
Over the last 20 years, debates on the organisation of work
in modern market economies have revolved around the
contraposition of two types of work organisation – the
‘traditional industrial model’ versus ‘new forms of work
organisation’. The traditional industrial model is
characterised by a centralised, top-down organisation of
work, with limited autonomy and rigid hierarchies; by
contrast, new forms of work organisation emphasise flatter
authority structures, more autonomy at all hierarchical
levels, and teamwork.

In this chapter, the fourth European Working Conditions
Survey will be used to study the main features of work
organisation in Europe. First, the levels of autonomy at
work, teamwork and task rotation will be analysed. The
main determinants of pace of work in European workplaces
and the perceived levels of work intensity will then be
examined. Finally, an analytical model linking work
organisation and job demands will be used to summarise
the main findings of the chapter.

Autonomy at work

The fourth European Working Conditions Survey includes
several indicators of autonomy at work. Table 6.1 outlines
the current levels of work autonomy in the EU27 for five of
these indicators.1 Three of these indicators have to do with
the worker’s freedom to exercise control over the work
process (the ability to choose or change the order of tasks,
the methods of work and the speed or rate of work); the
fourth refers to the influence the worker has over the choice
of working partners, and the fifth concerns the ability of the
worker to interrupt their work in order to take a short break,
when they wish. 

Table 6.1 shows that a high proportion of workers enjoy
some control over the work process, and can take a break 

when they wish: almost two thirds of European employees
report control over these four indicators. A much lower
proportion (32%) has any influence over the choice of
working partners.

To facilitate the analysis of the degree of autonomy in
different countries and types of work, a composite indicator
was constructed, drawn from the five indicators shown in
Table 6.1. and using the statistical measure Cronbach’s
alpha to gauge reliability.2 As each of the five individual
variables can only take a positive or negative value, the
composite variable can be constructed by simply adding the
individual indicators.3 By way of illustration, an individual
with a score of four in the autonomy composite indicator
has control over four of the five indicators in Table 6.1.
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1 Given the fact that the self-employed enjoy much higher levels of autonomy than employees, this section will focus mainly on employees.
2 The internal consistency of this group of variables is quite high, as shown by the Cronbach’s alpha of the five individual indicators: 0.72.
3 Adding the individual indicators implies an assumption that the individual variables in the composite indicator all have the same relative importance, i.e. they

are all equally weighted in the indicator. 

Table 6.1: Extent of work autonomy, by employment
status (%)

Self-employed Employees
Able to choose or change 87 59
order of tasks
Able to choose or change 87 63
methods of work
Able to choose or change 89 65
speed of work
Influence over choice 64 32
of working partners
Able to take a break 90 58
when desired

Figure 6.1: Extent of autonomy in the workplace, by
country

Note: Figures apply to employees only.
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The composite indicator allows for comparisons to be made
in the level of autonomy in the workplace in different
European countries, as Figure 6.1 shows. Scandinavian
countries and the Netherlands display the highest levels of
autonomy, with Denmark and Sweden having a score of
around 3.6; southern and eastern European countries have
the lowest levels, with Bulgaria having a score of just 2.1.

There are considerable sectoral and occupational
differences in levels of autonomy measured by the
composite indicator, as is shown in Table 6.2. The highest
levels of autonomy are found in financial intermediation
(3.42), electricity, gas and water (3.40), and real estate
(3.34); the lowest levels are found in hotels and restaurants
and in manufacturing (2.31 and 2.40 respectively). By
occupation, the differences are even greater: senior
managers enjoy the highest levels of autonomy (4.02),
followed by professionals (3.29) and technicians (3.15); at
the other end of the scale, machine operators have the

lowest levels of autonomy (1.84), followed by skilled
workers (2.35). Table 6.2 also indicates the different degrees
of autonomy associated with different uses of technology: it
is interesting to note that the use of information technology
in the workplace is clearly associated with a higher degree
of autonomy (3.36) in comparison with the use of machine
technology (2.11 ) or no technology at all (2.41).

Functional flexibility and teamwork

Another key difference between the ‘traditional’ and the
‘new’ forms of work organisation is the importance attached
in the latter forms to functional flexibility and teamwork.

Looking at the results of the fourth European Working
Conditions Survey, it seems that the levels of functional
flexibility and teamwork are quite high in European
workplaces: around 50% of employees in the EU27 rotate
tasks with their colleagues, i.e. they are functionally flexible,
and 60% do part or all their work in teams (as Table 6.3
shows). 

The survey questionnaire used follow-up questions to
assess the degree of autonomy associated with these two
forms of work organisation. In the case of functional
flexibility, different skills are required in almost 78% of
cases; however, it was usually the boss or manager who
decided the division of tasks (in around 72% of cases),
while the team participated in the division of tasks in
around 50% of cases. Therefore, it seems that the level of
autonomy associated with this indicator is relatively high.
In the case of teamwork, only around 50% of those
employees who work in teams decide themselves on the
division of tasks, and less than 30% can select the head of
their team. So for teamwork, while it is prevalent as a form
of work organisation, the levels of autonomy and
decentralisation of decision-making in the teams is much
lower than for task rotation.

52

Fourth European Working Conditions Survey

Table 6.2: Autonomy composite indicator, by sector,
occupation and use of technology at work 
Sector

Agriculture 2.98

Manufacturing 2.40

Electricity, gas and water 3.40

Construction 2.66

Wholesale and retail trade 2.66

Hotels and restaurants 2.31

Transport and communication 2.63

Financial intermediation 3.42

Real estate 3.34

Public administration and defence 3.01

Education 2.96

Health 2.79

Other services 3.01

Occupation

Senior managers 4.02

Professionals 3.29

Technicians 3.15

Clerical workers 2.84

Service and sales workers 2.55

Agricultural and fishery workers 3.23

Skilled workers 2.35

Machine operators 1.84

Unskilled workers 2.43

Technology in workplace

Information technology only 3.36

Information technology and machinery 3.02

Machinery only 2.11

No technology 2.41

Note: Figures apply to employees only.

Figure 6.2: ‘Basic’ functional flexibility and teamwork,
by country (%)

Note: Figures apply to employees only.
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Looking at the national and sectoral distribution of these
indicators gives a more precise picture regarding their
prevalence. Figure 6.2 illustrates the extent of task rotation
and of teamwork in different European countries. Both
forms of work organisation are most prevalent in Slovenia,
Netherlands and some Nordic countries, while they are
least prevalent in France, Hungary, Italy, Portugal and
Spain.

As mentioned above, it is important to qualify the general
indicators of functional flexibility and teamwork with the
answers given to the follow-up questions, which indicate
the prevalence of advanced forms of both types of work
organisation. As Figure 6.3 shows, these ‘advanced’ forms
of work organisation are considerably more prevalent in the
northern European countries, while they are least prevalent
in the southern and eastern European countries.

Figures 6.4 and 6.5 show the levels of functional flexibility
and teamwork (both ‘basic’ and ‘advanced’) among EU27
employees in different sectors and occupations. Health is
the sector that displays the greatest prevalence of advanced
forms of both functional flexibility and teamwork. Other

sectors where functional flexibility and teamwork are
prevalent are electricity, gas and water, education, and
construction. In contrast, the two indicators are least
prevalent in transport and communications, and in a
number of service sectors.

In terms of occupations, both indicators are most prevalent
among professionals, managers and skilled workers, and
are least prevalent among unskilled workers, machine
operators and clerical workers.

The results show that there is a wide variation in the use of
functional flexibility and teamwork across sectors and
occupations. In some cases, the presence or absence of
these forms of work organisation may not necessarily reflect
forms of work organisation but may instead reflect the
nature of the work processes themselves. In construction,
for instance, the fact that work is organised in teams and
entails high levels of task rotation is probably due to the
nature of construction work itself: top-down coordination
of work is difficult, and most work can best be carried out
by groups of skilled labourers working together.
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Table 6.3 Autonomy in functional flexibility and in teamwork (%) 

Employees whose job involves rotating tasks with colleagues
47.7

of total

tasks require different skills 77.8 37.1

manager decides div ision of tasks 71.6 34.1

team decides division of tasks 51.0 24.3

Employees whose job involves doing part or all work in teams
60.0

of total

team members decide division of tasks 52.1 31.3

team members select head of team 28.8 17.3

Figure 6.3: ‘Advanced’ functional flexibility and
teamwork, by country (%)

Note: Figures apply to employees only.
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Determinants of pace of work

As Table 6.4 indicates, the most important determinant of
the pace of work – according to more than 68% of European
workers – is direct demands from people, which can be
understood as an indicator of direct market constraints
upon the work process. By contrast, the most visible
industrial constraint – a pace of work determined by the
automatic speed of a machine – affects only 19% of
European workers (a proportion that has been decreasing
over the past 15 years).

In recent years, shifts in the structure of the economy (with
the services sector growing at the expense of
manufacturing) have resulted in changes in the
determinants or constraints of work. Moreover, pressure
from increasing market competition, economic activity and
consequently work itself is becoming more directly
dependent on market constraints. 

Between these two poles of industrial and market
constraints, there are three types of determinants that do
not fit so clearly into either bracket (and affect more than
one third of the EU working population): the work done by
colleagues (42%), numerical production targets (42%) and
the direct control of a superior (36%); these types of
constraints reflect the organisation of work, rather than
external constraints. In any case, the survey responses
regarding these five indicators confirms the predominance
of market constraints and the decreasing importance of
mechanised industrial constraints. While direct control of a

superior shows a downward trend, the work done by
colleagues and numerical and production targets are
increasing in importance as determinants of the pace of
work in Europe.4

Table 6.4 shows the determinants of pace of work in
different occupations and sectors. Direct demands from
people are most important in services sectors (more than
70%), and in high-skilled occupations (more than 70% for
senior managers, professionals and technicians). Direct
demands are least important in agriculture and fishing
(35%) and manufacturing (55%), and for those occupations
more closely linked to manufacturing industry – skilled
workers, machine operators and unskilled occupations (all
between 50% and 60%). 

The automatic speed of a machine, by contrast, is a major
determinant of the pace of work in manufacturing (41%),
and is also important in construction (24%), transport and
communications (23%) and agriculture (22%); in sectoral
terms it is a very important determinant of pace of work
among machine operators (50%) and skilled workers (33%).
However, it is almost negligible in education, health, and
other services, and in professional and service occupations.

In Figure 6.6, countries are plotted on a chart, according to
the percentage of workers whose pace of work depends on
market constraints, i.e. direct demands from people, and
the percentage of workers whose pace of work depends on
industrial constraints, i.e. the speed of a machine. A
negative correlation between the incidences of the two types
of constraints is clearly visible: for countries in which
market constraints are more important, industrial
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4 For a discussion of the evolution of these and other indicators, see the Foundation résumé, 15 years of working conditions in the EU: Charting the trends,
http://www.eurofound.europa.eu/publications/htmlfiles/ef0685.htm

Figure 6.5: ‘Advanced’ functional flexibility and
teamwork, by sector and occupation (%)

Note: Figures apply to employe es only.
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Figure 6.6: Market constraints and industrial
constraints as determinants of pace of work, by
country (%)
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Table 6.4: Determinants of pace of work, by sector and occupation (%)

Direct demands Work done Numerical Direct control Automatic 
from people by colleagues production of boss speed of 

targets a machine

EU27 average 68.1 42.2 42.1 35.7 18.8

Employment status

Employers 83.4 35.6 45.2 3.7 18.5

Self-employed 69.88 16.5 32.8 6.4 12.6

Permanent employee 67.97 46.0 45.5 40.8 19.87

Non-permanent employee 64.5 47.8 36.5 45.7 20.1

Cramer's V 0.08 0.20 0.10 0.29 0.06

Sector

Agriculture 29.6 33.3 50.1 22.1 22.1

Manufacturing 54.7 51.6 63.3 46.1 41.4

Electricity, gas and water 65.3 48.9 47.1 38.1 14.6

Construction 67.4 57.6 51.5 43.4 23.5

Wholesale and retail trade 82.0 34.5 31.1 33.8 13.1

Hotels and restaurants 87.6 48.7 30.9 36.8 14.3

Transport and communication 70.6 42.4 46.8 38.6 22.4

Financial intermediation 77.2 37.6 48.6 36.3 10.1

Real estate 71.1 39.5 41.0 31.6 11.7

Public administration and defence 61.7 43.9 30.5 39.9 10.8

Education 79.4 30.5 32.8 28.4 3.8

Health 83.0 47.7 30.08 29.5 7.9

Other services 65.8 31.5 29.2 24.95 9.7

Cramer's V 0.30 0.18 0.26 0.16 0.31

Occupation

Senior managers 83.0 39.8 45.3 21.4 15.0

Professionals 76.2 37.8 41.5 27.4 7.9

Technicians 74.8 41.7 43.1 35.9 12.4

Clerical workers 72.4 44.3 34.4 42.0 13.0

Service and sales workers 82.0 37.4 29.8 31.8 9.4

Agricultural and fishery workers 27.3 26.9 47.4 12.1 18.4

Skilled workers 59.6 51.6 55.7 44.8 33.7

Machine operators 55.1 51.7 56.1 48.5 49.6

Unskilled workers 53.4 38.9 33.2 40.9 19.7

Cramer's V 0.29 0.13 0.18 0.19 0.31

constraints are less important, and vice versa. In Turkey
and most eastern European countries, the automatic speed
of a machine is a much more important determinant of the
pace of work – and direct demands from people a much less
important determinant – than in most other countries. 

Figure 6.7 plots countries in a similar way, but using the
determinants of direct demands from people, and direct
control by a superior. A clear negative correlation is once
again apparent, as is an even clearer differentiation of
countries: for northern European countries, work is strongly
determined by direct demands from people, while the direct
control of a superior is almost negligible as a determinant;
for countries such as Bulgaria and Croatia, direct control by

a superior is still an important determinant of the pace of
work, while direct demands by people play a more limited
role. Cyprus, Malta and the UK are exceptions to this
pattern: in these countries, work is strongly determined by
direct demands from people; however, the direct control of
a superior is also an important determinant.

Econometric analysis of the impact of the different
determinants of pace of work on working conditions was
carried out to show that the impact is quite significant in
most areas. Workers whose pace of work is determined by
the automatic speed of a machine or by numerical
production targets are more likely to be affected by physical
health problems, to perceive work as more intense and
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Support at work
Another, less formal way in which employees collaborate at work is through assistance – either from colleagues, superiors or from
individuals outside the organisation. Table 6.5 illustrates the availability of these three sources of support in different sectors, in
different occupations and in terms of the extent of use of technology. Nine out of 10 employees in most sectors and occupations
can get assistance from colleagues if they need it; a slightly smaller proportion – eight out of 10 – can also get assistance from their
superiors. External assistance is much less available, only around 50% of employees having access to it if needed; its availability
varies considerably among occupations (as indicated by the higher value of Cramer’s V, which indicates the variability of each
indicator).5

In general, for positions higher in the occupational structure, more support is available from colleagues, superiors and, in particular,
external sources. The type of technology used at work is also related to the availability of support: those using information
technologies have more support. Sectoral differences do not seem to be very important in determining the availability of support.

5 Cramer's V is a coefficient that indicates the relationship among two categorical variables. The value for Cramer’s V gives a useful overview of the impact that
sector, occupation and technology make upon the availability of support. For instance, the value of 0.15 for support from colleagues in terms of sector is higher
than the value of 0.13 for support from colleagues in terms of technology; this greater variabliilty indicates that sector plays a bigger role in determining
availability of support than does the technology employed.

Table 6.5: Sources of support at work (%)

Support from colleagues Support from superior External support

EU27 average 88.2 81.2 49.7

Sector 

Agriculture 89.25 84.0 52.4

Manufacturing 90.2 80.3 42.0

Electricity, gas and water 92.3 87.0 54.3

Construction 93.1 85.1 55.09

Wholesale and retail trade 88.9 85.0 49.0

Hotels and restaurants 87.9 80.3 39.7

Transport and communication 79.5 77.2 49.9

Financial intermediation 92.7 88.5 57.0

Real estate 86.7 82.2 52.7

Public administration and defence 93.5 84.5 56.8

Education 87.2 78.1 54.3

Health 90.4 81.2 53.1

Other services 76.5 72.2 46.7

Cramer’s V (sector) 0.15 0.10 0.11

Occupation

Senior managers 92.3 84.7 68.7

Professionals 91.1 84.9 59.4

Technicians 91.1 85.7 55.6

Clerical workers 88.5 82.7 47.9

Service and sales workers 86.6 82.5 46.9

Agricultural and fishery workers 87.5 81.7 47.2

Unskilled workers 91.4 80.2 46.2

Machine operators 85.6 78.5 41.8

Unskilled workers 78.1 69.3 34.6

Cramer’s V (Occupation) 0.14 0.13 0.18

Technology at work

IT 90.9 85.7 56.8

IT and machinery 93.8 86.1 60.0

Machinery 89.2 78.1 41.2

Not technology-dominated 81.7 75.5 42.5

Cramer's V (technology) 0.13 0.12 0.16

Note: Figures apply to employees in the EU27 only.



Interruptions at work

Having frequent interruptions at work is another obvious
determinant of the pace of work; this can also have important
consequences in terms of stress and the perceived intensity of
the work effort. Around one third of EU workers experience
interruptions in their work often or very often, although in
most cases these interruptions are without consequences (see
Figure 6.8). Interruptions at work were compared (in a similar
manner to support available at work) by constructing a
composite index.6 Analysis of the different indices reveals that
interruptions at work are much more prevalent in service
sectors than in manufacturing, construction or transport and
communciations, and are more prevalent among workers in
the higher occupational ranks (see Table 6.6). Those using
information technologies and those with a higher degree of
autonomy at work report more frequent interruptions.

stressful, and to enjoy less autonomy at work. Workers
whose pace of work is determined by direct demands from
people report higher levels of negative psychological health
outcomes.

Intensity of work

The most direct impact of the pace of work on working
conditions is via the perception of intensity of work. In the
fourth European Working Conditions Survey, there are three
indicators for work intensity: ‘working at a very high speed’,
‘working to tight deadlines’ and ‘not having enough time to
get the job done’. In order to simplify the analysis, a
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Figure 6.7: Types of demands as determinants of pace
of work, by country (%)
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Agriculture 0.30
Manufacturing 0.35
Electricity, gas and water 0.40
Construction 0.37
Wholesale and retail trade 0.38
Hotels and restaurants 0.42
Transport and communication 0.32
Financial intermediation 0.44
Real estate 0.40
Public administration and defence 0.43
Education 0.36
Health 0.50
Other services 0.35

Technologies 
Information technology 0.46
Information technology and machinery 0.46
Machinery 0.32
No technology 0.30

Occupation
Senior managers 0.56
Professionals 0.42
Technicians 0.42
Clerical workers 0.42
Service and sales workers 0.38
Agricultural and fishery workers 0.32
Skilled workers 0.35
Machine operators 0.25
Unskilled workers 0.30

Autonomy 
0 (low) 0.26
1 0.32
2 0.37
3 0.40
4 0.42
5 (high) 0.49

EU27 average 0.38

Figure 6.8 Interruptions at work (%)

Note: The questions asked were: ‘How often do you have to interrupt a

task in order to take on an unforeseen task?’ and ‘For your work, are these

interruptions…disruptive/without consequences/positive?’

Table 6.6 Interruptions index by sector, occupation, technology and autonomy
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6 The index assigns a value of 0 to ‘never’, 0.3 to ‘occasionally’, 0.6 to 
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composite index has been constructed, using the two
indicators ‘working at a very high speed’ and ‘working to
tight deadlines’ (the inclusion of the third indicator is not
possible because of the different construction of the scale
and because of its change in the last wave of the survey). 7

Figure 6.9 indicates the value of the index for all 31 
survey countries. There is considerable variation between
countries: while the intensity index for the EU27 as
measured in 2005 is 43%, it ranges from more than 50% in
Austria, Cyprus, Denmark, Finland, Greece, Slovenia and
Sweden to less than 35% in Bulgaria, Latvia, Lithuania and
Poland.

Figure 6.10 charts the change in work intensity over the last
15 years, for those countries included in the survey since
its inception. One of the clearest trends since the first
European Working Conditions Survey was carried out 15

years ago is a rise in the levels of perceived work intensity.
This rise, already evident in 2000, is confirmed by national
working conditions surveys in most Member States. In

Figure 6.9 Intensity index, by country (%)
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7 This index assigns a value of 0 to ‘never’, 10 to ‘almost never’, 25 to ‘a quarter of the time’, etc. The composite index is the average of the two indicators of
work intensity.



almost all countries in the former EU15, there has been a
clear and consistent increase in the levels of perceived work
intensity over the last 15 years. 

In the NMS, however, there has been a slight decrease in
the perception of work intensity since 2001 (the first year
for which we have data for these countries); the same
applies in Bulgaria and Romania (see Figure 6.11).

In order to test what determines the perceived intensity of
work, a multivariate regression was carried out: this
indicated that the hotels and restaurants sector has the
highest levels of work intensity, and education the lowest.
In terms of occupation, there are no significant differences
in intensity levels; there are, however, notable differences
depending on which technologies are in use at work: those
working with machinery perceive the highest levels of
intensity at work. Having greater autonomy at work is
associated with a lower perceived level of intensity, while
having to deal with frequent interruptions at work is
associated with a higher level. 

Work organisation and intensity

In one of the most widely cited and used models of job
strain, Karasek explained stress at work as the interaction
of psychological demands from work, with the degree of
control or decision latitude of the worker. The basic
hypothesis of his model was that the negative health
outcomes of stress occur most often when the worker has to
face high levels of psychological demands, but has low
levels of autonomy at work: psychological demands create
stress; if the worker cannot channel this stress because of
their low levels of control, this ‘unreleased’ stress
accumulates and has a negative impact on health, job
satisfaction, etc. The ideal situation would be, then, one in
which demanding work is accompanied by a higher degree
of control (what Karasek termed ‘active work situations’).8

Although Karasek’s model was originally developed to
explain stress at work, it provides a useful conceptual
framework for linking work organisation and working
conditions. By looking simultaneously at job demands and
job control, it is possible to divide the different forms of
work organisation into four categories: active work
organisation, characterised by high demands and high
control; high-strain work organisation (high demands and
low control); low-strain work organisation (low demands

and high control); and passive work organisation (low
demands and low control).

It is possible to replicate Karasek’s model with the data from
the fourth survey, using the composite indicator of job
autonomy and the composite index of work intensity (both
discussed earlier); the composite indicator equates to
Karasek’s concept of ‘control’, while the composite index
equates to ‘job demands’.9 Figure 6.12 shows into which
category of work organisation each country falls; it also
indicates how they are positioned in relation to the EU27
average (shown by the dotted lines). Figure 6.12
summarises the overall conclusions of the analysis carried
out in this chapter.
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8 Karasek, J.A., ‘Job demands, job decision latitude, and mental strain: implication for job redesign’, Administrative Science Quarterly, 24, 1979, pp. 285–308.
9 This way of applying Karasek’s model closely follows the approach of Gimeno, D. et al, ‘Psychosocial factors and work related sickness absence among

permanent and non-permanent employees’, Journal of Epidemiological Community Health, 2004, 58, pp. 870–876.

Figure 6.11 Evolution in work intensity in the NMS,
2001–2005 (%)
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Figure 6.12 shows that the Nordic countries included in the
survey most closely approach the ‘active work organisation’
category, which has been identifed as being most conducive
to performance (without negative consequences for working
conditions): greater demands on the worker are
counterbalanced by greater control over the content of
work, diminishing the negative impact of work intensity.
Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Germany and Greece
approach most closely the category of ‘high-strain work
organisation’: workers in these countries face levels of job
demands that cause stress, but have relatively low levels of
autonomy; such a form of work organisation has the most
negative impact on working conditions. Belgium,
Luxembourg and the Netherlands approach most closely
the low-strain category, with low levels of demands but high
autonomy. (These three countries are characterised by very
high productivity levels, which indicates that ‘low-strain’
does not mean low performance). Finally, Bulgaria, Poland,
Portugal and Slovakia approach most closely the passive
work organisation category; according to Karasek, this
model has the most negative implications for performance. To end this chapter, Figure 6.13 illustrates how sectors and

occupations fit into the work organisation model. Only
workers in managerial positions fall into the ‘active work
organisation’ category; these are the only workers who, in
general, enjoy high levels of control and at the same time
have demanding jobs. Skilled and semi-skilled industrial
occupations and workers in hotels and restaurants and in
manufacturing are closer to the category of ‘high-strain
work organisation’, with high levels of stress and low
control, and consequently, the most arduous working
conditions. Professionals and those working in financial
intermediation and public administration are closest to the
‘low-strain work organisation’ category. Finally, unskilled
workers and those in service occupations and the retail
sector are closest to the ‘passive work organisation model’.
The positioning of occupations and sectors along the axes
of job demands and job control are clearly within
expectations and confirm the consistency of the approach.
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Figure 6.12: Job demands and control, by country

Note: Figures apply to employees only.
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Figure 6.13: Job demands and control, by sector and
occupation 

Note: Figures apply to employees only.
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