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Abstract

Objectives: The aim of the study was to examine the potential differences in the assessment of the severity of work-related stress, and in the global as-
sessment of the areas of worklife and individual worklife dimensions in employees working in service occupations. Material and Methods: The research
covered 61 emergency workers, 92 helping professionals, and 58 knowledge workers. A subjective assessment of the areas of worklife was carried out
using the Areas of Worklife Survey, and the Perceived Stress Scale (PSS-10) was used to investigate stress severity. Results: The research has revealed
statistically significant differences between workers belonging to the 3 groups of service occupations in their assessment of the severity of work-related
stress. The findings have shown that 26% of the variance of the Stress Severity Assessment variable is explained by belonging to a specific occupational
group. Police officers and helping professionals experience comparably severe stress, which is significantly stronger than that experienced by the labora-
tory staff. Statistically significant differences have also been found between the studied groups in terms of the global assessment of all areas of worklife,
as well as in the assessment of particular areas, i.e., control, rewards, fairness and values. No significant differences have been found with regard to
the workload and community areas. Conclusions: Working in social service occupations, whether as emergency or helping professionals, may lead to
a similar level of stress severity. The surveyed workers do not differ in their assessment of workload or of the sense of trust, cooperation and support
received from their co-workers. Further research should be carried out to explore the sources of stress, which may be linked to other factors than the
areas of worklife presented here, such as stress inducing contact with customers, environmental determinants of work, existing hazards to life or health,
or the intrinsic predispositions of individuals performing specific types of work and gender. Int J Occup Med Environ Health. 2019;32(4):569-84
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INTRODUCTION

Work is a natural and desirable form of activity for hu-
man beings. Depending on the circumstances and on the
goals set, it can be good for one’s health, support one’s
development and provide satisfaction, but it can also be
a pathogenic factor, or become a source of social and
family disorders, emotional tension or illness. It has been
known for many years that work-related stress is a very se-
rious problem, both for the individuals experiencing it and
for the organizations that incur significant financial losses
as a result.

In 2017, psychosocial risks and stress experienced at work
became so costly that they were identified as the most sig-
nificant aspects related to occupational health and safety,
requiring an intervention at the organizational level in the
EU Member States. The data obtained show that current-
ly > 50% of all workers in the Member States consider
stress in the workplace as a common phenomenon, and
4 out of 10 respondents say that they are unable to cope
with it. Stress contributes to about 50% of all lost work-
ing days, due to the relatively long period of absence from
work, and it leads to a significant reduction in productivity
and a 5-fold increase in the number of accidents. Stress also
causes about 20% of all staff changes in enterprises [1].
The changes currently observed in the working environ-
ment make the aspects related to its stress-inducing nature
go far beyond the aspects related to a single occupation.
Therefore, contemporary researchers investigating these
matters have been focusing more on studying the entire
groups of occupations and comparing their representa-
tives. On the one hand, a significant number of studies can
be observed concerning professional groups traditionally
perceived in the area of services as particularly demand-
ing, e.g., the police, rescue services, uniformed services,
professional soldiers, teachers, and community workers
[2-4]. On the other hand, one can see the emerging ten-
dency to compare the stress-inducing nature of work in
different industries or occupations belonging to all 3 sec-
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tors of the economy [5-7]. While it is difficult to clearly
determine which research approach, the one focusing on
a single occupation or the one that is industry-specific, is
more justified in terms of prevention needs, it is important
to bear in mind that the choice of the industry or indi-
vidual occupation taken into account in the research con-
ducted to date has been exclusively dictated by the objec-
tives pursued by specific researchers. Moreover, its nature
has been rather arbitrary, or even random, and the results
obtained have often been mutually exclusive.

In addition, cultural transformations and technological
progress have caused the working environment to change
more dynamically. The emergence of new occupations and
new burdens accompanying them, as well as the changing
labor market, make the subject of work-related stress an
area where research exploration is needed, which should
take into account the internal diversification of the econ-
omy sectors identified until now. Although stress and its
sources are among the most frequently studied variables,
the assessment of individual areas of social life which might
lead to stress, in particular using the approach presented
later in the paper, has not been the subject of comparative
analyses. The aim of the research discussed herein is to fill,
at least partly, the existing gap. The selection of the group
for the study, i.e., representatives of service occupations, is
related to the fact that services constitute the most dynam-
ically developing sector of the economy, where the largest
group of the working population has found employment.
As work in service occupations is becoming increasingly
demanding, it generates stress, making the services sector
one of the most significant research areas, due to the par-
ticular risks to workers’ health present there.

Sources of stress and its severity in service professions

One of the reasons for the growing sense of stress among
the working population is the increase in employment in
the services sector, where numerous sources of work-relat-
ed psychological burdens are observed [8]. The results of
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a study concerning occupational stress, conducted in 2017
by Career, an American job portal, among workers rep-
resenting 200 professions and all sectors of the economy,
indicate that the 10 most stressful occupations are service
professions [9]. The gradually growing employment in this
sector, characterizing the majority of developed econo-
mies, has also been changing the Polish labor market real-
ity. In 2000, the share of services in total employment ex-
ceeded 50%, and in Q2 2017, as many as 57.8% of working
Poles were employed in services [10].

In today’s economies, services play a key role, being the
major source of increase in the number of available jobs.
They determine the efficient performance of manufactur-
ing processes, and some of them also cater to people’s so-
cial needs. However, as the economy is moving away from
the rigid division into 3 sectors, the changes taking place
within them are becoming increasingly important, trig-
gering the need for research conducted at a lower level
of aggregation. Currently, service activity is increasingly
often analyzed from the perspective of the 2 categories of
professions that make it up. The first one includes social
services occupations that involve helping others, which re-
quire acting for the benefit of other individuals, as well as
direct contact with the client. This group includes profes-
sions such as therapist, teacher, social worker, and police
officer. The second category consists of “knowledge-inten-
sive” occupations, based on specialist knowledge, related
to modern technologies and requiring creativity. Research
institute workers, technological laboratory workers, and
information technology specialists in IT companies are
among those professionals [11].

Helping professions involve intensive contact with people,
which often becomes a source of severe stress. Apart from
this factor, which leads to work overload, both in quali-
tative and quantitative terms, stress in these occupations
may result from increased bureaucratization, from having
to comply with legal provisions and other rigid regulations
at work, from the inability to maintain a work-life balance,

and from the lack of support from employers who have
high expectations and offer low remuneration [2,3,12].
Jenaro et al. [13] list the lack of satisfaction with work as
one of the significant factors increasing the level of stress
in helping professionals. The latter name increasingly of-
ten the growing demands of clients and the quality of the
relations established with them as important sources of
frustration related to dissatisfaction with work. The client
is perceived as a narcissistic individual with a demanding
attitude [4]. Research [14-16] shows that the demanding
attitude on the part of clients makes it difficult for helping
professionals to establish a relationship based on empa-
thy and understanding, leading to more severe stress and
burnout.

Similarly, research conducted among clinical psycholo-
gists [17] confirms that the specificity of the client, whose
behavior is widely recognized as the most important stress
factor, can be a significant problem. The dissatisfaction
expressed by those receiving help results in the inability
to feel the rewarding aspect of one’s work, and makes one
belittle its value. This, when combined with the declining
social prestige of the professions in question, may consti-
tute an additional source of stress for the individuals pur-
suing them.

The demanding attitude and excessive expectations of the
clients are not the only causes of stress in helping profes-
sions. Other factors that significantly increase the level of
frustration include the feeling of helplessness, which may
be caused by the fact that the actions undertaken very
rarely bring about a significant improvement in the situa-
tion or condition of the assisted persons. This is due to the
chronic illnesses or disabilities the clients have to struggle
with, or to their difficult financial and social situation,
which the social services workers are unable to change
or improve due to the lack of sufficient resources or abil-
ity to meet the needs of those under their care [3]. When
looking at helping professions, one should also take into
account the specificities of the stressors that may be con-

[JOMEH 2019;32(4)

671



512

ORIGINAL PAPER . CHUDZICKA-CZUPALA T AL.

nected with the environmental factors related to the work
performed. Some of them are connected with the need
to participate in some traumatic situations. Emergency
and rescue workers are frequently exposed to particularly
strong stress factors, often exceeding their ability to adapt
and their immune resources. This kind of work is char-
acterized by having to participate in difficult situations,
involving life and health risks, as well as high exposure to
trauma when performing the relevant tasks.

The literature concerning stress factors typical of helping
professions is extensive. A review of the findings indicates
that the most significant sources of stress in the professional
group of police officers may be considered to include the
perceived threat to life and the risk of injury, factors directly
related to the specificity of the job and the manner of its
performance, as well as to the culture within the organiza-
tion, relations with co-workers, the excessive requirements
imposed on police officers or the conflict of roles — the im-
possibility of meeting the contradictory expectations on the
part of different individuals, such as co-workers, superiors,
i.e., public prosecutors and probation officers, as well as
family members, which is connected with the simultaneous
functioning within the organization and outside it. They
also include factors which are related, to a smaller extent,
to the job itself, for instance, expectations on the part of the
general public with regard to representatives of this profes-
sional group, as well as health and diet [18].

The results of research comparing the severity of stress
experienced by representatives of emergency occupations,
for instance, police officers, and by other helping profes-
sionals, are not unambiguous. The results of a comparison
of 26 occupational groups in terms of the severity of work-
related stress indicate that teachers and social workers —
community workers, customer service workers and police
officers are among those threatened with the most severe
stress [19].

Sigler et al. [20] revealed that the level of work-related
stress among police officers and teachers in some localities
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did not differ; in some cases police officers experienced
more severe stress than teachers, while in others teach-
ers were more stressed than police officers. Oginiska-Bu-
lik [21] argues that “the professional burnout rates among
police officers are close to the rates in the occupational
groups traditionally associated with that phenomenon,
namely social services occupations such as teachers, doc-
tors, nurses, and community workers, in which close inter-
personal contacts, as well as processes of involvement and
emotional exchange, play a significant role.” The author
points out that police officers demonstrate a slightly lower
level of emotional exhaustion than the group of doctors
and nurses studied, and a significantly lower level com-
pared to teachers. Given that work in emergency occupa-
tions is commonly regarded as the most stressful, which is
also confirmed by some researchers [22], and in view of
the results of the studies quoted above, which have shown
that stress in other helping professions may be higher, the
authors of this paper have decided to compare these oc-
cupational groups in terms of the severity of work-related
stress.

Servicization of the economy, i.e., the penetration of
services into all its fields, has been drawing researchers’
attention to occupations which inherently involve using
advanced knowledge. Such occupations offer significant
potential in terms of employment growth in the coming
years, as the importance of technologically advanced sec-
tors is growing. “Knowledge-intensive” services are based
on professional, specialist knowledge, which is reflected,
for instance, in the structure of employment in the rel-
evant area, dominated by people with higher education
and highly qualified specialists. Such service activities,
combined with scientific and creative work, are a source
of specific “products” providing information and knowl-
edge to other users, for example, in the form of analyses,
reports, new solutions, materials, or devices. The specific
nature of knowledge-intensive services points to the im-
portance of customer relations, built in the process of con-
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tinuous learning, communication and developing the abil-
ity to cooperate within interdisciplinary teams. Taking into
account the fact that the final form of the services often
constitutes the solution to a specific problem, developed
together with the client, their quality is largely determined
by correct interactions between both parties to the respec-
tive transaction. Combining these factors with abstract
thinking and creative problem solving contributes to the
successful performance of such services [11].

The increased severity of work-related stress may result
in this case from excessive expectations of the employees
themselves with regard to the work they take up, from the
wish to meet the client’s requirements, from the sense of
expert and financial responsibility for the projects created
and conducted, and for the expert opinions prepared, or
from the inability to satisfy their own inflated ambitions.
The ability to communicate effectively with other team
members and experiencing pressure resulting from the
lack of time, or from the nature of the requirements im-
posed on employees, are also significant. Stress may be
further exacerbated by macroeconomic changes, translat-
ing into the availability of funds for project implementa-
tion, such as recession [23].

The sources of stress in laboratory work are also often
considered to include disruptions in interpersonal com-
munication between workers [24]. Canadian researchers
also point out that specialists working in laboratories are
often exposed to a high degree of unethical behavior on
the part of their superiors and co-workers, indicated by
91% of those surveyed, which tends to be related to the
excessive amount of responsibilities imposed on them due
to staff shortage and work overload, and that their stress
also results from inadequate training (57%) and inap-
propriate working relationships (56%). Over 30% of the
respondents obtained results pointing to a high level of
stress which they regularly experienced in the workplace.
However, the majority of the respondents (52%) experi-
enced a moderate level of stress [25].

The absence of detailed comparisons of the severity of
stress between representatives of knowledge-based oc-
cupations and helping professionals/emergency workers
encouraged the authors of this paper to include that group
of individuals in the sample.

Psychosocial hazards in the working environment -

the importance of the assessment of worklife areas

The International Labour Organization defines psychoso-
cial hazards as interactions between the job content, the
work process organization and management, as well as
other environmental determinants, on the one hand, and
the workers’ capacities and needs, on the other. The haz-
ards refer to the interactions for which it has been dem-
onstrated that experiencing them, and even the very feel-
ing of being threatened by them, entails a risk to workers’
health. Psychosocial hazards can also be defined as aspects
of the working process design and management that may
potentially cause psychological or physical harm, and have
a negative impact on the overall social and organizational
context [7].

With regard to the assessment of the working environ-
ment, particularly interesting, in diagnostic terms, is the
proposal put forward by Leiter and Maslach [26,27].
It takes into account 5 main spheres of people’s occu-
pational activity, i.e., the areas of worklife, constituting
resources whose loss is a source of stress. The aforemen-
tioned researchers refer to the person-environment fit
model, based on the assumption that a better fit between
the individual and the job contributes to adaptation and
determines the severity of subjectively perceived stress.
According to that concept, if the work requirements and
the conditions which the organization creates do not meet
workers’ expectations or needs, deficiencies appear in the
areas listed below, resulting in dissatisfaction and nega-
tive assessment which potentially lead to work-related
stress. The areas of worklife defined by the researchers
refer to the professions pursued by representatives of all
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sectors of the economy. They are universal in their nature

and constitute an attempt to look at the conditions of its

performance in a holistic manner.

There are S areas in which a mismatch is possible between

work and people’s expectations. In these spheres, accord-

ing to Leiter [26], the mismatch occurs most often. They
are listed and described below:

1. Workload - occurring when the worker is unable to
meet all the requirements within the specified time, and
up to the specified standard, in terms of the quality of
performance - excessive workload is one of the main
sources of stress.

2. Autonomy or sense of control — allowing the worker to
decide on the manner and scope of task performance —
in particular excessive control and limiting the worker’s
influence on the manner in which the tasks are per-
formed constitute sources of stress at work.

3. Perceived organizational support — the workers’ con-
viction that the employer cares about their well-being.
The perceived support concerns the social and emotion-
al sphere, as well as securing access to work tools and
technologies. This area also refers to the sense of being
paid fairly for one’s work, and the sense of being recog-
nized for one’s commitment - if the support is perceived
as low, it leads to reduced self-esteem and professional
competencies, and may ultimately cause stress.

4. Work support - referring to social relations in the
workplace and including instrumental and emotional
manifestations of support on the part of co-workers or
supervisors, thus helping the worker to cope with stress
and alleviating its effects.

5. Congruence of the worker and organization’s values —
describing the convergence between the worker’s val-
ues and the respective organization’s culture. It also
concerns the worker’s attitude to the goals set by the
organization — the more the employees identify with
the organization’s values, the less they experience
stress [13].

[JOMEH 2019;32(4)

Research problem and questions

The main aim of the research was to answer a set of ques-

tions concerning the differences in assessing the severity

of work-related stress and the areas of worklife between
representatives of 3 groups of service occupations, clas-
sified as:

- emergency workers — the research covered police
officers;

— helping professionals — these included psychologists,
therapists, community workers, special education
teachers;

- knowledge-based occupations — the studied group in-
cluded staff of a chemical research laboratory.

The research questions set forth below were formulated
on the basis of the above literature review and reports on
research performed by other authors, resulting in contra-
dictory information concerning potential differences in as-
sessing the severity of stress between the groups covered
by the research:

- Question 1. Do significant differences exist between
workers belonging to the 3 groups of service occupa-
tions in their assessment of the severity of work-re-
lated stress? With regard to the areas of professional
life studied, there are no grounds to put forward any
hypotheses, as the perception of such areas, from the
perspective adopted by Leiter and Maslach [26], has
not constituted the subject of research or comparisons
between representatives of the selected occupational
groups earlier. The nature of this part of the study
is, therefore, also exploratory. The research ques-
tions put forward take into account both the differ-
ences in the severity of the variable, considered glob-
ally, and the differences with regard to its individual
components:

- Question 2. Do significant differences exist between
workers belonging to the 3 groups of service occupa-
tions in their global assessment of all the dimensions of
the working environment (all areas of worklife)?
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- Question 3. Do significant differences exist between
workers belonging to the 3 groups of service occupations
in their assessment of individual dimensions of the work-
ing environment (specific areas of worklife), i.e., work-
load, control, rewards, community, fairness and values?

MATERIAL AND METHODS

Study sample

The research was conducted in 2017-2018 in the Silesia
region. Selection to the groups was targeted and based on
the criteria related to fact that the respondents belonged
to 1 of the 3 selected groups of service occupations, clas-
sified as emergency occupations, helping professions, and
knowledge-based occupations. In the group of emergency
occupations, 61 police officers were surveyed, the helping
professionals group included 92 psychologists, therapists,
community workers and special educators, and the group
of knowledge-based occupations included 58 workers em-
ployed at a specialist chemical laboratory, a research insti-
tution. Table 1 shows the study subjects’ profiles. It pres-
ents socio-demographic data of the respondents belonging
to the individual service occupation groups (including age,
gender and job seniority).

Each survey was preceded by direct contact between the
researcher and the respondents, during which the purpose

of the research was presented and the research tools to
be used were discussed. Questionnaires were filled in the
paper-pencil form. The research was anonymous and con-
ducted with the consent of the persons managing the indi-
vidual institutions, in the premises of these institutions, on
a group basis. Employees absent at the time when the study
was being carried out were allowed to fill out the question-
naire via Internet. Participation in the survey was voluntary
and anonymous, and ethical standards were observed when
it was conducted. The respondents were told that that were
allowed to withdraw from the survey at any time.

Methods

The respondents assessed the severity of work-related
stress using the Perceived Stress Scale (PSS-10) by Co-
hen et al. [28], in the Polish adaptation by Juczynski
and Ogifiska-Bulik — Skala Odczuwanego Stresu [29]. The
scale contains 10 statements. The respondents’ task was to
take a position on them using a Likert scale, with 0 mean-
ing “never” and 4 meaning “very often.” The survey using
the said scale was preceded by an additional instruction to
refer every statement to one’s thoughts and feelings related
to events experienced at work over the previous month.
The areas of worklife were assessed using the Areas of
Worklife Survey questionnaire by Maslach and Leiter

Table 1. A socio-demographic profile of the samples: emergency workers, helping professionals and knowledge workers in the study
on the severity of work-related stress, conducted in 2017-2018 in the Silesia region

e o ks
Gender [n (%)]
female 11 (18) 68 (74) 18 (60)
male 50 (82) 24(26) 12 (40)
Age (M+SD) 38.9+6.29 34.37£8.99 39.38x11.94
Job seniority [years] (M£SD) 14.267.18 7.547.20 13.66+11.40

Sample A - emergency workers (policemen).

Sample B - helping professionals (psychologists, therapists, community workers, special education teachers).

Sample C - knowledge workers (chemical laboratory workers).

[JOMEH 2019;32(4)
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[26,27] in the Polish adaptation by Terelak and [zwantows-
ka (Kwestionariusz Obszary Zycia Zawodowego) [30]. This
method is used to assess the functioning of an employee
in the working environment in the individual areas, and
to identify inconsistencies between the organization’s re-
quirements and the respondents’ aspirations, capacities,
and needs. The questionnaire consists of 29 statements,
grouped together and forming 6 scales:

— the Workload scale, concerning the feeling of being bur-
dened with work, i.e., whether the respondents consider
the workplace situation and the duties entrusted to them
as ones they can cope with, or whether they feel over-
whelmed and overburdened with excessive workload;

— the Control scale, assessing the possibility of making de-
cisions and choices independently from other persons;

- the Reward scale, assessing the degree of satisfaction
with the rewards the workers obtain for their work, in-
cluding tangible rewards, prospects of promotion, as
well as social rewards, such as recognition and respect
from co-workers, superiors, and clients;

- the Community scale, assessing the quality of the social
environment in the workplace, i.e., the sense of mutual
support, cooperation and positive feelings the team
members show to each other;

— the Fairness scale, related to the workers’ sense of being
treated fairly and concerning such aspects of work as
clear rules, distribution of resources, and prospects of
promotion;

— the Values scale, making it possible to assess whether
there is a conflict of values within the organization it-
self, or between the workers’ values and the values fol-
lowed and promoted by the organization.

The respondents’ task was to take a position on each state-

ment included in the questionnaire, using a Likert scale,

with 1 meaning “I definitely disagree,” and 5 meaning

“I strongly agree.” The factorial validity determined us-

ing the principal component factor analysis with Kaiser’s

Varimax rotation confirmed the factorial validity of the

questionnaire [31].

Table 2 shows the Cronbach’s a reliability coefficients for

the scales in relation to the research tools used for each

study sample.

Statistical methods

A 1-factor MANOVA analysis was performed to answer
the research questions put forward. Univariate F-tests
were used to answer questions 1 and 3, and to answer
question 2 a multivariate test was used. The adoption of

Table 2. Reliability estimates for the scales of the areas of worklife and stress severity assessment in each sample: emergency workers,
helping professionals and knowledge workers in the study conducted in 2017-2018 in the Silesia region

Cronbach’s o

Scale sample A sample B sample C

(N=61) (N=92) (N =158)
Workload 0.72 0.76 0.85
Control 0.68 0.69 0.79
Reward 0.68 0.87 0.77
Community 0.84 0.87 0.89
Fairness 0.80 0.82 0.85
Values 0.71 0.77 0.72
Perceived Stress 0.68 0.89 0.71

Explanations as in Table 1.

[JOMEH 2019;32(4)
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such an analysis model is “an optimal choice when the re-
searcher treats the explained measurable variables as in-
terrelated and thus as ones creating a relational structure
of properties which can be meaningfully and substantively
interpreted, in whole or in part” [31], and this is the case
with respect to the assessment of the individual areas of
worklife. Additionally, Student’s t-test was performed in
order to capture the differences existing between particu-
lar groups of subjects with regard to each dependent vari-
able. The statistical analyses were carried out using the
STATISTICA 12 statistical package.

RESULTS

Descriptive statistics concerning all the studied variables
(the mean values obtained and the standard deviations) for
each group of the study subjects, representing the 3 groups
of service occupations, are presented in Table 3.

Table 4 contains the intercorrelations between the studied
variables for all the 3 groups that were studied.

Since the study bears the hallmarks of exploratory re-
search, univariate F-tests were used to answer ques-
tions 1 and 3, making it possible to determine the signifi-
cance of differences between the results of individuals in
the 3 groups that were studied, in terms of the severity of

work-related stress, measured using the PSS-10 [29] and
the assessment of each area of worklife separately (the as-
sessments were measured using the Areas of Worklife Sur-
vey [30]). The results of the MANOVA 1-factor analysis
are presented in Table 5.

The findings prove the existence of statistically significant
differences between workers belonging to the 3 groups of
service occupations in their assessment of the severity
of work-related stress. The univariate F-test value is statis-
tically significant (Table 5). On the basis of the results, an
affirmative answer may be given to question 1.

In order to answer question 2, concerning the existence
of a statistically significant difference between the studied
representatives of the 3 selected groups of service occu-
pations in terms of the global assessment of all areas of
worklife (working environment dimensions), a multivari-
ate test was used, and an analysis was performed of the
significance of differences between the average results of
the Areas of Worklife Survey [30] obtained by the respon-
dents belonging to all the 3 groups of service occupations.
The results presented in Table 5 prove the existence of
a statistically significant difference between the studied
representatives of the 3 selected groups of service occu-
pations, in terms of the global assessment of all areas of

Table 3. Descriptive statistics of the examined variables: the areas of worklife and stress severity assessment in the study conducted

in 2017-2018 in the Silesia region

Sample A Sample B Sample C

Variable (N=61) (N=92) (N =58)
M SD M SD M SD
Workload 2.94 0.79 294 0.85 2.80 0.58
Control 3.36 0.80 3.70 0.88 3.7 0.83
Reward 3.06 0.66 3.47 0.99 3.55 0.65
Community 3.44 0.71 3.59 0.90 3.70 0.87
Fairness 2.45 0.75 2.82 0.89 2.58 0.70
Values 3.08 0.68 3.46 0.80 3.28 0.55
Perceived Stress 27.25 4.67 26.35 8.33 15.45 6.20

Explanations as in Table 1.

[JOMEH 2019;32(4)
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Table 4. Correlations between the examined variables (the areas of worklife and stress severity assessment) in each sample
in the study conducted in 2017-2018 in the Silesia region

) Correlations
Variable 0 5 ] A p p
Sample A (N=61)
Workload
Control 0.27*
Reward 0.25 0.33%*
Community 0.07 0.15 0.36%*
Fairness 0.02 0.42%* 0.44** 0.25
Values -0.06 0.27* 0.25 0.39** 0.41**
Perceived Stress —0.54** -0.32* —0.37** -0.28* -0.07 -0.21
Sample B (N=92)
Workload
Control 0.39%*
Reward 0.32%* 0.51**
Community 0.30%* 0.40%* 0.42%*
Fairness 0.41%* 0.55** 0.64** 0.52%*
Values 0.27%* 0.67** 0.54%* 0.44%* 0.59%*
Perceived Stress -0.61%* —0.47%* —0.52%* —0.37%* —0.42%* —0.32%*
Sample C (N=58)
Workload
Control 0.42*
Reward -0.08 0.29
Community 0.11 0.32 0.65%*
Fairness 0.36 0.64** 0.24 0.42*
Values 0.26 0.54** 0.42* 0.55%* 0.61**
Perceived Stress —0.67** —0.48** -0.19 -0.05 -0.27 -0.31

Explanations as in Table 1.

**p < 0.01;*p < 0.05.

Table 5. MANOVA variance analysis® for the examined variables: the areas of worklife and stress severity assessment in the study

conducted in 2017-2018 in the Silesia region

: One-effect Adjusted Student’s t-test
Variable ;
test F R A-B A-C B-C
Workload 0.39 0.01 -0.04 0.84 0.84
Control 3.38* 0.03 -2.43* -1.95 -0.09
Reward 5.37%* 0.05 —2.84** —3.34%* -0.43

[JOMEH 2019;32(4)
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Table 5. MANOVA variance analysis® for the examined variables: the areas of worklife and stress severity assessment in the study

conducted in 2017-2018 in the Silesia region - cont.

: One-effect Adjusted Student’s t-test
Variable )
test F R* A-B A-C B-C
Community 1.08 0.00 -1.06 -151 -0.61
Fairness 3.86% 0.03 -2.66%* -0.81 1.29
Values 5.03%* 0.04 -3.05%* -1.43 1.09
Perceived Stress 32.03%* 0.26 0.76 10.00%* 6.50**

sAll effects Wilks” test for the “Areas of Worklife” construct : F = 1.97, p = 0.02, partial n? = 0.06.
Student’s t-test values — the significance of differences between the mean values for samples A, B and C.

*p = 0.05; **p = 0.01.

worklife. The value of Wilks’ multivariate F-test, which is
statistically significant, proves that the studied groups dif-
fer significantly. On the basis of the results, an affirmative
answer can be given to question 2.

A univariate F-test for the individual areas of worklife
was used to answer question 3. The results show that the
studied groups of service employees differ significantly in
the areas of Control, Rewards, Fairness, and Values. For the
areas mentioned above, the values of the univariate F-test
are statistically significant. On this basis, an affirmative an-
swer can be given to research questions 3b, 3c, 3e, and 3f.
No significant differences were found between the results
of workers belonging to the 3 analyzed groups of service
professions in terms of the assessment of the remaining ar-
eas of worklife, i.e., Workload and Community, so a nega-
tive answer should be given to questions 3a and 3d.

DISCUSSION

The results prove that significant differences exist between
workers belonging to the 3 groups of service professions
that were studied. The differences that were identified
concern in particular the severity of the work-related stress
they experience. The effect size (Table 5) is relatively high
here, as 26% of the variance of the Stress Severity Assess-
ment variable is explained by the determining factor, i.e.,
belonging to a specific occupational group. As shown by

the Student’s t-test values for the independent groups (Ta-
ble 5), laboratory workers, representatives of knowledge-
based professions, differ significantly from both police
officers and helping professionals in terms of the severity
of stress they experience. Police officers and helping pro-
fessionals experience significantly stronger stress at work
compared to the laboratory staff (Table 3).

However, there are no significant differences in terms of
the severity of stress between police officers and helping
professionals. It turns out that the assessment of stress se-
verity by emergency workers, i.e., the police officers who
were surveyed, is not significantly higher than the assess-
ment of the severity of stress experienced by helping pro-
fessionals, i.e., the psychologists, therapists, community
workers, and special educators who were surveyed.

This result may also come from the clear gender dispropor-
tion between the respondents — men prevailed significant-
ly (82%) in the group of police officers, while women pre-
vailed in the helping professionals group (74%). Although
this particular composition of the sample results from the
specific nature of the relevant occupations — males gener-
ally prevail among police officers, while the occupations of
psychologist, community worker and educator are femi-
nized - this disproportion may be significant.

The result obtained confirms the results of research in
the same area quoted above and the statements made by
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other authors, who demonstrated that female police of-
ficers were generally more stressed than men performing
the same profession, due to the lack of support, both on
the part of male co-workers and the organization [32].
Other authors, in extensive research conducted in various
regions in the world, demonstrated that although there
were no differences between the levels of stress experi-
enced by men and women (except stress resulting from
the organizational climate), there were significant dif-
ferences between the 2 sexes in terms of the manner of
experiencing stress — the psychological and physical well-
being of men was significantly higher, and they felt better
[33,34]. This confirms that representatives of both sexes,
in similar positions within the organization and the same
functions, generally experience stress for the same reason,
but they are characterized by different levels of anxiety.
This phenomenon may have also influenced the results
of the comparison presented here. This is in line with the
results of research in the field of psychology of individual
differences, which shows that women are more neurotic
and emotionally reactive, with their temperament, which
predisposes them to a quicker reaction of that type, poten-
tially making them less resistant to stress [35].

Moreover, it may also be significant that, in the case of the
male respondents, both the traditional norm of masculin-
ity and the imperatives related to the professional role of
police officers do not allow them to admit to mental weak-
ness, which may have encouraged them to show them-
selves as individuals experiencing less severe work-related
stress, even if they did feel weakness or helplessness. Po-
lice officers may also feel the pressure related to the wish
to continue their career, to create an image of themselves
as mentally strong individuals, which may lead to insincere
answers in surveys concerning the sources and intensity
of stress, and to hiding the problems experienced [36].
In subsequent studies, one should, therefore, make sure
that there are equal proportions of men and women in
the sample. The significance of selected personality and

[JOMEH 2019;32(4)

psychological traits, as well as that of gender, should be
checked, and the role of social support received from both
male and female co-workers should be monitored.

The absence of differences between representatives of
emergency professions and helping professionals may also
result from the fact that the work of helping profession-
als, contrary to that of police officers, also involves contact
with clients whose behavior is a source of stress. Repre-
sentatives of such occupations experience numerous limi-
tations attributable to the respective organizations, which
make it impossible to perform the tasks to an appropriate
quality standard [15,37].

At the same time, the chemical laboratory workers, rep-
resenting a knowledge-based occupation, experienced
significantly lower stress. Stressors which pose a threat to
life and health, such as the threat of violence and work-
ing with aggressive or demanding clients, are apparently
more stressful than factors impacting on the psychological
well-being of chemical laboratory workers. These findings
require further empirical explorations, also among repre-
sentatives of other emergency, helping and knowledge-
based professions.

The results also prove the existence of a statistically sig-
nificant difference between the studied representatives of
the selected groups of service occupations, in terms of the
global assessment of all areas of worklife. The effect mag-
nitude (Table 5) is relatively low in this case, as only 6%
of the variance of the Areas of Worklife Assessment vari-
able is explained by belonging to specified occupational
groups. The studied groups of service professionals differ
most strongly in terms of the Rewards and Values, as well
as Fairness and Control areas. No significant differences
are found between representatives of the studied service
occupation groups in the Workload and Community areas.
The effect size (adjusted R* — Table 5) for the individual
components of the Areas of Worklife Assessment construct
is also low. This means that the size of the explained vari-
ance for the assessment of particular areas of worklife



WORK-RELATED STRESS SEVERITY ORIGINAL PAPER

ranges 0-5%. Belonging to particular groups explains the
respondents’ different assessment of the selected areas to
a small, but statistically significant, degree.

Analyses of the Student’s t-test values point to the exis-
tence of differences in the assessment of the Rewards area
between police officers and the other 2 groups, meaning
that police officers give this area the lowest rating, and
a significantly lower rating when compared to helping pro-
fessionals and the laboratory staff. Police officers turn out
to be the least satisfied with this area of their work. They
are also significantly less satisfied with the Values, Fair-
ness and Control areas compared to helping profession-
als. Apart from the Values area already mentioned above,
there are no statistically significant differences between
police officers and laboratory workers with regard to the
areas that were assessed. The other 2 groups of service
workers, i.e., helping professionals and the laboratory
staff, did not differ significantly in the assessment of any
areas of worklife.

The results show that police officers are significantly less
satisfied than helping professionals (psychologists, thera-
pists, community workers, and special educators), and less
satisfied than laboratory workers, with the rewards they
receive for their work, in terms of their sense of being ap-
preciated, and in terms of prestige and recognition from
co-workers, superiors or third parties. The feeling that
their work is appreciated is significantly lower in their
case.

Police officers also experience, to a significantly higher
degree than helping professionals, conflicts of values
within the organization itself or inconsistencies between
their own values and those promoted by the organiza-
tion employing them. Significant differences between
the 2 groups of workers also relate to the sense of being
treated fairly when it comes to promotion or distribution
of resources (police officers have a significantly lower
sense of justice than helping professionals). Their sense of
autonomy, control and influence on the way they perform

their work is also lower compared to helping profession-
als, and their access to appropriate working tools is also
more restricted.

The service occupation groups that were studied do not
differ significantly in terms of their assessment of the Work-
load area — the sense of time deficiency or being burdened
with excessive responsibilities, and the fatigue resulting
from work. There are no significant differences between
them, when it comes to the assessment of the Community
area, i.e., in terms of the sense of trust, cooperation and
support received from co-workers.

CONCLUSIONS

The research has revealed significant differences between
workers belonging to the 3 groups of service professions
that were studied. The differences identified concern in
particular the severity of the work-related stress they ex-
perience. Police officers and helping professionals experi-
ence significantly more severe stress at work compared to
the laboratory staff. However, there are no significant dif-
ferences in terms of the severity of stress between police
officers and helping professionals. This result is probably
related to the specific nature of work in the occupations
in question.

Despite larger deficiencies in 4 areas of worklife (Rewards,
Values, Fairness, and Control) in the group of police of-
ficers, compared to helping professionals, representatives
of the respective occupational groups judged the sever-
ity of work-related stress similarly. This result shows that
both emergency and helping professions may experience
a comparably strong sense of stress. This is probably due to
the fact that the sources of perceived stress may be linked
to other specific factors, not taken into account in the
study of the areas of worklife presented here, for instance,
to aspects related to stress-inducing contact with clients,
already mentioned in the introduction to this paper, envi-
ronmental determinants of work, and the specific types of
hazards to life and health [38-42]. It is also possible that
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the result is related to the fact that men prevailed in the
group of police officers studied, while women prevailed
in the group of helping professionals. Police officers and
helping professionals experience more severe stress than
the laboratory staff.

The studied groups of service occupations do not differ
significantly in terms of their assessment of time defi-
ciency, workload, and the resulting fatigue. There are no
significant differences between them in terms of their as-
sessment of the sense of trust, cooperation and support
received from co-workers.

However, the research presented in this paper did not take
into account individual factors related to personality traits
or other inherent predispositions of individuals working
in the relevant occupations. Excessive, unrealistic expecta-
tions as to the outcome of one’s own work, the possibility
of providing effective support or finding an optimal solu-
tion, combined with the efforts made in order to develop
or find new ideas, may result in higher psychophysical ex-
haustion. This is likely to be influenced by selected per-
sonality traits, such as internal or external locus of control,
self-esteem, performance motivation, or other individual
features. Therefore, the authors of this paper believe that
it would be desirable to supplement the area of research
with other external determinants, related to the specific-
ity of work in particular groups of service occupations, as
well as with the psychological features mentioned above.
Extending the research to include these aspects seems to
be another desirable goal. In fact, combining these factors
into a single coherent model would make it possible to
provide a more complete picture of the significant deter-
minants of work-related stress in service occupations.
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