baltes (Eds.), International Encyclopedia of the Social and Behavioral Sciences. Elsevier (Pergamon), New York, NY, 18, pp. 12355-12359.
* Beswick, J., Gore, J., Palferman, D. 2006. Bullying at Work: A Review of the Literature. Health and Safety Laboratory, WPS/06/04.

* Chandola, T. 2010. Stress at work. British Academy Policy Centre.
https://www.thebritishacademy.ac.uk/sites/default/files/Stress%20at%20Work.pdf. Accessed 27.10.2019.
e Eurofound. 2015. First findings: Sixth European working conditions survey.

http://www.eurofound.europa.eu/publications/resume/2015/working-conditions/first-findings-sixth-european-working-conditions-survey-
resume. Accessed 25.11.2019.

e Eurofound. 2017. Sixth European Working Conditions Survey (2017 update). Luxembourg: Publications Office of the European Union, 162 pp.

* Haenisch, J.P. 2012. Factors Affecting the Productivity of Government Workers. SAGE Open 2(1), 1-7.

 Kortum, E., Leka, S., Cox, T. 2010. Psychosocial risks and work—-related stress in developing countries: health impact, priorities, barriers and
solutions. International Journal of Occupational Medicine and Environmental Health 23(3), 225-238.

» Korunka, C., Kubicek, B. 2017. Job demands in a changing world of work. In C. Korunka & B. Kubicek (Eds.), Job demands in a changing world of
work: Impact on workers' health and performance and implications for research and practice. Springer International Publishing. pp. 1-5.

 Kotowska, E.l., Matysiak, A., Styrc, M., Paillhe, A., Solaz, A., Vignoli, D., Vermeylen, G., Anderson, R. 2010. Second European Quality of Life
Survey: Family life and work, Office for Official Publications of the European Communities, Luxembourg, pp.1-96.

e Kristensen, T.S., Hannerz, H., Hggh, A., Borg, V. 2005. The Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire — a tool for the assessment and
improvement of the psychosocial work environment. Scandinavian Journal of Work, Environment & Health 31, 438-449.

* Leka, S., Aditya, J. 2010. Health impact of psychosocial hazards at work: an overview. Geneva: World Health Organization, 136 pp.

* Leka, S., Griffiths, A., Cox, T. 2003. Work organization and stress: systematic problem approaches for employers, managers and trade union
representatives. World Health Organization. Occupational and Environmental Health Team, 27 pp.

 Martin, A.J,, Jones, E.S., Callan, V.J. 2005. The role of psychological climate in facilitating employee adjustment during organizational change.
European Journal of Work and Organizational, 14(3), 263—289.

* Maulik, P. K. 2017. Workplace stress: A neglected aspect of mental health wellbeing. The Indian Journal of Medical Research 4(146), 441-444.

* Nyambura, K.J., Ndero, K. 2016. The Impact of Psychological Climate on Employee Satisfaction: A Case Study. International Journal of
Psychology 1(1), 1-22.

* Robinson, 0., Griffiths, A. 2015. Coping With the Stress of Transformational Change in a Government Department. The Journal of Applied
Behavioral Science 2(41), 204-221.

* RojaZ., Kalkis H., Roja I., Zalkalns J., Sloka B. 2017. Work strain predictors in construction work. Agronomy Research 15(5), 2090-2099.

e Sawithri, L.D. 2017. The impact of employer-employee relations on employee commitment: a case from Sri Lanka. Kelaniya Journal of Human
Resource Management 12(02), 174-192.

« State Chancellery. 2014. Satisfaction of Public Administration employees with human resources management and its results. Survey results.
Riga: State Chancellery. 32 p. (in Latvian)

e State Chancellery. 2018. Public administration employees' satisfaction with human resource management and its development, results of the
survey. Riga: State Chancellery. https://www.mk.gov.lv/sites/default/files/editor/valsts_parvaldes darbinieku_iesaistisanas_aptauja_2018.pdf
(in Latvian). Accessed 15.9.2019.

e Subramanian, K. R. 2017a. Psychological contract and transparent leadership in organisations. International Research Journal of Advanced
Engineering and Science 2(1), 60—65.

e Subramanian, K.R. 2017b. Employer Employee Relationship and Impact on Organization Structure and Strategy. International Journal of
Innovative Trends in Engineering 43(27), 39-45.



