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General Introduction

CHAPTER 1

General Introduction
1.1 Introduction

Current data on European workers suggest a widasprecurrence of overtime
work across several occupational sectors. In 2010p of the European workforce
worked 48 hours or more per week (Eurofound, 20A8cording to this data, this
tendency was particularly pervasive among men (28f6) was more consistent for
specific occupations such as machine operatorsaaseimblers (25%), and legislators,
senior officials, and managers (26%).

Moreover, about 50% of workers with long workingun® frequently worked in
their free time (Eurofound, 2013). Indeed, techgmlal advancements extend the
amount of time dedicated to work by allowing emggey to also be highly productive
outside the office and outside conventional worknogrrs. Several technological items,
such as mobile phones, laptops, and BlackBerrycdsyimake it simple to work
anywhere at any time, thereby affecting the locatibthe boundaries between “home”
and “work” (Towers, Duxbury, Higgins, & Thomas, &)0As pointed out by several
authors, recent developments in technology combingd the growing employ of
flexible work have gradually blurred the boundarietween work and personal life
(Duxbury & Smart, 2011).

All'in all, current changes primarily due to th@lghl economic scenario and the
constant improvement of technology have increaseel levels of competition,
prompting organizations to reward employees whonalleng to work hard and put all
their effort into their careers (Blair-Loy & Jacol2903).

Under these circumstances, a conceptual challerigesaregarding a deeper
understanding of those employees who work exce$giues because they experience a

compulsive inner drive to work, namely workahollogoyees.
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1.2 Toward a definition of workaholism

The original conceptualization of workaholism confiesn Oates (1971), who
defined it as an uncontrollable need to work inaelg with consequences that may
constitute a danger to workers’ health, personpptmess, interpersonal relations, and
social functioning. He emphasizes its closenesbdavell-known addictive disorder of
alcoholism: the alcoholic neglects other aspect#f@in favor of indulging in alcohol
(Armor, Polich, & Stambul, 1978). The workaholispliays the same behavior for an
excessive indulgence in work (Farrar, 1992; Rhoat@s7).

Along with this development in the conceptualizataf workaholism, several
authors have tried to identify specific types ofrkaholics. Arguably one of the most
prominent and famous classifications is the Speamu# Robbins (1992) workaholic
triad, which identifiesvork involvemen{WI), which they associate with long working
hours; drive (D), an addictive drive to work under internal gsere; andwork
enjoyment(WE) as the key components of the construct. Aaogrdo Spence and
Robbins’ conceptualization, these dimensions arpleyed to define three types of
workaholics: real workaholics, work enthusiastsd amnthusiast workaholics. These
scholars contrast eeal workaholi¢ characterized by high levels of work involvement
and drive combined with low levels of work enjoyrevith a work enthusiastwho
presents high levels of involvement and enjoymemntlmned with low scores for drive.
Finally, those individuals who have high scoresaih three components represent
enthusiastic workaholics According to this taxonomy, “real work addictstea
described as employees who work long hours, i.etkwnvolvement, and who
experience a strong inner compulsion to work, dave (Spence & Robbins, 1992).

Subsequently, Scott, Moore, and Miceli (1997) cated an extensive review of
workaholism literature and concluded that workadmliis grounded in three specific
elements: discretionary time spent in work acegfi persistently and frequently
thinking about work when not at work; and workingybnd organizational or economic
requirements. Once again, the behavioral featuesrimeg to the extreme work hours
spent dedicated to work-related matters blends i compulsive attitude that
originates and fosters this behavior.

A similar perspective is shared by Ng, Sorensemn, Beldman (2007), who

conducted a systematic workaholism literature m@vend proposed an integrative
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definition of workaholism involving three core oweching dimensions: affect,

cognition, and behavior. The affective dimensiontloé construct refers to joy in

working and a sense of guilt and anxiety when notkimg, the cognitive dimension

reflects an obsession with working, and the behali@dimension implies working long

hours and the excessive intrusion of work into peas$ life. Consequently, the authors
defined workaholics as those who enjoy the act ofkimg, who are obsessed with
work, and who devote long hours and personal totéis activity. On the whole, these
definitions of workaholism emphasize two distindngy features of workaholics: they
invest an excessive amount of time and energy wadk because of an irresistible
drive.

Accordingly, Schaufeli, Taris, and Bakker (2008ymwsed two core dimensions
underlying this condition: the inclination to woelxcessivelyWorking excessivelyand
in a compulsive mannewprking compulsively Working excessively represents the
behavioral component of the construct, indicatifgttworkaholics dedicate an
exceptional amount of their time and energy to wamkl work beyond what would be
necessary to fulfill organizational or economicuiegments. Working compulsively, on
the other hand, represents the cognitive dimensionrvorkaholism, implying that
workaholics are obsessed with their work and pensily think about work, even when
they are not working. Therefore, the current thesisbased on a definition of
workaholism as a negative psychological state cbanaed by working excessively
due essentially to an internal drive that cannotrégsted (Salanova, Del Libano,
Llorens, Schaufeli, & Fidalgo, 2008).

During the last decade the academic literaturevigenl substantial empirical
support for a clear discrimination between worké&mland an opposite kind deavy
work investment, that is work engagememh contrast to workaholism, work
engagement refers to a positive form of dedicatmmne’s job; it is a positive and
fulfilling state of mind characterized by vigor, dieation, and absorption (Schaufeli,
Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma, & Bakker, 2002). To beipevigor entails high levels of
persistence, energy, and mental resilience whilkiwg; dedication refers to a sense of
strong psychological identification and enthusiasmth one’s job; and absorption
involves full concentration on and engrossment me’'® work to the extent that

individuals have difficulties in detaching from thgobs. Although a partial overlap
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between these conditions can be easily recognineé both of them are characterized
by the tendency to exhibit high levels of commitinand involvement to the job, these
notions entail two different forms of working hardorkaholism is conceived as a
“bad” type, whereas work engagement represent®adgtype (Shimazu & Schaufeli,
2009).

The main difference between workaholism and engegeé entails the
underlying motivational dynamics involved. Engagesnployees are primarily
intrinsically motivated, so they enjoy their workdaare satisfied by it; in contrast,
workaholic employees are primary driven by inteeal standards of self-worth and
social approval (Van Beek, Taris, & Schaufeli, 20¢an Beek, Hu, Schaufeli, Taris, &
Schreurs, 2012). Moreover, the opposite naturdesd conditions is confirmed by the
reverse association with outcomes pertaining towbik domain, life outside work (i.e.,
extra job activities and social relationships), aegeral indicators of individual health
and well-being. To be specific, workaholism hase&ithental impact on all these life
spheres, whereas work engagement is related toda rainge of positive outcomes
within all these domains (Schaufeli, Taris, & BakK&06).

Finally, although confirmative factor-analytic dies showed that the absorption
dimension of work engagement loads on workaholigasychometric studies
corroborate the hypothesis of a clear distinctieneen these constructs and indicate
that they can be measured independently of eaar ¢8chaufeli, Shimazu, & Taris,
2009; Schaufeli, Taris, & Van Rhenen, 2008).

1.3 Theoretical background and thesis purposes

1.3.1 Individual and organizational antecedents ofvorkaholism

Recent perspectives on workaholism suggest thatatdiction to work may
originate from the joint impact of person charasteas and environmental factors.
McMillan and colleagues (2003) carried out a valaaitempt to answers the call for a
theoretically based approach to the study of waskaim. The authors reviewed and
applied five theoretical perspectives to the cohadpnvorkaholism: addiction theory,
learning theory, trait-based paradigms, cognitiveoty, and family systems models.
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Each perspective provides its own set of predisticoncerning the development,
stability, and changeability of workaholism; howegwveone of them has been tested to
assess their usefulness. Nevertheless, the auttumslude that two theoretical
perspectives are particularly worthwhile: trait-eagheory, which has received broad
empirical support, and learning theory, which afféhe most convincing scientific
utility. Trait-based theory recognizes workaholiama stable behavioral pattern that is
dispositional in nature; it first appears in latdoescence and is exacerbated by
environmental stimuli. On the other hand, learrtimgpry is characterized by generality,
parsimony, and pragmatism and presents a praaticdddsis for explaining
workaholism. As a result, a combination of traitlde@arning theories provides the most
promising potential for future research and prattapplication (McMillan et al., 2003).
Hence, workaholism seems to be most adequatehaiegol as a personal trait that is
activated and then maintained by environmentabfact

In a similar vein, Ng and colleagues (2007) devetbp theoretical model that
involves three types of antecedents that determor&aholism: a range of dispositional
traits, socio-cultural experiences, and behavioeahforcements in the environment.
Consequently, they suggest that people become Wwolika because they possess
certain personality traits, their social or cultwaperiences facilitate workaholism, and
their workaholic behaviors are reinforced repeateBffom a trait-based perspective,
self-esteem, achievement-related traits, and aement-related values are identified as
personal characteristics that play a major rolgenerating workaholism. In addition,
this model proposes that socio-cultural factorsatesl to the family context can
precipitate workaholism. For instance, a dysfunalo childhood and family
experiences are conceived as factor able to fesigtaholism. Finally, Ng et al. (2007)
believe workaholism is encouraged by specific ottersstics pertaining to the work
environment. In other words, they suggest that aooksm is particularly prevalent in
those organizational settings characterized by acolme culture that encourages
employees to be extremely competitive, power-huntmgk-oriented, and fearful of
failure.

Using this definition of the construct, Liang anduC(2009) developed a model
aimed at explaining the interactions between diffier factors that determine a

predisposition to workaholism. They propose thregomantecedents of workaholism:

~13 ~



CHAPTER 1

personality traits, personal inducements, and orgéonal inducements. From an
individual perspective, personality traits (i.e.bsessive compulsion, achievement
orientation, perfectionism, and conscientiousneas)l personal inducements (i.e.,
intrinsic work values and vicarious learning in tfanily) constitute the catalyzing
elements that mold workaholids. contrast, organizational inducements are cartstit
by a variety of drivers that push an individual &vd becoming a workaholic or help
accelerate workaholism, such as an environmenteheburages putting work before
family. Taken together, these models suggest teasom characteristics predispose
employees to becoming workaholics. At the same tithey assign a crucial role to
those organizational environments that prompt digekemployees to work hard; these
organizations facilitate the manifestation of wdrasm.

Although several studies have explored the rolepefsonality traits and
characteristics as antecedents of workaholism, (Argdreassen, Hetland, & Pallesen,
2010), only one study thus far has focused on mmgact of work environment on
workaholism.Johnstone and Johnston (2005) explored the refdtiprbetween four
aspects of climate, namely coworker cohesion, sigmar support, work pressure and
involvement, and found that only the dimension ofkvpressure was related to higher
levels of drive, which constitutes the key featafevorkaholism describing the inner
compulsion that propels employees to work excebsihiard (Spence & Robbins,
1992).

This finding supports the reasoning that the pdreepof an organizational
environment where employees are pushed to worlaexburs encourages them to
devote an extraordinary amount of time and enemgyheir work and contributes
significantly to enhancing workaholism (Porter, 2D0On the other hand, empirical
investigations of the joint impact of individual darenvironmental antecedents of

workaholism are lacking.

In light of these considerations, the first purpagethe present thesis is to fill
this gap by conducting an explorative study to wes¢ther the interaction between the
perception of a climate that encourages overworkl @erson characteristics may

enhance workaholism.
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1.3.2 The impact of overwork climate on opposite fons of working hard

Given the relevant role that organizations encanga@verwork may play in
fostering workaholism, developing a measure aineedsisess individuals’ perceptions
of their work environment with regard to the reguient to work beyond the official
set hours becomes crucial. In particular, thesegmions concur in their definition of
psychological climate: an employee’s perceptionthefwork environment in which the
work behavior occurs (Rousseau, 1988). Individugture constitutes the distinctive
feature of a psychological climate, especially witfierence to organizational climate,
defined as a set of shared beliefs among emplotfessreflects the aggregation of
individual-level psychological climate perceptidickson, Resick, & Hanges, 2006).

A psychological climate is stable over time andkdes employees to interpret
events that occur within their workplace, to prédleeir potential outcomes, and to
evaluate the suitability of their actions (CamppBlunnette, Lawler, & Weick, 1970;
Jones & James, 1979). In the last three decadestuldy of psychological climate has
been characterized by a growing interest in a ssleeferent or focus for the climate;
therefore, most of the studies in this area asdess#loyees’ perceptions of work
environment characteristics associated with thesi$o Schneider and Reichers (1983, p.
21) stated that “climates are for something,” agllfor a specific reference term for
investigations on the climate in work settings.

Based on this rationale, developing a valid anlbéd measure of an overwork
climate may enable a deeper understanding of erapidyerceptions of organizational
requirements and expectations related to overwlarkhe present thesis, an overwork
climate is defined as the perception of a work emment that requires and expects
employees to work beyond official work hours, tekedaheir work home, and to work
during weekends and holidays. This definition dsesia key role of the emergence of
and consensus about climate perceptions to orgemsaleaders (Ostroff, Kinicki, &
Tamkins, 2003). Indeed, managers and supervisagilocote to the development of
common climate perceptions by exposing employed#seé@ame policies, practices, and
procedures, thus providing them with directionsvtzere they should focus their skills
and efforts in order to attain organizational gq&shneider, Gunnarson, & Niles-Jolly,
1994).
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Although different measures of specific psycholagiclimates have been
developed, none of them assess individual peraeptaf a work environment that
supports overwork, that is, an overwork climate @aeview, see Parker et al., 2003).
Moreover, investigating the impact of an overwolimate on different forms of
working hard may represent the most interestingqhaeeo explore how these climate
perceptions influence employees’ behavior. Indeksdlicating an extreme amount of
time to work does not pertain exclusively to worlgm, but also to a positive work-
related condition known as “work engagement.” Aasvjpusly described, although both
engaged and workaholic employees work long hout @isplay a great level of
dedication to their jobs, the academic literaturecognizes workaholism and
engagement as two opposite forms of working hagl,(8chaufeli et al., 2006).

Given the different nature of the motivational dymes underlying workaholism
and engagement, an overwork climate may be expeactbdve a different impact on
these work-related conditions. Hence, workaholisay rbe fostered when employees
perceive that working beyond set work hours reprssan indispensable condition for
success and career advancement. In contrast,itliiokclimate may negatively impact
on work engagement, which is primarily intrinsigathotivated and leads employees to
experience their work as inherently enjoyable aaftisfying (van Beek et al., 2011).
The investigation of the impact of these individp&rceptions on workaholism and
work engagement may represent a valuable diagndsidt for organizational
assessment and improvement and it may suggestiedféatervention strategies aimed

at preventing the negative consequences of an ovkmlimate.

Based on this rationale, the second purpose ofptiesent thesis is to develop
and evaluate the psychometric properties of a gumsaire that assesses employees’
perceptions of a climate for overwork, defined h&sean overwork climate. In addition,
this new instrument will be employed to assessglififerent impact of overwork climate
perceptions on two opposite types of working harainely workaholism and work

engagement.
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1.3.3 A multi-rater perspective on work engagemerand workaholism

Over the last two decades, several scholars heaxgndattention to misleading
results obtained from self-report research (e.gnpdidson & Grant-Vallone, 2002).
Different factors may compromise the reliability thiese finding, for instance, social
desirability, fear of negative consequences, seitgittoward the constructs under
investigation, and dispositional characteristics.

Collecting data from different informants may as@ne this issue and it may
assume a greater relevance in workaholism reseérdeed, it may be argued that
workaholics are not completely aware of the obsesthat leads them to be completely
immersed in their work, causing them to underegentheir obsession (Porter, 1996).
This denial tendency may translate into a low |lefehgreement between workaholics’
perceptions of their attitudes toward work and eabns by significant others. To
date, only a few studies have collected data froatenthan one source in order to
address the claim that workaholics deny and thezefmder-report their compulsive
conduct (Aziz & Zickar, 2006; Burke & Ng, 2007; Mdllan, O’Drisoll, & Brady,
2004).

Taken together, these studies indicate the preseha substantial agreement
among self- and other reports (i.e., evaluatiorw/ided by colleagues, partners, and
acquaintances) in assessing levels of workaholissplayed by the focal person.
According to these findings, employees did not temdeny their behavior, but rather
seemed to have a fairly accurate view of themselves

On the other hand, it should be noted that aléeéhstudies were based on the
workaholic triad developed by Spence and Robbir#9Z), which identifies work
involvement, drive, and work enjoyment as its kegmponents. Hence, these
investigations were based on a conceptualizatiah distinguishes between negative
and positive forms of workaholism; therefore, tltkg not conceive of workaholism as
a negative form of working hard (Shimazu & Schauf009).

In addition, whereas research on workaholism hiasl to gather data from
multiple sources in order to evaluate the diffeemnbetween self-reports and others’
reports, research on a multirater perspective omnk vemgagement is still lacking.
Nevertheless, this type of investigation could kiemnely interesting with reference to

engagement, since this positive state may trafisfer one individual to another both in
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the work environment and in the family context thgh a process defined as
“crossover” (Westman, 2001).

Previous research has provided evidence for gonmmal crossover of the
engagement among partners (Bakker & Demerouti, 2@¥kker, Demerouti, &
Schaufeli, 2005). With reference to the work domaark engagement has been
proven contagious within work teams, so that teawellwork engagement is related to
individual members’ engagement (Bakker, Van Emme&iiEEuwema, 2006; Bakker &
Xanthopoulou, 2009). Although the level of engagetrexhibited by employees has a
relevant and beneficial impact on coworkers’ atlés toward work, agreement among
different raters on this positive type of workingrtl has not yet been explored.

Therefore, the current thesis will be the firsudst to evaluate agreement
between self- and other reports using the concépatian of workaholism provided by
Schaufeli et al. (2008). Specifically, employeeds (focal person) and coworker's
evaluations of the degree of workaholism reportad tihhe focal person will be
compared.

In addition, this study will represent the firgteanpt to evaluate the agreement
among different raters (i.e., focal employees andarkers) on work engagement,
defined as &tate of work-related well-being that is characesli by vigor, dedication,
and absorption (Schaufeli et al., 2002). Moreotteese multirater data will be used to
estimate and provide further evidence for the disoant validity between
workaholism and work engagement.

In order to achieve these goals, the current shesil employ strategies of
analysis different from the simple comparison betmveneans applied in previous
studies on multirater assessments of workahol&miz(& Zickar, 2006; Burke & Ng,
2007; McMillan et al., 2004)Specifically, two different strategies of analysidl be
applied. First, the Multitrait-Multimethod (MTMM) matrix, €., correlations among
measures of multiple traits assessed by multipl¢hoas, will provide preliminary
information about the convergent and discriminaadidity (Campbell & Fiske, 1959).
Then, a multiple-indicator correlated trait-corteth method minus one mod€IT-
C(M-1) (Eid, Lischetzke, Nussbeck, & Trierweiler, 2003udsbeck, Eid, Geiser,
Courvoisier, & Lischetzke, 2009) will be used toamate the convergent and

discriminant validities of the constructs at theetd levels.This model is characterized
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by several advantages; in particular, it allows lesgiion of the convergent and
discriminant validities of the constructs at theetd levels because measurement error is
separated from true trait and method effects. Skdbassumes that method effects can
be trait-specific and that they do not generalieefgrtly across traits. Finally, this
model allows the decomposition of the variance lb$evved variables into variance
components due to trait-specific, method-spec#id error influences.

The third purpose of the present thesiwisompare focal employees’ and their
coworkers’ perceptions concerning employees’ lewélsvorkaholism, defined as the
combination of working excessively and working calsipely, and work engagement,
characterized byhigh levels of vigor, dedication, and absorptidn addition, the
discriminant validity of work engagement and woriégm using different information

sources (i.e. focal employees and coworkers) wikkxplored.

1.4. Outline of the thesis

To summarize, the present thesis is aimed to waehe multicausal and
multirater perspective on workaholism.
The purposes described above have been pursuecdnysnof three empirical studies.

The aims of the following chapters are briefly owet below.

Chapter 2investigates how the interaction between an ovetveimate and
personal characteristics (achievement motivatioarfegtionism, conscientiousness,
self-efficacy) impacts workaholism, defined as tloenbination of working excessively
and working compulsively. This study represents ofh¢he first attempts to test the
joint impact of environmental and individual antderts of workaholism. In particular,
we expect a significant increase in workaholism nvemployees possess characteristics
that predispose them toward becoming workaholicd amen they perceive an

overwork climate in their workplace.

Chapter 3describes the results of two complementary studibs first study

(Study ) focuses on the development of a valid and rediabkeasure of overwork

~19 ~



CHAPTER 1

climate, the Overwork Climate Scale(OWCS), in order to provide a deeper
understanding of employees’ perceptions of orgdioizal expectations related to this
relevant outcome, i.e., performing overwo8tudy 2explores the different impact of
overwork climate perceptions and two different &ypé working hard: an intrinsically
positive form, i.e., work engagement, and an istdally negative form, i.e.,

workaholism.

Chapter Jillustrates the results of a study comparing fasaployees’ and their
coworkers’ perceptions of the focal employees’ Isewd workaholism, as measured by
the Dutch Work Addiction Scale (DUWAS) (Schaufeli al., 2009) and work
engagement, as measured by the Utrecht Work Engadgebeale (UWES) (Schaufeli,
Bakker, & Salanova, 2006). These measures are gsiploo provide additional
evidence for the distinctive nature of these ogedsirms of working hard by exploring
the discriminant validity of work engagement and rkaolism using different

information sources.

Finally, in Chapter 5a general discussion is drawn from the study tesand
recommendations for future research and practicplications are discussed.
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CHAPTER 2

Are workaholics born or made?

Relations of workaholism with person characteristis and overwork climate

Summary

While the academic literature acknowledges that kaleolism may result from
individual characteristics as well as from envir@mtal factors, little is known about
the joint impact of these two kinds of antecedents. The ptestedy explores whether
the interaction between the perception of an ovetwatimate in the workplace and
person characteristics (i.e., achievement motimatmerfectionism, conscientiousness,
self-efficacy) may foster workaholism. Data werdlaxtied on a sample of 333 Dutch
employees. The results of moderated regressiolysagfully supported our hypotheses
and showed that the interaction between an overaloriate and person characteristics
is related to workaholism. More specifically, oesults revealed a significant increase
in workaholism when employees both possessed peatsaracteristics that predispose
them towards workaholism and perceived an overvetirkate in their workplaces. In
addition, conscientiousness and self-efficacy wetated to workaholism, but only in
interaction with the presence of an overwork clenathese results contribute to the
ongoing conceptualization of workaholism by demmatstg empirically that a work
environment characterized by an overwork climate foater workaholism, especially
for those high in achievement motivation, perfatm, conscientiousness, and self-
efficacy.

Appeared as:

Mazzetti, G., Schaufeli, W. B., & Guglielmi, Din(pres3. Are workaholics born or
made? The impact of overwork climate and persorracheristics on workaholism.
International Journal of Stress Managemef@nline First Publication, February 3,
2014. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0035700
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Introduction

Organizations require their employees to be preacéind show initiative, to
collaborate efficiently with their colleagues, te bommitted to their own professional
development, and to pursue high quality performasteedards (Bakker & Schaufeli,
2008). From a broader perspective, current econoreimession, organizational
downsizings and restructurings, and growing lew#lgob insecurity may encourage
employees to invest an increasing amount of time affort into their work
(Greenhouse, 2001; Selmer & Waldstrgm, 2007). learibre, the greater personal use
of technological developments (e.g., smartphoneddaptops) is enabling employees to
carry out their work at any place at any time, ébgrblurring the distinction between
work and home (Jones, Burke, & Westman, 2006).

The high prevalence of overwork h#sd to concerns abouts impact on
employee well-being. The harmful consequences akiwwg long hours include sleep
deprivation, decline in neuro-cognitive and physgital functioning, impaired
performance, and an increased risk of illnessesiajudies (e.g., Caruso, 2006). In
addition, working overtime leads to prolonged expesto workplace hazards and
demands, decreases time for leisure activitieamdy life, and reduces recovery time
(Dahlgren, Kecklund, & Akerstedt, 2006). The mogtardatic consequences of
excessive overwork have been observed in Japame\line notion okaroshiis used to
describe sudden death caused by brain and heatitioos stemming from overwork,
whereas the terrkaro-jisatsuindicates suicide committed by employees suffefiogn
depression related to overwork (Araki & Iwasaki030 Kanai, 2006). In response to
these developments, research has begun to foctiwsa aspects of the organizational
context that reinforce overwork and competitivenasd disregard a healthy work-life
balance, which may constitute a fertile ground tfaggering workaholism (Burke &
Koksal, 2002). Indeed, workaholism is defined asyadrome characterized by an
obsession with one’s work that leads employees ddkvexcessively hard. Therefore
dedicating an extraordinary amount of time to wagresents a defining component of
this condition (Schaufeli, Taris, & Bakker, 2008Yorkaholism has been shown to be
positively associated with several indicators oémvork, such as working longer than
one’s contractual work hours, taking work home, amaking during the weekends or
holidays (Schaufeli, Taris, & Bakker, 2006). Hende,may be argued that an
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organizational context that values and promotesingriong hours and the willingness
to sacrifice time committed to other life domainsarder to attain success and career
advancement, might foster workaholism.

Hence, workaholism refers to a strong inner compnl$¢o work excessively
hard GSchaufeli et al., 2008). More specifically, it indes a behavioral dimension
(working excessive)yas well as a cognitive dimensiondrking compulsively Indeed,
workaholics feel compelled to allocate an excesaimeunt of time and energy to work
because they cannot resist their inner compulsBakKer & Schaufeli, 2008). Such
workers comply with their obsession in order toverd the tension, restlessness, and
feelings of guilt and worthlessness that arise witety donot work. Therefore, person
characteristics (i.e., personality traits and vaJumight also play a major role in
engendering this obsession with work in additionthe organizational factors that
emphasize a strong commitment to work (i.e., omgional culture and climate) (e.g.,
Burke, Burgess, & Oberklaid, 2003).

However, so far empirical investigations of thenjoimpact of these two kinds
of antecedents of workaholism are lacking. The gmestudy aims to fill this void by
testing whether the interaction between overworkaie and person characteristics
(i.e., achievement motivation, perfectionism, comsttousness, self-efficacy) may

enhance workaholism.

Theoretical background

The original conceptualization of workaholism waveloped by Oates (1971),
who defined it as an uncontrollable need to wordegsantly, with consequences that
may constitute a danger to one’s health, perscagapihess, interpersonal relations, and
social functioning. Since then, several other cpteaizations of workaholism have
been proposedOne of the most prominent contributions came fropere and
Robbins (1992), who proposed that ‘real work addiate characterized by high levels
of work involvementwhich lead them to work long hours, a strong iravéve and low
work enjoyment

An extensive review of the workaholism literature d@octed by Scott, Moore,
and Miceli (1997) argued that workaholism is groechdn three specific elements: (1)
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discretionary time spent in work activities; (2)rg@stently and frequently thinking
about work when not at work; and (3) working beydhd organizational or financial
requirements. A similar perspective was taken by Slgrensen, and Feldman (2007),
who conducted a systematic literature review amgh@sed an integrated description of
workaholics as those who enjoy the act of workimlgp are obsessed by work, and who
devote long hours and personal time to this agtivinken together, these definitions of
workaholism share the basic assumption that wotllahimvest an excessive amount of
time and energy into work because of an irresistitvive.

In line with this perspective, the present studyopd the definition of
workaholism proposed by Schaufeli et al. (2008)iciwitonceives workaholism as the
combination of two dimensionsworking excessivelyand working compulsively
According to this definitionyorking excessivelyepresents the behavioral component
of the construct indicating that workaholics detican exceptional amount of their time
and energy to work and work beyond what would beessary to fulfill organizational
or economic requirement§&/orking compulsivelyon the other hand, represents the
cognitive dimension of workaholism and implies thatrkaholics are obsessed with
their work and persistently think about work, evemen they are not working.
Therefore, workaholics tend to work harder thareguired primarily because they are
driven by their inner compulsion (Bakker & Schayf2D08).

Workaholism and person characteristics

Compulsive behavior has been widely investigatedtha field of clinical
psychology, and research in this domain has foursir@ng relationship that links
compulsive behaviors with personality traits (eMcCrae & Costa, 2003). This link is
supported by empirical evidence that suggests valics are more likely to be rigid,
perfectionist, and achievement-oriented than norkalwlics (Goodman, 2006). In
particular, Ng and colleagues (2007) proposed dbhtevement-related traits represent
a major contributor to workaholism. Achievement ivation can be defined as the need
to accomplish difficult objectives; to establish l@tious goals that require overcoming
obstacles; to think and act quickly, thoroughlyd amdependently; to compete with and

surpass other people by driving oneself hard; arathieve immediate recognition and
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reward for one’s own efforts (McClelland & Wintd969). Scott and colleagues (1997)
identified a specific profile of workaholics, whithey labeled as achievement-oriented
workaholics, who are characterized by a competippeesonality that promotes an
intense desire for success and a strong careetitydefo achieve the goals they have
established for themselves, they tend to work esteely with a strong drive.
Consequently, these employees are not only likely become physically and
psychologically exhausted, but such behavior mago ahegatively affect their
relationships both within the workplace and witkitHamilies (Patel, Bowler, Bowler,
& Methe, 2012).

In a similar vein, Robinson (2000) suggested aediffit classification for
profiles of workaholism, which included relentleserkaholics, a stereotypical kind of
workaholic highly comparable to the achievemeng&med workaholics described
above. Relentless workaholics are highly competiind usually work long hours with
the main objective of exceeding what is asked efrtldue to an inherent drive to work.
Overall, the need to overcome hurdles in orderuticsed in accomplishing ambitious
goals characterizes achievement motivation andslates into the tendency to spend
considerable time and energy engaged in non-rejwirerk activities (Mudrack &
Naughton, 2001). Indeed, achievement motivationmmts employees to spend a great
deal of discretionary time on work activities, ctamdly thinking about work, and
working beyond financial requirements (Liang & CR009).

Since the earliest conceptualizations of workahaoliperfectionism has been
nominated as its main predictor. According to O41€¥1), the perfectionist nature of
workaholics leads them to be merciless in their @lels and scrupulous in executing
their job tasks. Similarly, Scott et al. (1997)ntieed a specific profile of workaholics,
labeled as perfectionist workaholics. These emm@syeport an extraordinary need for
orderliness, control, and a great obsession wifititke Perfectionism is also related to
workaholics’ unwillingness to delegate tasks toeosh essentially because the high
standard for work set by perfectionists resultsaming great difficulty entrusting others
with job responsibilities (Burke, Davis, & FlettD@8; Killinger, 2006). Several studies
have investigated the role of perfectionism in prixg workaholism, and attested that
different dimensions of perfectionism influence tattolism to different degrees.

Supporting this notion, Clark, Lelchook, and Tay®@10) found that the perceived gap
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between an employee’s performance expectationstl@delf-evaluation of current
performance represents a driving force behind wuka behaviors. In  contrast, in
their study of the relationship between perfecsamiand workaholism, Taris, van Beek,
and Schaufeli (2010) distinguished between sedeatigd and socially prescribed forms
of perfectionism, defined as high personal stasslaand concern over mistakes
respectively, and showed that particularly sociaflyescribed perfectionism is
associated with workaholism. More recently, by asgg it to be a unitary individual

characteristic, Bovornusvakool and colleagues (2@dentified perfectionism as a key
factor in the development of workaholic behaviott@as. In addition, these authors
suggested that workaholism may represent a socitiyeptable opportunity for

employees to enact their perfectionist inclinatioimswork environments, employees
who strive for perfection and thereby focus allithenergy and attention on work
projects are often rewarded with compensation aace.

Other studies suggest that workaholism is assatwtth conscientiousness, a
personality trait entailing a sense of duty andpoesibility, industriousness, and
perseverance (Bozionelos, 2004). This person ctarsiic is related to higher levels of
self-control and the active process of planninggaaizing, and carrying out tasks
(Barrick & Mount, 1991). Given the perseverance pldiged by conscientious
employees and their tendency to formulate and imete purposeful plans, several
empirical studies have reported a strong corraldbetween conscientiousness and job
performance (e.g., Barrick, Mount, & Strauss, 1989sed on these findings, several
authors point out that conscientiousness may becetoed as a key individual
characteristic leading to workaholism (Liang & CI009). This is supported by the
results obtained from different studies aimed aesasing the role of conscientiousness
as an antecedent of workaholism. These studies tmedo-called workaholic triad
developed by Spence and Robbins (1992), which elefivorkaholism as constituted by
high work involvement, strongdrive to work andlow work enjoymentand concluded
that conscientiousness is positively associatedh wit three of these dimensions
(Andreassen, Hetland, & Pallesen, 2010; Aziz & Bmn2011). Along the same path,
another investigation based on the same model ofkakolism indicated that
employees characterized by a greater degree otiemi®usness report higher levels of

drive (Burke, Matthiesen, & Pallesen, 2006). Thigdence is particularly relevant for
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establishing the link between conscientiousnessnallaholism, since drive describes
the inner compulsion that propels workaholics takvexcessively hard. On the whole,
being self-disciplined, reliable, and orderly maypa central role in predisposing
employees towards workaholism (Andreassen et @10R According to Bandura
(1977), self-efficacy refers to the extent to whieldividuals believe in their own
capabilities to organize and implement the couo$extion required in order to achieve
a given result. Based on the evidence that indal&lacoring higher on generalized self-
efficacy report greater levels of commitment toithneork, Burke et al. (2006) assessed
how generalized self-efficacy affects workaholissncanceived by Spence and Robbins
(1992) and showed that higher levels of self-effycare related to a greater degree of
workaholism.Del Libano and colleagues (2012) expanded on #sslt by testing the
relationship between work self-efficacy and worlkeém. The authors used specific
measures of self-efficacy, which show more constséad robust relationships with
psychosocial health variables (Bandura, 200anad found a mediating role of
workaholism in the relationship between self-efficaand negative outcomes (i.e.,
overwork and work/family conflict). This is conssit with the findings of Ng et al.
(2007), who showed that those individuals who repagher levels of self-efficacy in
work activities than in non-work activities are radikely to become workaholics. The
belief of being better able to handle work taskbeaathan extra-work activities may
lead such employees to devote as much time asctreyo work activities in order to
avoid non-work activities at which they are lessla#f. Taken together, these empirical
findings suggest that achievement motivation, midaism, conscientiousness and
self-efficacy significantly predispose employeesdods becoming workaholics.
However, recent perspectives on work addiction ssgghat organizational
factors play a significant role in the developmantli maintenance of workaholism.
Therefore, great attention has been paid to th&place practices and policies that may
act as drivers of workaholism (Fry & Cohen, 2009).this vein, Ng and colleagues
(2007) proposed a theoretical model that concemaiaholism as the combined result
of dispositional traits (e.g., needs, traits, vajusocio-cultural experiences (e.g., social
learning, cultural emphasis on competence and cthopg, and behavioral
reinforcements (e.g., organizational rewards aruntive systems). They suggested

that employees are likely to become workaholicswtihey possess certain personality
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traits, their social environment facilitates workabm, and their workaholic behaviors
are systematically reinforced. Similarly, Liang a@tu (2009) developed a model that
identifies three major antecedents of workaholispersonality traits, personal
inducements, and organizational inducements. Ongaina this explanation of
workaholism assigns a crucial role to those orgational environments that prompt or
oblige employees to work hard and recognizes thebamation of personal and
environmental conditions as a key antecedent irrdehing the manifestation of
workaholism. Hence, organizations may unintentignalct as the “pushers” or

“enablers” that encourage workaholic behaviors I&hal, 2008).

Workaholism and the work environment

Workaholism has been suggested to be particulamdyalent in those work
environments characterized by a masculine cultbat €éncourages employees to be
extremely competitive, power-hungry, task-orientadd fearful of failure (Ng et al.,
2007). This type of culture is likely to have a hmer takes all” or “star” reward system
that may compensate for and promote workaholic \dieh&y setting fewer limits on
excessive work habits. As a result, employees wbik\Wwong hours are perceived to be
highly committed and capable of competing with pefer rewards, recognition, and
career development opportunities (Burke, 2001a &imilar vein, using the workaholic
triad proposed by Spence and Robbins (1992), Johesind Johnston (2005) found
that employees who perceive an organizational ¢éntharacterized by strongork
pressure display higher levels ofdrive (i.e. the inner compulsion that prompts
workaholics to work incessantly). This evidencevmtes additional support for the
hypothesis that the perception of a work environmemaracterized by high work
demands and time pressure encourages employeesdtedn extraordinary amount of
time and energy to their organization and fostersrkaholism. Therefore,
organizational climate seems to contribute sigaifity in enhancing workaholism.

Organizational culture and climate represent twmglementary constructs that
show overlapping yet distinct features in the psyapical life of the organization
(Schneider, 2000). Organizationallture implies a set of shared meanings on core

values, beliefs, underlying ideologies and assusngtiof organizational life taught to
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newcomers as the proper way to think and basedaries myths, and socialization
experiences (Schein, 2010).

On the other hand, organizatiordimate represents the shared perceptions of
and meaning employees attach to the policies, ipes;tand procedures they experience
and the behaviors they observe being rewarded latdare supported and expected
(Schneider, Ehrart, & Macey, 2013). Hence, orgdmnal culture refers to
fundamental assumptions about the organization, iat@s strong roots in history,
meaning that it is unchanging in nature, resistamhanipulation, and collectively held
(Denison, 1996; Schein, 2010).

By contrast, organizational climate is more “imnedi and subjective in
nature, since it is grounded in employees’ peroegtiof their organization in terms of
practices, policies, procedures, routines, and mésvgschneider et al., 2013).

Beyond these core differences, culture and climateclosely related since the
set of practices, policies, and procedures perdelve organizational members as
climate reflect the underlying cultural values (©#t Kinicki, & Tamkins, 2003). In
this sense, climate should be conceived as thacritével manifestation of culture
(Schein, 1990). Moreover, the perception of an week climate is endorsed by the
presence of executives and supervisors who enceuoagrtime work and expect
employees to comply with it. This means that mansgg conveys the message that
working excessively represents desired behaviom (Wijhe, Schaufeli, & Peeters,
2010). Indeed, researchers have long recognizedmpertant role of organization
leaders in the emergence of and consensus aboudteliperceptions (Ostroff et al.,
2003). Managers and supervisors contribute to #hesldpment of common climate
perceptions by exposing employees to the sameig@glipractices, and procedures, thus
providing them with directions to where they shofddus their skills and efforts on in
order to attain organizational goals (Schneidenrawson, & Niles-Jolly, 1994).

In line with this theoretical perspective, workabol may be fostered when
employees perceive that working beyond set workrdjotaking work home, and
working during weekends or holidays are considéoeble indispensable conditions for
success and career advancement. In the curremyt, glghloyees' combined perceptions
of these underlying values in their work environmdascribed by the termverwork

climate.
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The findings discussed above suggest that thisicpkat organizational
overwork climate may foster workaholism especiaiyiong those employees who
possess the individual characteristics identifiedhie previous section. Therefore, the
present research is aimed to explore the interaetilect between overwork climate and
person characteristics (achievement motivationfepgonism, conscientiousness, self-
efficacy) on workaholism.

To the best of our knowledge, our study represents of the first attempts to
test the joint impact of environmental and indiatllantecedents of workaholism.
Because person characteristics are, by naturemaslsto be rather stable over time,
they act as moderators that amplify the impactveiwork climate on workaholism.

The following four hypotheses are tested in oudwgtu

Hypothesis 1:Achievement motivation moderates the relationshgween
overwork climate and workaholism. We expect thaplyees exposed to a greater
overwork climate are more workaholic if they areadcterized by higher levels of

achievement motivation.

Hypothesis 2:Perfectionism moderates the relationship betweeerwork
climate and workaholism. The occurrence of workeinolis expected to be higher
when employees working in organizations charaatdrizy an overwork climate report
higher levels of perfectionism.

Hypothesis 3:Conscientiousness moderates the relationship ketweerwork
climate and workaholism. We hypothesize that theitp@ association between
overwork climate and workaholism is greater for &ypes characterized by higher

conscientiousness.

Hypothesis 4: Self-efficacy moderates the relationship betweemrwork
climate and workaholism. We expect that overworknate results in higher levels of

workaholism for employees that have high levelsadf-efficacy.
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The context of the study

The study has been carried out in the Netherlantgsh is an individualistic,
western European country where employees placdegremphasis on personal goals
and personal achievement (Hofstede, 2001). In sutiidualistic countries the need to
work hard tends to be self-centered, in contragtatstern collectivistic societies where
working hard is fuelled by group-centered motivBsif & Harpaz, 2012). The annual
number of working hours in the Netherlands is ratbg/ (1,181 hours), particularly
because of widespread part-time jobs, notably fmmen. In the USA, employees work
on average 1,790 hours per year, which comes Vesg ¢o the average of 1,785 hours
for all OECD countries. But a study among a reprege/e sample of Dutch employees
found that 62% worked overtime, with 20% workingedime for more than 10 hours
per week (Beckers et al., 2007). Despite the radbtilow number of working hours,
levels of workaholism among Dutch employees are paoable to those in Japan
(Schaufeli, Shimazu, & Taris, 2009), a country knofer “karoshi” or work to death
(Kanai, 2006).

Method

Procedure and participants

Participants were recruited through an advertisénmean electronic newsletter
of a Dutch training and consultancy agency. Subsecsi to the newsletter received
background information about the general aim of shely and they were invited to
follow the link that allowed them to fill out an lame questionnaire. In the introduction
to the survey, participant anonymity was emphasized confidentiality guaranteed.
After completion, participants received an autooaly generated individual report
based on their questionnaire results. A total ob 68mployees filled out the
guestionnaire.

Since the sample might be contaminated if it comt@di highly engaged
employees who also work very hard, they were remiofrem the sample. Work
engagement is defined as a positive, fulfilling,rkvcelated state of mind that consists
of three interrelated dimensions: vigor, dedicatiemd absorption (Schaufeli, Salanova,
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Gonzalez-Roma, & Bakker, 2002). A recent study sftbwhe existence of a specific
group of hard workers, calleengagedworkaholics (Van Beek, Taris, & Schaufeli,
2011). These employees score highly both on wollahoas well as on work
engagement, meaning that they work harder tharetrexsognized as being either only
workaholic or engaged, while their levels of engagat seem to act as a buffer against
the negative consequences of workaholism. Becdwes@resent research investigates
the interaction effects between the organizatioaatl individual antecedents of
workaholism we decided to eliminate the overlap between wenigagement and
workaholism by excluding highly engaged employeesnf our sample. Hence, we
considered only employees having an engagement docover than 3.74, which
represents the average total score of the Dutamatore sample (N = 9,679; Schaufel
& Bakker, 2004) of the Utrecht Work Engagement 8¢&IWES 9; Schaufeli, Bakker,
& Salanova, 2006).

The final sample of the study included 333 pagrtcits. The majority were
women (51.4%) and the mean age of the sample waé yiars §D = 8.45).
Participants were Dutch employees from a wide rasfgeompanies and occupations,
such as managers (26.1%), consultants (13.8%), HiRers or consultants (6%),
project leaders/project managers (5.1%), and trsiceaches (3.6%). Regarding
educational level, 82.6% of respondents had a usityeor college degree, while the
remaining participants were primary or secondanycaton graduates. The majority of
the sample had a permanent job (89.5%) and worketrhe (63.7%); the mean period
of employment was 12.02 yeaS[¥= 8.65).

Measures

Overwork climatewvas assessed using a scale developed for thegasrjpd this
study; it included eight items with a five-pointsavering format (seédppendiy. This
scale evaluated to what extent employees percéigg tvork environments to be
characterized by a climate that expects them tfmperoverwork (i.e., working beyond
set work hours, doing unpaid overtime work, takimgrk home, and working during
weekends or holidays) in order to complete theirknand achieve career advancement,

financial benefits or other kinds of perks. Thetdacstructure of this scale was tested
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using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), which sleal the following fit indicesy?/df

= 2.92, CFl = .97; AGFI = .94; and RMSEA = .06. temdoadings ranged from .43 to
.78 and these were significantpat .01. For the Cronbachiss of the scales, see Table
1.

Achievement motivatiowas measured by using ten items (e.g., “Do yod ten
plan ahead for your job or career?Reversefitaken from the short version of the Ray
Achievement Motivation scale (Ray, 1979). Responsexe 1 ye9, 2 (heither no nor
ye9, or 3 f10). Overall, a higher overall score on this scaleesponded to a greater
level of achievement motivation.

Perfectionismwas assessed using a self-constructed scale ntladed eight
work-related items (e.g., “I strive to do my workrfectly”) and it was scored using a
five-point Likert scale (1 sstrongly disagreg5 = strongly agreg This scale aims to
assess a specific facet of perfectionism, narpelsitive perfectionismas defined by
Frost and colleagues (1993). According to thesharst positive perfectionism entails
behavior that refers to a willingness to approatimuli, and to strive in order to
achieve high standards. From a behaviorist persjethese perfectionist behaviors are
positively reinforced through praise, recognitiorddeelings of accomplishment. This
sense of pleasure in achieving one's goals gesepatgtive affect, an enhanced self-
esteem and self-satisfaction. The adequacy of tidimaensional factor structure was
confirmed by CFA:y2/df = 2.43; CFI = .95; AGFI = .94; and RMSEA = .07.cka
loadings ranged from .32 to .72 and these werefgignt atp < .01.

Conscientiousneswas assessed by using the Conscientiousness Séae t
from the Dutch translation of the Big Five InvetdDenissen, Geenen, Van Aken,
Gosling, & Potter, 2008). This scale consistedinéntems (e.g., “At work, | persevere
until the task is finished”) rated on a five-polrikert scale that ranged from &t(ongly
disagreé to 5 stronglyagres.

Self-efficacywas assessed by using a self-constructed scalée lbasBandura
(2012) and composed of five items. All items (e“@\t work, | reach my goal, even
when unexpected situations arise”) were scored diveapoint Likert scale (1 =
strongly disagree5 = strongly agreg The CFA results showed the following fit
indices:y?/df = 1.79; CFl = .98; AGFI = .97; and RMSEA = .05cta loadings ranged
from .41 to .65 and these were significanp &t.01.
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Workaholismwas measured using the 10-item Dutch Work Addicticale
(DUWAS; Schaufeli et al., 2009) that included twdscales: Working Compulsively
(e.g., “I feel that there’s something inside mettdaves me to work hard”) and
Working Excessively (e.g., “I seem to be in a huang racing against the clock”). Both
subscales consisted of five items rated on a fountdrequency scale ranging from 1
((almost) neverto 4 (almost) always Accepting the definition of workaholism as a
syndrome, the present study is based on an ovewkaholism score (Schaufeli,
Bakker, Van der Heijden, & Prins, 2009).

Strategy of analysis

Our hypotheses were testading moderated regression analyses, implemented
in PROCESS macro for SPSS 18.0 developed by H&@E3). It is important to note
that this macro does not test the product termiakically, but rather simultaneously
together with the main effects. This is not a latiin, however, as Edwards (2009)
argued that product terms do not have to be tebkiedarchically in moderated
regression analyses. In addition to estimatingntfugleration effects, the conditional
effect of the independent variable on the dependanable at specific values of the
moderator was tested (by default, at mean, 1 Sheablte mean, and 1 SD below the
mean). In line with our hypotheses, the interactfiects were tested separately for
each person characteristic. In addition, as evigeoit relationships between socio-
demographic characteristics and workaholism has bBaggested by previous research
(e.g., Burgess, Burke, & Oberklaid, 2006; Tarisn\Beek, & Schaufeli, 2012), gender,

age, and educational level were included as caearia the moderation models.
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Table 1.Means, Standard deviation, Cronbach’s Alphas f@thkets), and Correlations among the study varsaiile= 333)

Variable M
1. Gender (1= female) 51
2. Age 45.4
3. Educational level 83
(1= higher education)
4. Overwork climate 2.40
5. Achievement motivation 2.15
6. Perfectionism 3.32
7. Conscientiousness 3.71
8. Self-efficacy 3.72
9. Workaholism 2.07

-.22%%% 16**

7 8 9
(72)
A1* (.64)
-.07 -01  (82)

Note.*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001
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Results

Descriptive results

The means, standard deviations, correlations, amdrnal consistencies
(Cronbach’sa) were calculated for all study variables (Table AJI significant
relationships between the variables were in theeebgal direction. Moreover, as shown
in Table 1, the internal consistencies of the score all scales satisfied the criterion of
.70 (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994), except for théhiawement motivation and self-

efficacy scales, which showed slightly lower val(es .60 andy = .64, respectively).

Control variables

Each model featured the variable overwork climate the predictor,
workaholism as the dependent, and person chamstaterias the moderator. As
mentioned earlier, gender, age, and educational leere additionally included as
covariates. As shown in Table 2, age negativelyecd#id workaholism in each
moderation model. This result is consistent witl tlegative correlation between age
and workaholismr(= -.18,p < .01) displayed in Table 1. Thus, in line with \poeis
studies, in our sample lower levels of workaholisere reported for older employees.
Furthermore, our results would suggest that edoicathd gender were not significantly

related to workaholism.
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Table 2.Results of moderated regression analyses.

Workaholism

B B SE AR2?
Main Effects
Gender (1= female) .03 .03 .05
Age -.01~* -.13 .00
Educational level (1= higher education) -.02 -.02 .06
Overwork climate 18 .26 .03
Achievement motivation 24 xxx .19 .07
Interaction Effects
Overwork climate X Achievement motivation 21* 13 .08 .02*
Main Effects
Gender (1= female) .01 .01 .05
Age -.01* -.15 .00
Educational level (1= higher education) .04 .03 .07
Overwork climate 18+ .26 .03
Perfectionism 16 .18 .05
Interaction Effects
Overwork climate X Perfectionism 16* A3 .06 .02*
Main Effects
Gender (1= female) .03 .04 .05
Age -.01* -17 .00
Educational level (1= higher education) .02 .01 .07
Overwork climate 19 .29 .04
Conscientiousness .01 .01 .06
Interaction Effects
Overwork climate X Conscientiousness 21 15 08 . 02**
Main Effects
Gender (1= female) .02 .03 .05
Age -.01% -.16 .00
Educational level (1= higher education) .01 .01 .07
Overwork climate L1Qxr .29 .03
Self-efficacy -.03 -.02 .07
Interaction Effects
Overwork climate X Self-efficacy 21* 13 .08 .02*

Note.N = 333. ***p < .001; **p < .01; *p < .05.All variables were mean-centered.
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Interaction effects between overwork climate and pson characteristics

The first model tested whether achievement motwatimoderated the
relationship between an overwork climate and wookam (Hypothesis 1). As reported
in Table 2, the overall model, F(6, 326) = 10.p4 .001, showed a significant main
effect for overwork climatef}(= .26,p < .001) and achievement motivatigh< .19,p <
.001). Most relevant to Hypothesis 1, the interactbetween overwork climate and
achievement motivation was significarh: = .13, p < .05. Consistent with our
expectations, employees exposed to a greater ovlewlimate in their workplaces are
more workaholic if they are characterized by higlesels of achievement motivation
(Figure 1). These findings supportdgipothesis 1

—— Low Achievement
~ | Motivation
s |\ - ---m--- High Achievement
2 =T ] Motivation
- !'//4.
2
=2
1 .

Low Overwork Climate ~ High Overwork Climate

Figure 1.Interaction effect between Overwork Climate and idgbment Motivation on

Workaholism

In the second model, perfectionism was hypothediaéafluence the strength of
the relationship between overwork climate and wookam (Hypothesis 2). Once
again, the overall model, F(6, 326) = 10.85 .001, was statistically significant. The

main effects for overwork climatg = .26,p < .001) and perfectionisng (= .18p <
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.001) were significant as was the interaction betwtéhem § = .13,p < .05). Consistent
with Hypothesis 2, for employees working in orgatians characterized by a strong
overwork climate, the occurrence of workaholisnhigher when they are perfectionists

(Figure 2). Thereforg;lypothesis 2vas supported.

—+— L ow Perfectionisim

(95 ]
!

--------- -#--- High Perfectionism

Workaholism

-2
|

Low Overwork Climate ~ High Overwork Climate

Figure 2.Interaction effect of Overwork Climate and Perfeoctsm on Workaholism

The third model included conscientiousness as aenabal between overwork
climate and workaholism (Hypothesis 3). The maifectffor overwork climate was
significant ¢ = .29, p < .001), but conscientiousness didt significantly relate to
workaholism f1s). Nonetheless, conscientiousness seemed to icBudre strength of
the relationship between overwork climate and wodkiam @ = .15,p < .01), and the
overall model was significant, F(6, 326) = 8.% .001.

As shown in Figure 3, the positive relationship wen conscientiousness and
workaholism in our sample only becomes significahen this person characteristic is

associated with a strong overwork climate. Thesalte supportetlypothesis 3.
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——Low
Conscientionsness
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Workaholism

Low Overwork Climate  High Overwork Climate

Figure 3. Interaction effect of Overwork Climate and Constmmsness on

Workaholism

Finally, we tested how the interaction between aarwork climate and self-
efficacy impacts on workaholism (Hypothesis 4). €lstent with the previous results,
the overall model was significant, F(6, 326) = 8,8& .001, as was the main effect of
an overwork climate on workaholisfi € .29,p < .001). By contrast, self-efficacy did
not influence workaholismng), but the interaction between the overwork climatel
self-efficacy was significanf3(= .13,p < .05). Hence, employees characterized by high
levels of self-efficacy and who are exposed to werwork climate display a higher
degree of workaholism than those characterized ywadegree of self-efficacy and
working in an overwork climate (see Figure 4). Henthese results supported

Hypothesis 4.
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—+— Low Self-efficacy
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Figure 4.Interaction effect of Overwork Climate and Selfiedicy on Workaholism

Discussion

Drawing on data from 333 Dutch employees, the mtesk results fully
supported the hypotheses of an interaction effett/den overwork climate and person
characteristics in fostering workaholism. Our fimgs provide initial evidence of the
presence of a positive relationship between ovdowbmate and workaholism, defined
as the combination of working excessively and cdsipely, especially for employees
who displayed high levels of achievement motivatjgerfectionism, conscientiousness,
and self-efficacy. Among these person charactesistachievement motivation and
perfectionism were significantly associated withrkadholism.

By contrast, the main effects of conscientiousnassl self-efficacy on
workaholism werenot significant, although the interaction between thds®
characteristics and overwork climate fostered wookam significantly. Therefore,
contrary to previous empirical findings suggestigit conscientiousness and self-
efficacy are dispositional antecedents of workamol(e.g., Aziz & Tronzo, 2011; Del
Libano et al., 2012), our results indicated thasthperson characteristics contribute to
the development of obsession with wankly when employees perceived an overwork
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climate To be precise, the interactions between consoigriess and overwork climate
on the one hand, and between self-efficacy andworkr climate on the other hand,
were disordinal. Therefore, it may be concluded, thtaen no overwork climate exists,
employees characterized by a low degree of consoiemmess were more likely to be
workaholic than employees that have high levelsaiscientiousness. This suggests
that conscientiousness does not inherently achamntecedent of workaholism; rather
low levels of conscientiousness seem to foster workaholvhen no overwork climate
is perceived, whereas high levels of conscientiessnseem to foster workaholism
when an overwork climate is perceived.

As displayed in Figure 3, high levels of conscieasiness exert a stronger
impact on workaholism across different organizalodimates (i.e., a low or high
overwork climate); in contrast, a low degree of smantiousness does not engender a
substantial variation in workaholism as the orgatanal climate changes. A similar
pattern was found regarding the interaction betwmemwork climate and self-efficacy.
Overall, and as hypothesized, a significant inaeasvorkaholism was observed when
employees possessed characteristics that predisplossn towards becoming
workaholicsand when they perceived the presence of an overwarkate in their
workplaces. As previously stated, empirical invgeions on the joint impact of these
different of antecedents of workaholism are lackifige current study represents a first
step toward a deeper understanding of the interactetween individual and
environmental factors in fostering addiction to wor

However, it could be argued that employees withs@ercharacteristics that
make them prone to workaholism are not influencgdhe environment but instead
these person characteristics may have led themeto@ganizational contexts matching
with their compulsion. The assumption that worka&simay be attracted to certain
organizations is consistent with Attraction-SelectiAttrition theory (Schneider, 1987,
Schneider, Goldstein, & Smith, 1995), which clainisat different types of
organizations attract, select, and retain differégyppes of people. Hence, some
individuals choose to work for organizations thatrespond to their own traits and
values (Burke, 2001). Following this lead, Portet996) focused on those
organizational cultures that required employegsetdorm overwork in order to achieve

success and advancement, and argued that the g@ecet self-selection, employee
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recruitment, socialization, and reward systems cofdrge a context in which
workaholics are more likely to display their comgué behavior than in other
organizations. Further to this conclusion, the ltesaf the present study showed not
only that overwork climate is positively relatedviorkaholism and that the interaction
between this type of organizational climate andsper characteristics fosters
workaholism, but also that conscientiousness atieeBeacy foster workaholism only
in association with the presence of an overwonkate. Therefore, interventions aimed
at modifying the work environment, in particularetlorganizational climate, could
considerably reduce the level of workaholism amemgployees.

The present findings support the hypothesis thampared with employees
characterized by similar workaholic traits, thos@ased to behavioral reinforcements
in the workplace (e.g., an organizational climdtatt to a certain extent, sustains
workaholism) might display a greater degree of wwbdism (Liang & Chu, 2009; Ng
et al., 2007). This theoretical perspective on wmbkism agrees with the findings of
McMillan and colleagues (2003), who suggested ahaambination of trait and learning
theories provides the most promising potentialftdure research on workaholism: in
particular, trait-based theory has received braagigcal support, and learning theory
offers the most convincing scientific utility. Ttdbased theory recognizes workaholism
as a stable behavioral pattern that is dispositionanature; it first emerges in late
adolescence and is exacerbated by environmentallgtBy contrast, learning theory is
characterized by generality, parsimony, and pragmaand presents a practicable basis
for explaining workaholism. From an operant leagngerspective, it may be concluded
that the behavioral dimension of workaholism, namebrking excessivelyepresents a
desired behavior within the organization that kely to be associated with continuous
reinforcements (e.g., tangible rewards such as gtioms, bonuses, fringe benefits, or
salary increases).

The present research should be seen as an irtgmh@ to connect trait and
learning perspectives on workaholism, by simultaiIsgo considering person
characteristics (achievement motivation, perfedsion conscientiousness, self-efficacy)

and the role of the environment (i.e., overworknelte).
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Study limitations

This study has some limitations that should be aackedged. The first
limitation concerns the use of self-constructedlescaAlthough the psychometric
properties of these measures were satisfactoryhenwthole, further studies could
explore the same hypotheses by using well-validatsttuments for assessing these
constructs.

Secondly, all data were cross-sectional. This mehas conclusions about
causality could not unequivocally be drawn. Furtihesearch using a longitudinal
design will be needed to further unravel and urtdadsthe causal relationships among
overwork climate, person characteristics and waokamn.

Thirdly, data were derived entirely from self-refgal questionnaires; therefore,
common method variance may have influenced outtee@odsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee,
& Podsakoff, 2003). Future research should adoptuli-method approach, combining
self-reported and objective data, or data from nibam one source (e.g., peer ratings
from colleagues) in order to obtain more robustience.

Moreover, the scales used to assess achievementatmt and self-efficacy
had a reliability coefficient slightly lower thahe criterion of .70, which is traditionally
considered as a heuristic (Nunnally & Bernstein94)9 However, according to
Nunnally’s (1967) recommendation, scales with iteonsistencies higher than .60 can
be used for research purposes. It would be ap@tepm the future to increase the
number of items in order to improve the psychomeiroperties of these instruments.

Finally, self-selection may have been a limitatibmdeed, the use of the Internet
as a research tool has certain advantages, butlsladvantages. Online surveys have
been criticized with regard to their representatess (e.g., Couper, Kapteyn, Schonlau,
& Winter, 2007). In general, respondents to onlsweveys are more likely to be
younger and male than participants usually contladcteough telephone surveys
(Schmidt, 1997). However, the majority of particigm in the present study were
women and the average age was quite high. Moreovleereas many stress-related
studies are biased towards a specific group orgat@n, the present research used data

collected from employees working in a wide range@fupations and organizations.
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Practical implications

Although the above-mentioned limitations of thesar@ study render it an initial
exploration of the multicausal nature of workahwljsour results could have
implications for designing effective interventiotigat may prevent the fostering and
exacerbation of workaholism. Overall, the presenty suggests that workaholism is
most likely to occur when person characteristi¢sract with a specific organizational
climate. Given the very limited opportunities tdlience person characteristics that
predispose employees towards workaholism (i.e., iegement motivation,
perfectionism, conscientiousness, self-efficacy),might be more worthwhile for
organizations to create an environment that doégaweard compulsive work-related
behavior. Organizational climate results from pad, policies, and procedures
expected and rewarded in the workplace. As a caseg, an effective change in
climate can be achieved only through a modificatbbthese practices, which, in turn,
may initiate a reinterpretation of organizationalaly and expectations (Kopelman,
Brief, & Guzzo, 1990).

Furthermore, managers and executives play a <gnifi role in creating and
maintaining the organizational climate, mainly hes their behavior is relevant for
employees to identify organizational goals and shidue prevailing climate (Dragoni,
2005). Therefore, an effective intervention to disage workaholism by changing the
organizational climate would only be successful whenagement acts as a role model,
for instance by displaying work behaviors that fa@ohealthy work-life balance and
minimize overwork (Van Wijhe et al., 2010). This yamanagement contributes to
creating a climate that is not conducive to workisnm This is particularly salient
given the evidence that managers are often worlatisémselves and have gained
professional advancement because of their tendemayork hard and compulsively
(Brett & Stroh, 2003). Their contributions to orgeational change are crucial because
they implement shared practices through their behavcommunication, and
interactions with employees (Ostroff et al., 2003).

As mentioned earlier, climate and culture are dloselated constructs since
climate can be conceived as the result of sharedepgons of enacted values and
priorities within the organization, which represémé core elements of organizational

culture (Zohar & Hofmann, 2012). Consequently, theccessful modification of
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organizational climate may spur reinterpretatioriscolture (Ostroff et al., 2003).
Therefore, an intervention to change or replacémaate that supports overwork may
result in the reinterpretation of the culture aedd employees to perceive that their
organization emphasizes the relevance of an adequatk-life balance and would
stimulate working smarter rather than harder.

At first glance, it may seem as though workaholbt®empt to give more of
themselves to support organizational objectives]iteg them to be frequently rewarded
for their frantic work behavior in the workplacehd most obvious characteristic of
workaholics is their tendency to display a greaeleof dedication to their jobs and to
devote much more time to their work than othergedg., Burke & Fiksenbaum, 2009).
Actually, these employees may compromise orgamaatigoals in subtle ways in order
to maintain or increase their need for more workri{g, 2001). Hence, a crucial goal
for organizations is finding ways to assist empésy/é perform work more efficiently.
Indeed, the occurrence of workaholism may be prexkii employees are exposed to
an organizational environment that provides posifeedback for efficient work based
on more productive time management strategies #Hd)l 2008). Therefore, effective
interventions for workaholism require organizatioasd their representatives (i.e.,
managers, supervisors) not to encourage the apmeard productivity given by the
extraordinary amount of time expended on work,ratlier to promote the creation of a
climate that allows employees to perform well aadch productive outputs, but also

enjoy non-work activities.
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APPENDIX

Previously unpublished scales are shown belown#hsures used a Likert scale that

ranged from 1gtrongly disagregto 5 Gtrongly agreg

Overwork climate

In my workplace...

. Performing overwork is important to be promoted.

. It is considered normal to work on weekends.

. Mostemployees work beyond their official work hours.

. It is considered normal for employees to take tiveirk home.

. Almost everybody expects employees to perform uhpaertime work.
. It is difficult to take a day off or paid holidays.

. Management encourages overtime work.

0o N o 0o~ WDN P

. Working overtime is appreciated by management.

Perfectionism

1. I am extremely meticulous.

N

. | hate sloppy colleagues.

3. | often proofread the final versions of my caliees’ work.
4. My suggestions must be applied exactly as | say.

5. In your work, you should also pay attention éded.

6. | strive to do my work perfectly.

7. Sometimes, | do my work too well.

8

. I’'m not easily satisfied with the results of mgrk.

Self-efficacy

1. If there are difficult problems at work, | kndww to solve them.

2. At work | reach my goal even when unexpectaghsions arise.

3. If I encounter obstacles at work, | always fandiay to overcome them.
4. Even if it takes me a lot of time and energgdch my goals at work.

5. If something new comes to me at work, | alwayswk how to deal with it.
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CHAPTER 3

Psychometric examination of the Overwork Climate Sale (OWCS)

Summary

The present study focuses on the development oélid and reliable measure of
employees' perceptions of organizational requirdsnand expectations concerning the
overtime work. In Study 1 the Overwork Climate ®c@WCS) was developed and
tested for its factor structure and reliability ngsia principal component analysiN €
395) and a confirmatory factor analysid € 396). The results indicated that two
overwork climate dimensions can be distinguishesmely overworkendorsemenand
lacking overwork rewardsThese two components could be reliably assessdd it
items. In Study 2 the total sampld € 791) was used to explore the association of
overwork climate with two types of working hard e(i. work engagement and
workaholism). Results indicated that lacking ovelkwaewards was negatively
associated with engagement, whereas overwork ezders did not relate significantly
with this positive form of working hard. On the ethhand, both the overwork climate
components showed a positive association with warksm. These relationships
remained significant after controlling for the ingp@&f psychological job demands. On
the whole, the perception of a work environment drecourages overwork but doesn't
allocate additional compensation for this extragfseems to foster workaholism. The
inadequacy of overwork rewards, in addition, cdntgs a lack of resources that impact
negatively on employees' engagement.

Submitted for publication as:

Mazzetti, G., Schaufeli, W. B., Guglielmi, D., & pelo, M. (2014). Psychometric
examination of the Overwork Climate Scale (OWCS)
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Introduction

The current trend toward a society able to provigay services 24 h per day
and 7 day per week has led to the increasing omacerof extended work hours among
different occupational groups. The growing numbéremployees steadily working
beyond the traditional 40 hours a week is the oquesece of relevant economic,
financial, institutional and cultural changes inshadvanced Western economies. For
instance, there is an increasing proportion of ipletearner households and a rising
participation of women in the workforce (Mishel, lstein, & Allegretto, 2005), as
well as a progressive tendency to postpone leisore during retirement (Kerwin &
Decicca, 2007). In addition, the economic and faiancrisis that began in late 2008
has strengthened those trends as companies atiehgep or restore previous rates of
productivity and profits (Maher & Aeppel, 2009).

In the light of these major changes, the presamdysaims to evaluate whether
employees' tendency to work excessive hours isvaietl also by the perception of a
work environment that encourages, expects and dsaarerwork.

Hence, the main purpose of this research is twofdldto develop an effective
guestionnaire to asseswerwork climateand examine its psychometric properties
(reliability and factorial validity) and (2) to emane the relationship betweewerwork
climateand two forms of working hard, i.e. workaholism amork engagement.

Causes and consequences of overwork

Overwork refers to the conduct of those employées dedicate an amount of
time to their work so excessive that it begins ritag escalating risks or harm beyond
those associated with normal, standard, agreed-pors (Golden & Altman, 2008).
Nowadays, the adverse consequences of overworlevera indicators of employees’
well-being, interpersonal relationship and orgatreal outcomes have been fairly well
established empirically. For instance, long workidsohave been shown to be a major
cause of stress, chronic fatigue, repetitive steaindrome and exposure to harmful

substances, leading to chronic or acute healthittonsl (Fenwick & Tausig, 2001).
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In addition to these health-related outcomes, mgolertime work is also
linked to impaired job performance (Josten, Ng-Asith & Thierry, 2003), higher
accident rates and a resulting greater risk ofrynand illness (De Castro et al., 2010)
and also greater levels of work-family imbalance armterference (Humbert & Lewis,
2008).

Organizations may require excessive work hours friweir employees for
several reasons. Employers may decide to lengtieemork hours of available staff to
deal with work overload without hiring new emplogeéndeed, this strategy avoids the
expense of hiring and training new employees, dsd the cost of employee benefit
contributions (Hart, 2004). Moreover, senior staffy translate the willingness to do
overwork as an indicator of subordinates' levedfédrt and commitment to their job, so
that extended work hours may be used to evaluafogees' productivity (Golden,
2009). This organizational strategy may become @productive if one considers that
the detrimental consequences of overwork are ekatsd when overwork is not
voluntary. To be specific, two psychosocial workaidcteristics seem to foster the
association between overtime work and impaired viddal well-being: these
characteristics refer to controlling overtime woakd compensation for overwork
(Harma, 2006). Empirical results indicate that ilovbary overwork is associated with
lower levels of job satisfaction; greater work-homéeerference and impaired health
(Tucker & Rutherford, 2005).

Moreover, overwork in low-reward jobs results inhéul consequences such as
poor recovery, burnout symptoms and negative warké interference; in contrast,
employees who work overtime but receive adequateands do not report more
negative outcomes than employees who do not pertorenwork (Van der Hulst &
Geurts, 2001). These results suggest that wheorparfg overwork is combined with
low rewards, there is an increased risk of advpssehological symptoms (Beckers et
al., 2008).

In the light of the above findings, the currentdstufocuses on employees'
perceptions of a work environment that requires exjuects them to perform overwork
and, at the same time, does not allocate any renfardhis extra time spent on work:
such employee perceptions are defined in termsnoh gsychological climate for

overwork, or in shorbverwork climate
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Psychological climate

Psychological climate has been traditionally comgalzed as employee's
psychologically meaningful representations of pnoli organizational features,
processes and events (Rousseau, 1988). This counbtie been distinguished from
organizational climate, which is defined as a $ethared beliefs among employees that
reflects the aggregation of individual-level psyldgical climate perceptions (Dickson,
Resick, & Hanges, 2006). In this sense, organimaticlimate is conceived as an
extension of psychological climate, and thus theective description of the same work
environment derived from the aggregation of the svayployees ascribe meaning to it
(James, 1982).

One of the most widely used definitions sugges#d gsychological climate is
perceptiveanddescriptivein nature: hence, perceptions of climate are rateble over
time and enable employees to interpret events dbatir within their workplace, to
predict their potential outcomes, and to evaludte suitability of their actions
(Rousseau, 1988). Moreover, organization leadexg plkey role in the emergence of
and consensus about climate perceptions (Ostroificki, & Tamkins, 2003).
Managers and supervisors contribute to the devedoprof climate perceptions by
exposing employees to the same policies, practi@ed, procedures, thus providing
them with directions to where they should focusdrtBkills and efforts on in order to
attain organizational goals (Schneider, Gunnargoiiles-Jolly, 1994). Hence, their
main function is to shape individual behavior towvdahe patterns expected by the
organization in order to satisfy specific job rethrequirements.

Since employees' perceptions of their work envireniminfluence their feelings,
thoughts, and behaviors, they might be particuleelgvant when seeking to understand
individual outcomes. Accordingly, empirical evidensuggests that climate perceptions
are related to both individual and organizationaamingful outcomes, such as job
satisfaction (Schulte, Ostroff, & Kinicki, 2006)sychological well-being (Willness,
Steel, & Lee, 2007), work attitudes, motivation gretformance (Parker et al., 2003).
For the most part, these studies have focusedpamt&ular referent or facet of climate,
such as service or safety

Schneider (2000) has been one of the principaicsribf the generalized

construct of climate and argued that the contentlimhate measures should differ
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depending upon the organizational outcome thaf igreatest interest. Following this
approach, Schneider and Reichers (1983, p. 2Bdsthat "climates are for something”
and claimed for specification of a reference teamifivestigations on climate in work
settings. The shift toward a greater specificitglimate research is particularly evident
in the considerable amount of studies on climatectstomer service (e.g., Sowinski,
Fortmann, & Lezotte, 2008) and climate for safety(, Zohar, 1980). Further examples
of facet specific climates refer to organizatiotaist (McKnight & Webster, 2001),
sexual harassment (Estrada, Olson, Berggren, & KdarP011), transfer of learning
(Bates & Khasawneh, 2005), initiative (Michaelisg@naier, & Sonntag, 2010).

Based on this rationale, the present study focasabe development of a valid
and reliable measure ofzerwork climatan order to provide a deeper understanding of
employees’ perceptions of organizational requiresyamd expectations related to this
relevant outcome, i.e. performing overwork. Foistpurpose, two studies have been
conducted. The first studys{udy ) developed and validated a measure of employees'
perceptions of a climate for overwork, here defiresloverwork climate(OWC).
Furthermore Study 2assessed the differential impact of overwork ctemgerceptions
on both a negative and a positive form of workirgrdy workaholism and work
engagement respectively, in order to identify dffecintervention strategies aimed at

preventing negative consequences of overwork cémat

Study 1:Development of the Overwork Climate Scale (OWCS)

An initial pool of 24 items was created to captthre core characteristics of a
psychological climate for overwork based on theréiture explored. These items were
aimed at evaluating to what extent employees pezciieir work environments to be
characterized by a climate that expects them tfmperoverwork (i.e., working beyond
set work hours, doing unpaid overtime work, takimgrk home, and working during
weekends or holidays) in order to complete thesk$aThese perceptions are primarily
driven by executives and supervisors who encouragertime work and expect
employees to comply with it (Ostroff et al., 2008)ccordingly, some of these items
referred to the diffusion of overwork in the worpé in response to management

expectations, whereas other items referred to #o& bf rewards associated with
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overwork. Hence, overworkers are defined as employeho work long hours, but at
the same time feel that the returns from their wamkinequitably distributed in favor of
the organization (Peiperl & Jones, 2001).

With the objective of making the instrument as claa possible, we chose to
evaluate the content validity of the instrumentenyploying a panel of five judges. The
judges, three men and two women witWMage= 45.4 SD = 16.65), consisted of three
faculty members who worked on average 14 years ralustrial-Organizational
Psychologists and two PhD students attending steykar of their PhD. In order to test
the content validity of items (I-CVI) and the oviérscale (S-CVI) we followed the
procedure suggested by Lynn (1986). Each judgepn@sded with an evaluation sheet
covering two different criteria:

1) Clarity of language Evaluates the language used in the questiontiaimagh
the question: "To what extent do you believe that item is clear enough and therefore
understandable across different occupational ptipakf";

2) Theoretical dimensianEvaluates the relevance of questions to the narist
of overwork climate as previously described. Thedggs were asked: "To what extent
do you believe that this item is relevant to assbssperception of a psychological
climate for overwork in the workplace?".

Each judge independently rated both these aspé@h bems using a 4-point Likert
scale ranging as follows: 1 = irrelevant; 2 = sorairelevant; 3 = quite relevant and 4
= extremely relevant. Then, the I-CVI was compuisdhe number of judges giving a
rating of either 3 or 4 (thus dichotomizing the ioed scale into relevant and not
relevant), divided by the total number of expentshie panel. According to Lynn (1986)
the I-CVI should be 1.00 when there are five ordeyudges: therefore only items
reporting a total agreement between judges for lib#h above-mentioned criteria
(clarity of language and theoretical dimension)evercluded in the scale. As a result,
11 items were maintained.

The overall scale CVI (S-CVI) was calculated byraging all I-CVIs. In this
case, an S-CVI of .80 or higher is acceptable ,(®gvis, 1992). Because only items
with an I-CVI of 1.00 were present in the scale 81CVI showed an excellent content

validity with a value of 1.00.

~54 ~



Overwork Climate Scale (OWCS)

Method

Procedure and participants

To evaluate the psychometric properties of the OWd®a were collected on
two samples (Table 1).

Sample 1 il = 395) consisted of respondents from various orgdéions who
filled-out an online questionnaire on an Italianbs#e as part of an occupational health
survey. The study was announced on the homepatjeeoivebsite that provides free
services such as online self-report tests andhtogdo employees. On this webpage
participants received background information akibet general aim of the study, and
they were invited to follow the link that alloweldetim to fill out the questionnaire. In the
introduction to the survey, participant anonymitgsremphasized and confidentiality
guaranteed. The slight majority of participants everen (58.4%) and thelage was
44.36 years§D= 10.21). Most of them were employed in the indaksector (38.7%),
public administration (21.4%), commerce (15.5%}jy®e industry (8.1%), and tourism
sector (4.3%). Regarding their work role, the migjasf this sample was constituted by
employees (41.1%), supervisors (36.2%), managetlsstore managers (22.7%). In
addition, 49.4% of respondents had a universitypost-graduate degree, 46.3%
possessed a college degree, while the remainingcipants (4.3%) were secondary
education graduates. The majority of the sample engpgrmanent job (80.9%) with a
full-time contract (88.8%), and the mean job tenuré¢heir current organizations was
13.61 years{D = 10.94). The average number of working hours w@ling to their
employment contract was 37.330 = 6.34), while the effective number of work hours
was 43.55%D= 10.05).

Sample 2N = 396) included respondents from different orgatians who took
part in a project about work-related psychosocigksr assessment. The link to the
online questionnaire was provided by the humanuress departments of the four
participating organizations. The majority of thengple were women (71.9%) and the
Mage was 36.5 yearsSD = 8.74). They worked in the industrial sector (92)4
commerce (5.1%) and service industry (0.8%). Mastigipants worked as employees
(66.1%), managers (18.9%) and supervisors (15%.etlucational level of the sample

was relatively high, indeed 73.6% of participantsgessed a college degree, 19.8% had
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a university or post-graduate degree, and 6.6% weoendary education graduates.
Most participants had a permanent job (88.4%) &ed tvorked full-time (75.5%). In

addition, the mean job tenure in the current wakplwas 6.46 yearSID = 5.03). The

mean number of working hours according to the egment contract was 36.15D =

7.05), while the effective number of working houras 38.14 $D = 8.49) per week.

Table 1.Description of participants to Study 1 and 2

SAMPLE 1 SAMPLE 2 TOTAL SAMPLE
(N=395) (N=396) (N=791)
Exploratory Confirmatory Study 2
factor analysis factor analysis
Gender
Men 58.4% 28.1% 43.3%
Women 41.6% 71.9% 56.7%
Age
Mean SD) 44.36 SD=10.21) 36.5%D=8.74) 40.5%D= 10.28)
Work sector
Industry 38.7% 92.4% 65.6%
Public administration 21.4% 3.3% 12.3%
Commerce 15.5% 1.3% 8.4%
Service industry 8.1% 0.5% 4.3%
Tourism 4.3% 0.3% 1.9%
Work role
Employee 41.1% 66.1% 53.6%
Supervisor 36.2% 15% 25.7%
Manager 15.1% 18.9% 17%
Store manager 7.6% 0% 3.7%
Educational level
Secondary School 4.3% 6.6% 5.5%
High School 46.3% 73.6% 59.9%
University degree 34.8% 17.2% 26%
Post-graduate degree 14.6% 2.6% 8.6%
Work contract
Full time open-ended contract 78.3% 70.8% 74.5%
Part time open-ended contract 2.6% 17.6% 10.1%
Full time fixed term contract 10.5% 4.7% 7.5%
Part time fixed term contract 6.8% 5.9% 4%
Job tenure (years)
Mean SD) 13.616D= 10.94) 6.46%D= 5.03) 10.04%D= 9.23)

Working hours by contract
Mean GD)

Effective working hours
Mean (SD)

37.37 GD= 6.34)

43.55 (SD= 10.05)

36.15%D= 7.05)

38.14 (SD= 8.49)

36.73%D= 6.75)

40.75 (SD= 9.65)
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Results

Sample 1: Exploratory factor analysis

In order to examine the factorial structure of a@urestionnaire, a principal
component analysis (PCA) was conducted on the eléeens with oblique rotation
across Sample IN(= 395). As a criterion to retain factors, thosetdas that had an
Eigenvalue > 1 were retained. In addition, itemghwoadings of .30 or higher were
considered (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1983).

The items, item means, standard deviations, Crdnbaalphas, and factor
loadings are presented in Table 2.

On the basis of these criteria, the results shothed two dimensions of
overwork climate can be distinguished. The firgttda, which explained 32.1% of the
variance, is constituted by 7 items and refersheogerception of a work environment
that requires and expects employees to performwmr&r According to these items,
climate perceptions are strongly influenced by ngen@ent that prompts overtime
work, thus contributing to the prevalence of thisrkv habits among employees.
Therefore the first factor has been labededrwork endorsement

The second factor, explaining 18.56% of the vagarmonsists of 4 items and
refers to employees' perception of lacking compgmsan response to their long work
hours, in terms of salary increases, bonuses mgdrbenefits. This dimension describes
a crucial aspect of overwork that is the combimataf extreme work hours with
inadequate returns from the organization. Hence,stcond factor has been labeled
lacking overwork rewards.

Together, the two factors explained 50.66% of thaance and each of them
showed a good reliability and satisfied the crderiof .70 (Nunnally & Bernstein,
1994). Taken together, these findings suggestlhiea®verwork Climate Scale (OWCS)
iIs a reliable, two-dimensional measure of a psyafiohl climate for overwork in

organizations.
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Table 2.Exploratory factor analysis results of the OverwQiknate Scale (OWCS) in
Sample 1 (N = 395).

Factor loadings

ltems
M SD Factor1 Factor 2

1. QLTISSt everybody expects that employees performrtime 252 124 .81
2. Management encourages overtime work. 275 133 _78 .16
3. It is considered normal for employees to takekimme. 227 131 _77 .23
4. Most employees work beyond their official workuins. 281 132 _75 A1
5. Performing overwork is important for being prdetch 254 136 _.69 -.12
6. It is considered normal to work on weekends. 265 144 _54
7. It is difficult to take a day off or paid holiga 219 122 .32 17
8. Overtime work is fairly compensated by extradioff work or

by other perks(R) 3.23 1.39 .78
9. Working overtime is fairly compensated finanigia{R) 362 135 -13 73
10.(Almost) nobody needs to do unpaid overtime wgRk 3.22 1.28 24 .68
11.A policy exists to restrict overtime wor(R) 340 1.25 .30 .67
Eigenvalue 3.53 2.04
% of variance 32.1 18.56
a .80 .70

Sample 2: Confirmatory factor analysis

In order to cross-validate the findings obtained ®ample 1, we examined

whether the two-factor structure (i.e., overworld@ersement and lacking overwork

rewards) can be reliably replicated in SampleN2=(396) using confirmatory factor

analysis with the AMOS software package (Arbuc@05). To assess model fit, the

following indices were examined: th@ goodness-of-fit statistic, the Tucker—Lewis
Index (TLI), the Comparative Fit Index (CFIl), andetRoot Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA). Generally, values of .90tagher (for TLI and CFI) or .08
or lower (for RMSEA) signify acceptable fit (Byrn2001).
The two-factor model obtained in the exploratagtor analysis (M1) showed a
good fit for most fit indices in Sample 2 (df = 43) = 112.7p < .001, TLI = .89, CFlI
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= .92 and RMSEA = .06. However, the TLI value whghsly lower than the criterion
of .90, previously defined as a norm for a satisfigcfit.

To decide whether the model needed re-specifitatite modification indices
were inspected. These indicated that model fitadna increased by allowing the error
terms for the items (10) “(Almost) nobody needsitounpaid overtime work” and (11)
“A policy exists to restrict overtime work” to c@late.

Theoretically, these errors could be allowed to argvgiven the presence of a
considerable overlap in their content, referringthe absence of HRM policies that
reduce employees' need to perform overtime wor@&rder to complete their tasks. It
appeared that the model with this correlated erfithesd the data significantly better
(Ax? = 10.43 Adf = 1,p < .001) with TLI = .91, CFI = .93 and RMSEA = .0d1 was
compared with the fit of a one-factor model (M2)which all items were supposed to
load on one general factor. It appeared that M2veloa poorer fit to the dataf? =
143.94 Adf = 1,p < .001) compared to M1.

Hence, the two-factor model adequately represdahts data and fitted
substantially better than one-factor model, showangow but positive correlation
between these two dimensions (r = .}¥,< .01). Moreover, all items loaded
significantly on the latent variables, with coeifiéiots ranging from .26 to .94 (ails <
.001). The fit indices of the CFA’s are presented able 3.

Table 3 CFA fit indices of the OWCS in Samplel? £ 396).

Model x2 df TLI CFl  RMSEA Ax? Adf  ATLI  ACFI ARMSEA

M1. Two-factor

102.27" 42 91 .93 .06

model

MO. One-factor

246.21" 43
model

Difference
M1 & M2

.69 .76 A1

143.94° 1 .22 17 .05

Note y2= Chi-square, df= degrees of freedom; CFl= Contpard-it Index; TLI= Tucker-Lewis Index; RMSEA=
Root Mean Square Error of Approximatiaks difference test; p<.001
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Discussion

Study 1 presented a measure of a psychologicahtdirior overwork, labeled as
Overwork Climate Scale (OWCS). Drawing on data fromo independent samples,
exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses predidevidence for a theoretically
interpretable 11-item scale composed of two factbre first factor assessed to what
extent overwork is encouraged and valued in thekplace pverwork endorsement
items), while the second factor consisted of itemsasuring the absence of HRM
policies aimed at rewarding those employees whacdeglan extraordinary amount of
time to their work lacking overwork rewards4 items). Overall, these results suggest
that the OWCS is a factorially valid and internatlynsistent measure of the perception

of an overwork climate at work.
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Study 2 Relationships between overwork climate and oppot& forms of working
hard

Study 2 explored the associations between theemdstof an overwork climate
and two different types of working hard, an intigadly positive form, i.e. work
engagement, and an intrinsically negative form, werkaholism (Schaufeli, Bakker,
Van der Heijden, & Prins, 2009).

Work engagement is defined as a positive, fulfijjimork-related state of mind
that consists of three interrelated dimensions:owigdedication, and absorption
(Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma, & Bakker, 2082cording to this definition,
vigor refers to high levels of energy and mental rasiee while working, the
willingness to invest effort in work, and persistenin the face of difficulties;
dedicationis defined as being involved in one’s work, angearience a sense of
enthusiasm, inspiration, pride, and challenge; ahdorptionis described as being
happily engrossed in one’s work, whereby time pasgeckly and one has difficulties
detaching oneself from work. The positive naturehi§ condition is confirmed by the
association of engagement with several positivecaues: for instance, engaged
employees show greater organizational commitment emhanced job performance
(Hakanen, Schaufeli & Ahola, 2008), are more siatisivith their jobs (Schaufeli, Taris
& Bakker, 2008), and exhibit higher levels of privaty (Salanova & Schaufeli, 2008)
and extra-role behavior (Salanova, Agut, & Pei@%). In addition, work engagement
is related to higher life satisfaction and a bettental and physical health (Schaufeli &
Salanova, 2007). Their high involvement in workatel matters leads engaged
employees to work beyond what is required by tlbegioby the organization, frequently
take work home, work at weekends and do overtimekwbence, engagement is
positively related to time committed to work (Scfedi) Taris, & Bakker, 2006).

Research evidence suggests that engaged emplangeasainly driven by a so-
called autonomousmotivation (Van Beek, Hu, Schaufeli, Taris, & Setws, 2012).
Autonomous motivation translates into intrinsicaityptivated behavior, in other words
individuals experiencing this type of motivationdéngage in an activity for its own sake
and act as a sense of volition (Deci & Ryan, 2000pther words, engaged employees
experience their work as inherently interestingoyable and satisfying (Van Beek,
Taris & Schaufeli, 2011). On the whole, these fingdi indicate that engaged employees
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invest a great amount of time working because ttiegrish this activity and have
integrated their work goals into their selves sat tthey are happily engrossed in it.
Therefore, it may be argued that the perceptioa @fork environment that strongly
encourages employees to devote an extraordinarym@nud time to work and do not
adequately reward this exceptional effort may negbt impact on work engagement,
which is primarily intrinsically motivated and lea@mployees to work hard because

they genuinely want to.

Based on this rationale, we tested the followingdtlesis:

Hypothesis 1The perception of an overwork climate is negagivetsociated
with work engagement. We expect that employees segdo a greater overwork
endorsement and lacking overwork rewards in therkplace experience lower levels

of engagement.

As for work engagement, also workaholism is sthpmagsociated with overtime
work. Workaholism is conceived as a negative kiridinrwolvement in one's job
constituted by the combination of two underlyinghdnsionsworking excessivelgnd
working compulsively(Schaufeli et al., 2008). Wking excessivelyrepresents the
behavioral component of workaholism, indicating tthaorkaholics dedicate an
exceptional amount of their time and energy tortlnrk, so that they work beyond
what would be necessary to fulfill organizational economic requirements (Burke,
2010). On the other handiorking compulsivelyepresents the cognitive dimension of
workaholism and indicates that workaholics are sbsé with their work and
persistently think about work, even when they ao¢ working. Empirical research
suggests that workaholism is related to a wide easfgnegative outcomes. Generally
speaking, workaholic employees experience loweeltewf job satisfaction (Del
Libano, Llorens, Salanova & Schaufeli, 2012), reent interpersonal conflicts at work
(Mudrack, 2006), higher levels of exhaustion (TaBshaufeli, & Verhoeven, 2005)
and health complaints (Burke, 2000), poorer sahitionships outside the workplace
(Schaufeli et al., 2008), and considerable levélsark-home conflict (Schaufeli et al.,
2009).
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In contrast to engagement, the underlying motiveticdynamic that propels
workaholic employees to devote an extraordinaryamof time to work is referred to
ascontrolledmotivation (Van Beek et al., 2011). This type adtivation turns into non-
self-determined behavior, which is mainly driven &y external and anintrojected
regulation Externally regulated behavig driven by external contingencies involving
threats of punishments and rewards; whereas ictegjeregulation originates from an
internalization process in which people adopt exkstandards of self-worth and social
approval without fully identifying with them (Ded& Ryan, 2000). In this sense,
external contingencies motivating workaholic empeley essentially refer to the desire
to avoid disapproval by others and, at the same,ttoobtain appreciation (Van Beek
et al., 2011). The adoption of external standartdsetf-worth and social approval
without a fully identifying with them leads workadimemployees to strive to meet these
standards in order to experience self-worth anties¢éem: if they fail to meet these
standards negative emotions and self-criticismedf®estner & Losier, 2002).

Recent theoretical perspectives suggest that agwomal factors, e.g.
organizational culture and climate, may play a ificemt role in the development and
maintenance of workaholism (Liang & Chu, 2009; Sgrensen & Feldman, 2007). In
this regard, Johnstone and Johnston (2005) expltredrelationship between four
aspects of climate, nametpworker cohesiomnsupervisor suppoytwork pressureand
involvementand found that only the dimensionwbrk pressurevas related to higher
levels ofdrive, which constitutes the key feature of workaholidescribing the inner
compulsion that propels employees to work excebsivard. This finding supports the
reasoning that the perception of an organizati@maironment where employees are
pushed to work extra hours encourages them to daroextraordinary amount of time
and energy to their work and contributes signiftgato enhance workaholism (Porter,
2004). Moreover, the perception of an overwork elienis endorsed by the presence of
executives and supervisors who encourage overtimk \@nd expect employees to
comply with it. Therefore, it may be hypothesizéattworkaholism is fostered when
employees perceive that organizational managemensiders working beyond set
work hours as indispensable conditions for sucaadscareer advancement.

Based on empirical evidence supporting the hypa&hafsa strong association

between low compensation for overtime work and esivendividual consequences
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(Beckers et al., 2008; Van der Hulst & Geurts, 200t may argued that also the
absence of adequate rewards for overwork is adsdciaith higher levels of

workaholism, conceived as a negative form of waghkiard.

Hence, the following hypothesis is tested:

Hypothesis 2 The perception of an overwork climate in the waake is
positively associated with workaholism. The occanee of workaholism is expected to
be higher when employees work in organizations atttarized by greater overwork

endorsement and lacking overwork rewards.

In addition, the current study is aimed at assgstie relationship between the
two dimensions of overwork climate on the one haadd workaholism and
engagement on the other hand, when controlling$gchological job demands. Indeed,
it may be argued that the impact of these climarcgptions on the two types of
working hard could be, at least to some degree, explained byatinount of job
demands, or workload levels, that employees hadeabwith.

Karasek (1985) defined psychological job demandgsashological stressors
present in the work environment, essentially emigilthe requirement to carry out
difficult and mentally demanding work with a highok pace. Psychological job
demands relate to organization constraints on taskpletion, and demanding and/or
conflicting demands. Hence, high psychological gmands may foster an overwork
climate, since the requirement to accomplish atgresount of demanding work may
result in an enhanced request to perform overwdtrkne same time, demands such as a
high workload, time pressure, and high levels di yjesponsibility are defined as
challengethat have the potential to promote mastery, peisgrowth, or future gains
(LePine, Podsakoff, & LePine, 2005). These chakermgmands trigger positive
emotions and active problem-focused coping styhas increase willingness to invest
energy in order to carry out one's work, thus tasglin enhanced levels of engagement
(Crawford, LePine, & Rich, 2010). Hence, psychatagidemands may significantly
impact on work engagement. On the other hand, érapevidence indicates that job
demands are associated with workaholism, essgnbiaettause the requirement to cope
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with additional tasks and responsibilities may éoshe behavioral dimension of the
construct, namely the tendency to work excessi{@thaufeli et al., 2009).

In order to study the impact of a "pure” psychotadjiclimate for overwork on
engagement and workaholism, psychological job delmaare included as a third
variable and the following hypotheses are tested:

Hypothesis 3 The negative association between overwork clinaatd work

engagement remains significant, also after comigpflor psychological job demands.

Hypothesis 4 The positive association between overwork climated

workaholism remains significant, also after coningl for psychological job demands.

Method

Participants and Procedure

To assess the impact of the overwork climate orkalwlism and engagement,
a series of Structural Equation Models analyse®\werformed using the whole sample
described in Study 1 (exploratory and confirmattagtor analyses), hence a total of
791 employees filled out a questionnaire. More thatf of the sample was female
(56.7%) and théMlage was 40.5 yearsSD = 10.28). Most participants worked in the
industrial sector (65.6%), public administratiorD.[2%), commerce (10.3%), service
industry (5.7%) and tourism sector (1.8%). The mgjof the sample were employees
(53.6%), supervisors (25.7%), managers and storeagaas (20.7%). With regards to
their educational level, 59.9% of respondents hadoklege degree, 34.6% had a
university or post-graduate degree, while the remgi participants (5.5%) were
secondary education graduates. Most of the sangmleahpermanent job (84.6%) and
worked full-time (82%). They had worked on averd@e04 SD = 9.23) years in their
current organization and the average working hbyrsontract were 36.78D = 6.75),
while the effective work hours were 40.78)= 9.65).
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Measures

Overwork Climatewas assessed with the Overwork Climate Scale teghon
Study 1, which includes two subscal&verwork endorsemernicludes seven items
(e.g., "Management encourages overtime work"), edmracking overwork rewards
comprises four items (e.g., "Working overtime isrljacompensated financially"—
Reversell All items were rated on a five-point Likert seathat ranging from 1
(strongly disagregto 5 tronglyagreg. The full OWCS is shown in Table 2.

Job demandswere assessed with the scale taken from the Johte@to
Questionnaire (Karasek, 1985). This scale includes items referring to quantitative,
demanding aspects of the job (e.g., time presswiking hard). Example item is: “My
job requires working very hard”. The response optioaried on a four-point Likert
scale from 1gtrongly disagregto 4 stronglyagres.

Work engagememwas assessed by using the nine-item version ofJthecht
Work Engagement Scale, which includes three subsrcaligor, dedication, and
absorption (Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 2006l). ubscales consisted of three
items: for example, “When | get up in the mornihtgel like going to work” Vigor); “I
am enthusiastic about my jobDédicatior) and “I feel happy when | am working
intensely” @bsorptior). All items were scored on a seven-point ratinglesadanging
from O (@lmost) neverto 6 (almost) alwayps

Workaholismwas measured using the ten-item Dutch Work AdulictScale
(DUWAS; Schaufeli, Shimazu, & Taris, 2009) thatluded two subscaledNorking
Compulsively(e.g., “I feel that there’s something inside mattdrives me to work
hard”) andWorking Excessivel{e.g., “I seem to be in a hurry and racing agaihst
clock”). Both subscales consisted of five itemg thare rated on a four-point frequency

scale ranging from 1@Imost) neverto 4 (almost) alwayk

Strategy of Analysis

To test our hypotheses, structural equation mogeimethods were employed

using the AMOS 5 software package (Arbuckle, 20@&h maximum likelihood
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estimation methods. To assess model fit, the saimadices used in Study 1 were

examined.

Results

Descriptive results

The means, standard deviations, correlations, atefnial consistencies are
reported in Table 4. All significant relationshipgtween the variables were in the
expected direction. Moreover, the internal consigtes of the scores on all scales
satisfied the criterion of .70 (Nunnally & Bernsteil994), except for théacking
overwork rewardsand working compulsivelyscales, which showed slightly lower
values ¢ = .66 andh = .65, respectively).

To assess the association between the two comookaverwork climate (i.e.,
overwork endorsement and lacking overwork rewaeds) the two types of working
hard (i.e., work engagement and workaholism), tWiemnt analyses were conducted:
first the sample was divided into two groups onlihsis of the median (Mdn) score for
the two overwork climate dimensions, then diffeesho engagement and workaholism
were assessed. Dichotomization of continuous vimsails associated with information
loss and may thus decrease statistical power (BlgcCallum, Zhang, Preacher, &
Rucker, 2002), however in the present study furtdmalyses were performed in order to
test the relationship between overwork climate #ra two forms of working hard.
Participants were categorized into groups basethein scores, which are split around
the median (here, Mdoverwork endorsement 2.15; Mdn &cking overworkewards=
3.5). Descriptive statistics for both groups arevpmied in Table 5. Concerning the
overwork endorsement dimension, only levels of wbddism significantly differed
between the subgroups. A higher level of overwarllogsement is associated with a
greater degree of workaholism, at the same timgods not seem to relate with a
substantial variation in work engagement.

Employees reporting a greater inadequacy of ovéewmympensation (i.e.
lacking overwork rewards) were significantly lesgaged. At the same time, the higher
perception of insufficient rewards for overtime Wwowas associated with a higher
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degree of workaholism. As discussed in the follgvsection, structural equation
modeling was used to deepen the relationship betwde overwork climate

components and these opposite work-related conditio
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Table 4.Means, Standard deviation, Cronbach’s Alphas f@etkets), and Correlations among the study varsaple= 791).

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Overwork endorsement 2.28 .86 (.80)
2. Lacking overwork rewards 347 .93 13 (.66)
3. Vigor 438 1.02 -01 -157  (.82)
4. Dedication 461 95  -07 -15"7 7" (.87)
5. Absorption 470 .85 .04 -17" 71" 747 (.81)
6. WE 262 .58 34" 157 -04 -.06 A4 (.70)
7.WC 238 .55 19" .06 -.10 -.09" 10" 627 (.65)
8. Job demand 2.83 .49 40" .09 -.08 -.09 .07 58" 347 (.78)

Note.” p<.05;”

p<.01;”" p<.001

Table 5.Characteristics of the high and low overwork esdarent and lacking overwork rewards subgroups.

Overwork endorsement

Lacking overwork rewards

(Mdn = 2.15) (Mdn = 3.5)

low high low high
n 417 374 435 356
Work engagement Ms() 4.56 (.78) 4.56 (.93) 4.69 (.84) 4.41 (.85)
Workaholism M §d) 2.40 (.48) 2.60 (.52) 2.44 (.51) 2.56 (.50)
t(df) Work engagement -.15 (789) 4.64 (789)
p ns .000
t(df) Workaholism -5.69 (789) -3.31 (789)
p .000 .001
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Testing the model

First, a model was tested in which the latent \de® overwork endorsement
and lacking overwork rewards were indicated by twresponding scale-scores
displayed in Table 1. Latent work engagement wedgated by the three dimensions of
vigor, dedication and absorption, whereas laterrkalwlism was indicated by working
excessively and working compulsively.

This model presented a Heywood case since the gmwance of working
excessively (i.e. one of the two indicators of litent workaholism) was negatived =
.06). Modification indices indicated that model ¢ibuld be increased by allowing the
absorption dimension of engagement to load ondtemt workaholism.

Previous empirical research highlighted that theedision of work engagement
classified asabsorptionshows a substantial double-loading on workahol{Schaufeli
Taris, & Van Rhenen, 2008). As previously descrjlzags dimension is characterized
by full concentration on one’s work, whereby timaspes quickly and one has
difficulties with detaching oneself from work. Thsverlap reflects the theoretical
notion that both workaholics and engaged workeesdaeply immersed in their work
and are reluctant to disengage from it.

Therefore absorption was allowed to load on workaho
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Figure 1 The hypothesized model adjust&t~ 791)

As shown in the first row of Table 6, this model {Mitted reasonably well to
the data with all indices meeting their respectweria. In this model, all indicators
loaded significantly on their intended latent fastand all effects were in the expected
direction, except for the non-significant direckateon between overwork endorsement
and work engagement € -.04, ns). Therefore, this relation was omitiean the final
model (M2). As displayed in Figure 1, overwork ersgmnent is negatively related to
work engagement, thudypothesis lwas partially supported. In addition, both the
dimension of overwork climate (i.e. overwork endwnent and lack of overwork
rewards) are positively associates with workahalidrhese results fully supported
Hypothesis 2
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In order to test our last hypotheses, psychologaaldemand was entered as a
covariate. Again this model (M3) showed a goodditesearch data with all effects in

the hypothesized direction (Table 6).

Table 6.Fit of models on the relationship between overwaitkate, work engagement

and workaholismN = 791).

Model N df TLI CFI RMSEA

M1. Hypothesized Model 328.47*** 98 .93 .94 .06

M2. Hypothesized Model adjusted 329.43*** 99 .93 .95 .05

l\éIB. Model with psychological job 354 5grer 111 94 95 05
emands

Notes:y2= Chi-square, df= degrees of freedom; CFl= Contper&it Index; TLI= Tucker-
Lewis Index; RMSEA= Root Mean Square Error of Appnaation; A= difference test; ***p<.0

As shown in Figure 2, psychological job demands aadnificant relation with
overwork endorsement as well as with the two exogenvariables (i.e. work
engagement and workaholism), but it showed a ngmfgiant direct relation with
lacking overwork rewardg = -.07, ns).

Moreover, the negative association between laakvefwork rewards and work
engagement did not change, even after controllimg pisychological job demand,
thereforeHypothesis 3wvas partially supported. Indeed the relation betweverwork
endorsement and work engagement was excluded frermodel.

The positive association between the two dimensainsverwork climate and
workaholism became weaker after controlling forgtsyogical job demand, especially
for the overwork endorsement dimension, but il séimained significant. This result

fully supportedHypothesis 4
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Figure 2.The hypothesized model with psychological job dedsaN = 791)

Discussion

Drawing on data from 791 employees, Study 2 explothe relationship

between overwork climate and a negative and aipedirm of working hard, namely

workaholism and work engagement. Our findings shib#at overwork endorsement

wasnot significantly associated with engagement. This ltesarroborates the idea that

engaged employees act primarily out of a strongraarhous motivation, so they work

hard mainly because of a sense of volition andagh@nd are hardly influenced by the

environment and by feedback from others (Van Beel.£2012).
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On the other hand, the allocation of inadequateards for overwork was
negatively related with engagement. From a themakperspective, this is consistent
with the motivational process that is postulatedh® Job Demands-Resources (JD-R)
Model (Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schauf2001). To be specific, this process
posits that job resources allow employees to cople the demanding aspects of their
work and simultaneously stimulate them to learmfiand grow in their job, which may
lead to motivation, feelings of accomplishment, aojanizational commitment
(Bakker & Derks, 2010). Job resources may therefoster extrinsic motivation
because they are essential for dealing with jobashels and for achieving work goals.
In addition, by satisfying the basic human needsaafonomy, belongingness and
competence, they are also intrinsically motivatenyd able to promote employees’
growth, learning and development (Van den Broeakn3dfeenkiste, De Witte, & Lens,
2008). In line with that, the inadequate allocatddmesources for employees who work
long hours may account for the negative relatigndmetween a lack of overwork
rewards and engagement.

In contrast, both overwork climate dimensions showaepositive association
with workaholism, and this relationship is partemly strong for the dimensions related
to widespread overwork encouragement in the wode(ae., overwork endorsement).
This corroborates the hypothesis that the perceti@a climate characterized by strong
work pressure enhances the inner compulsion thamms workaholics to work
incessantly (Johnstone & Johnston, 2005).

The weak association between lack of overwork rde/aamnd workaholism is
consistent with previous results attesting thatkabolic employees work extremely
hard out of an obsessive drive that, in turn, sdoed by the perception of an overwork
endorsement in the workplace. Taken together, esults are in line with previous
findings indicating that workaholic employees areotivated by an introjected
regulation that leads them to strive to meet exestandards of self-worth and social
approval in order to experience a higher self-esteand avoid negative emotions
(Koestner & Losier, 2002). At the same time, théemal regulation that drives
workaholic employees is essentially referred todésire to avoid disapproval by others
and to obtain their appreciation (Van Beek et2011). Hence, the role played by the
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presence or the lack of pay raises, promotionsaher signs of recognition is rather
irrelevant for this negative type of working hard.

A second aim of our study was to test whether #s@@ation between overwork
climate and the opposite forms of working hard e significant after controlling
for psychological job demands. It appeared thatlpsipgical job demands were not
associated with lack of overwork rewards, therefbie negative relationship between
this dimension of overwork climate and work engagetremained unchanged. This
result supported the hypothesis that engagemerggatively related to the scarcity of
rewards provided by the organization to employeés wverwork, regardless of the
workload resulting from psychological job demands.

On the other hand, the positive association betwaerwork climate and
workaholism was affected after controlling for plsgtogical job demand, in particular
for the lacking overwork rewards dimension, whickcédme barely significant. As
previously stated, the motivational dynamic invalvgives reason for the poor
relationship between the absence of forms of retiognand workaholism. In contrast,
the relation between overwork endorsement and wholian was affected when
considering psychological job demands, but it sathained highly significant. Hence,
the amount of workload placed on employees (i.gclpslogical job demands) may
partially explain the relationship between the pptmn of requirements for extreme
work hours and workaholism. These results sugdest, when the environmental
antecedents are under investigation, overwork esesoent constitutes the key

dimension of overwork climate when studying workiggm.

General discussion

The general purpose of the present research waltlv specifically, we
wanted to conceive a measure of a facet-specifitateé, here named overwork climate;
and to test the impact of these perceptions orsdiy® and a negative form of working
hard (respectively, work engagement and workahglisitne first Study provided
evidence for a 11-item scale composed of two factowerwork endorsemei(t items)
and lacking overwork reward¢4 items). Results of Study 2 indicated that oakw

endorsement was not significantly associated witlyagement, whereas lacking
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overwork rewards were negatively related with hositive form of working hard. In
contrast, both overwork climate dimensions showedaasitive association with
workaholism: in particular, overwork endorsemensw#ongly related to this negative
type of working hard. In addition, the second stwdyplored whether the association
between overwork climate and working hard (i.e.rkMengagement and workaholism)
remained significant after controlling for psychgical job demands.

Results showed that the negative relationship éetwacking overwork rewards
and engagement remained unchanged also when dmgtrédr psychological job
demand. In contrast, the introduction of this contvariable affected the positive
association between overwork climate and workahglis particular for the lacking
overwork rewards dimension. Given that our findingge based on participants
pertaining to different occupational groups andaoigational settings, we can be
reasonably confident that the observed associdbemveen overwork climate and

individual involvement in one's work are widely gealizable.

Study limitations

The current study has some limitations that shdaddmentioned. First, the
cross-sectional nature of these data precludesgpertunity to explore the dynamic
nature of psychological climate for overwork inatebn to organizational and individual
outcomes. Further research using a longitudinabdesill be needed to examine how
changes in overwork climate influence relevant onrtes over time.

Second, data were derived entirely from self-repquiestionnaires, thus,
common method bias may have affected the assawsatimmong the study variables.
However, the main focus of the present study waswaerk climate and this construct
is by definition an individual perception. Theredoself-report measure represents a
natural way to tap into this concept. As Schneid&73) stated, climate refers to
individuals’ descriptions of organizational praes¢ policies, procedures and routines;
as a consequence its definition can't be restricc@dmmunal perceptions. On the other
hand, future research should investigate whethesetindividual perceptions are shared

by the entire team or organization.
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Third, the scales used to assess lacking overwerkands and working
compulsively (i.e. one of the two defining dimemsof workaholism) had a reliability
coefficient in Study 2 that was slightly lower thame criterion of .70, which is
traditionally considered as a heuristic (Nunnally Bernstein, 1994). However,
according to Nunnally’s (1967) recommendation, esahat have item consistencies
higher than .60 can be used for research purpdsesddition, in the first study the
internal consistency of the dimension labeledaaking overwork rewardsvas .70,
therefore it met the above-mentioned criterionadceceptable reliability.

Finally, all participants in both studies were iial Therefore these findings on
the OWCS cannot be generalized to other natioeslitFruture research based on the
English version of the questionnaire provided is fraper (see Table 1) will be fruitful
in order to examine whether the scale producesséimee results when used in other

countries.

Practical implications

Our results have implications for developing interiion strategies aimed to
prevent a negative form of working hard, i.e. wértdesm, and to encourage a positive
one, i.e. work engagement. The present findinggyestgthat work engagement is
negatively associated with lacking overwork rewardgardless of the amount of
psychological demands placed on employees. Thidtresconsistent with the well-
established evidence that job demands are of sacpndportance in predicting
engagement, whereas job resources act as the mmertant and direct factor
(Schaufeli & Salanova, 2007). When overwork is thet result of a widespread climate
perception in the workplace but rather a contingequirement, organizations should
provide fair rewards for employees complying witistdemand. In line with previous
research findings, the negative effects of overwespecially if resulting from a strong
pressure from organizational management, may beceedby fair compensation for
extra work efforts (Beckers et al., 2008).

Our findings revealed that the presence of inadegqe@mpensation for overtime
work is also able to foster workaholism, but thisgative type of working hard

exhibited a stronger association with the constrdorsement of overwork in the
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workplace. Although workaholics tend to work hardban is required primarily
because they are driven by their inner compulsiBekker & Schaufeli, 2008), their
obsession with work could be fostered by the pdioepf a work environment that
expects them to overwork. In addition, the contumiorequest to dedicate an
extraordinary amount of time to work could prometerkaholism regardless of the
workload (or psychological job demands) that emeés/have to meet. Hence, reducing
the amount of conflicting and demanding tasks dumsrepresent an effective way to
prevent this obsession with work.

Overall, a climate that endorses the importana@naddequate work—life balance
is an essential factor in avoiding obsessive wetkted conduct and, in a
complementary way, to improve the positive outcortieeg an affective-motivational

state of fulfillment produces.
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CHAPTER 4

Are workaholism and work engagement in the eye ohe beholder?

A multirater perspective on opposite forms of workng hard

Summary

Using a sample of 73 dyads composed by employegdhair coworkers, the present
study was aimed: (1) to compare focal employeesl aoworkers’ perceptions
concerning the level of work engagement and worksimoexhibited by the focal
employee; (2) to explore the discriminant validifyengagement and workaholism. In
order to achieve these two purposes, a multitraitimethod matrix and a correlated
trait-correlated method model, i.e. the CTM={) model, were examined. Our results
showed a considerable agreement between the twosréte., focal employee and
coworker) on levels of work engagement and workiahul Nonetheless, a significative
difference concerning the cognitive dimension of rkadolism, i.e. working
compulsively, was observed. This result differarirprevious findings on a multirater
evaluation of workaholism. Moreover, our result®ypded further evidence for the
discriminant validity between the two forms of winidg hard.
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Introduction

To date, psychological research on workaholism foaased mostly on self-
report measures, with only sporadic attempts tduet@ others' perceptions of this
addiction to work (e.g., McMillan, O’Drisoll, & By, 2004). Moreover, all suchlike
studies were based on the workaholic triad develdpeSpence and Robbins (1992),
which distinguishes various combinations of thrememhsions: work involvement,
drive, and work enjoyment. For instance, those sd¢we high on involvement and high
on drive, but low on enjoyment are considered “matkaholics”, whereas those who
score high on all three components are considezathtisiastic workaholics”. Hence,
these investigations were based on a conceptuahzdhat distinguishes between
negative and positive forms of workaholism. In cast, the current study is aimed at
exploring coworkers' perception using a definitioh workaholism as a negative
psychological state characterized by working exgebs due to an irresistible inner
drive (Schaufeli, Taris, & Bakker, 2008).

Moreover, the present research aims to explore d@ks} perception, also concerning a
positive form of working hard opposed to workahwljsthat is work engagement.
Empirical evidence indicated that others' perceptibengagement may trigger positive
individual and work-related outcomes (e.g., BakkKe@emerouti, & Schaufeli, 2005).
Nonetheless, so far empirical investigations onagegient relied exclusively on self-
report measures.

The purpose of this paper is twofold: (1) to conepfacal employees’ and coworkers’
perceptions concerning the level of workaholism aodk engagement exhibited by the
focal employee; (2) to explore the discriminantidigy of two forms of heavy work

investment: engagement and workaholism.

Theoretical background

Workaholism and engagement: two opposite kinds of @rking hard

According to the prominent conceptualizations,réhis a growing consensus
toward a definition of workaholism that emphasizbs role of an overwhelming

compulsion to work in order explain the tendencinigest an excessive amount of time
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and energy into work (e.g., Spence & Robbins, 18&tt, Moore, & Miceli, 1997,
Ng, Sorensen, & Feldman, 2007). In line with thesgpective, Schaufeli and colleagues
(2008) proposed a definition of workaholism as twenbination of two underlying
dimensions: working excessively and working compely. According to this
definition, working excessively represents the léral component of the construct,
indicating that workaholics dedicate an excepti@rabunt of their time and energy to
work, and work beyond what would be reasonably etqueto fulfill organizational or
economic requirements. Working compulsively, on thber hand, refers to the
cognitive dimension of workaholism and implies thatrkaholics are obsessed with
their work and persistently think about work whéeyt are not working. Hence, the
combination of the behavioral and cognitive compases held to be essential for
workaholism (Schaufeli, Bakker, Van der Heijden, R&ins, 2009). The underlying
motivational dynamic that propels workaholic em@ey to work extremely hard is
referred to agontrolled motivation(Van Beek, Taris, & Schaufeli, 2011). On the one
hand, their behavior is driven by external contirges that refer to the desire to avoid
disapproval by others and to obtain their apprematon the other hand, these
employees strive to meet extremely high standaedivetl by internalization processes
of external standards of self-worth and social apgk (Van Beek, Hu, Schaufeli, Taris,
& Schreurs, 2012). As a consequence, if they failnteet these standards, these
employees will experience negative emotions anidcsiticism (Schaufeli & Salanova,
2014).

In addition, a large body of empirical evidencenp®out that workaholism has a
detrimental impact on several life spheres. Conngrthe work domain, workaholics
may display an impaired work performance givenrthendency to make their work
more complex than necessary (Gorgievski & Bakkéd,03, and they exhibit recurrent
interpersonal conflicts at work (Mudrack, 2006)v&hi the extraordinary amount of
time spent working, workaholics have insufficiemhé for recovery and have poor
quality social relationship outside work (Bakkewererouti, Oerlemans, & Sonnentag,
2013), they report considerable levels of work-haroeflict (Schaufeli, Shimazu, &
Taris, 2009), and a higher occurrence of maritalblgms (Robinson, Flowers, &
Carroll, 2001). In addition, workaholism has a rtagaeffect on employees’ health and

well-being. Indeed, this addiction to work has béamd to predict mental distress and
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health complaints (Andreassen, Hetland, Molde, &eBan, 2011; Schaufeli, Taris, &
Van Rhenen, 2008) and it is related to higher weélexhaustion (Kubota et al., 2011).
Taken together, the motivational dynamics invohaetl the association with a wide
range of harmful outcomes constitute the main miistishing features of workaholism,
that is conceived as a negative type of heavy wavkestment, as opposed to work
engagement, representing a positive form of heaukwvestment.

Work engagement is defined as a positive, futigliwork-related state of mind
that consists of three interrelated dimensions:owigdedication, and absorption
(Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma, & Bakker, 2082cording to this definition,
vigor is characterized by high levels of energy amehtal resilience while working, the
willingness to invest effort in one’s work, and gistence even in the face of
difficulties. Dedication refers to being stronghwolved in one’s work and experiencing
a sense of significance, enthusiasm, inspiratigidep and challenge. Absorption is
characterized by focused attention and being futigcentrated and happily engrossed
in one’s work, whereby time passes quickly and bas difficulty detaching oneself
from work.

In contrast to workaholics, engaged employeesirgrasically motivated, so
they experience their work as inherently inter@gtianjoyable, and satisfying (Van
Beek et al., 2011). This type of motivation encges individuals to engage in an
activity for its own sake and to act on a senseotifion; therefore, engaged employees
invest a great amount of time working because ttiegrish this activity and have
integrated their work goals mentally, which makestt they are happily engrossed in
their work (Van Beek et al., 2012). A large body msearch demonstrates the
association between work engagement and a varfepositive outcomes in all life
domains. Concerning the work field, engaged eng#syare more likely to craft their
jobs in ways that lead to increased resources exatay challenges (Bakker, Albrecht,
& Leiter, 2011), causing better in role and extke performance (Bakker & Bal, 2010).
In addition, engaged employees tend to be more d¢tietnto their organizations
(Sacks, 2006). Given this positive attitude towardrk, work engagement is also
negatively related to turnover intention (Schaui&liBakker, 2004b) and rates of
sickness absences (Schaufeli, Bakker, & Van Rhe&2@99). In contrast to workaholics,

engaged employees do not neglect their sociablitside work; rather, they spend time
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on socializing, hobbies, and volunteering, thusilakhg better social functioning
outside work (Schaufeli et al., 2008). With regabamployees’ health and well-being,
work engagement predicts employees’ well-being,t tisa decreased depression
(Hakanen & Schaufeli, 2012) and higher levels faf datisfaction (Shimazu, Schaufeli,
Kubota, & Kawakami, 2012).

To sum up, the underlying work motivations of eyg and workaholic
employees differ fundamentally. The former are puriy intrinsically motivated, so
they enjoy their work and are satisfied by it, weee the latter are primary driven by
internalized standards of self-worth and socialrepal (Van Beek et al., 2012).
Moreover, the opposite nature of these conditiogsconfirmed by the reverse
association with outcomes pertaining to the workndm, life outside work (i.e., extra
job activities and social relationships), and salerdicators of individual health and
well-being. Finally, psychometric studies indic#éibat these two forms of heavy work
investment can be measured independently of edar (bchaufeli et al., 2009; 2008),
although some overlap exists. Notably, confirmatator-analytic studies showed that
the absorption dimension of work engagement loadsvorkaholism as well. This
indicates that both workaholics and engaged empbyge deeply immersed in their
work and are reluctant to disengage from it, altet their motivation to do so differs
fundamentally.

A multirater approach to workaholism and engagement

Over the last two decades, several scholars heaxgndattention to misleading
results obtained from self-report research (e.gndldson & Grant-Vallone, 2002). To
be specific, social desirability, fear of negaticensequences, the sensitivity of
constructs under investigation, and dispositiorferacteristics may compromise the
reliability of research findings. Hence, typicallg their final sections papers on
workaholism and engagement lament the use of sptift measures for these very
reasons.

Collecting data from other sources to supplembeatgdrimary respondent may
overcome these problems mentioned above and mayhals be relevant in research on

workaholism and engagement. Indeed, Porter (199é¢udated that workaholics are
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often unaware of the obsession that leads themetadmpletely immersed in their
work. Because of this denial tendency, workahol@gluation of their behavior and
their attitude toward work might not agree withithggnificant others’ views; thus,
they may underestimate their obsession with worerddver, they may be unconscious
of the damaging effects that long working hours ehaan their physical and
psychological well-being. Accordingly, it may begaed that coworkers who spend the
majority of their working day next to workaholic piayees acknowledge the endless
hours the workaholic devotes to work and the denital outputs that result. This
reasoning originates from addiction theory, in vihdtug addicts and alcoholics tend to
deny they are addicted and thus are resistan¢abntient (Porter, 1996). This evokes the
original conceptualization that described workasralias a veritable kind of addiction
and that emphasized its similarity to the well-kmoaddictive disorder of alcoholism
(Oates, 1971). To date, few studies have addrabseclaim that workaholics deny and
therefore under-report their compulsive conducghthering data from more than one
source.

The first study, conducted by McMillan and collaag (2004), collected data
from both employeed\(= 88) and their partnerd\(= 40). Participants completed two
scales contained in the Workaholism Battery (WotkEspence & Robbins, 1992) -
feeling driven to work and work enjoyment - andirasted the number of hours they
worked per week. The results indicated that workehemployees (i.e., the focal
person) rated their work enjoyment slightly hightan their partners did. Most
surprisingly, workaholics rated themselves sigatfity higher in drive than their
partners rated them. According to these findingstkaholics did not tend to under-
report their compulsive conduct toward work in camgon to their partners; rather,
they appeared to possess a quite accurate perteptioeir level of workaholism.

In a similar vein, Aziz and Zickar (2006) assestielevel of agreement on the
three workaholism dimensions identified by Spenog Bobbins (1992), namely work
involvement, feeling driven to work, and work enjognt, between employees and an
acquaintance sample composed by a family memidaeral, or a coworker of the focal
person. Analyses were based on a total of 174 paveveys and revealed that the
acquaintances substantiated the responses prowyddée employees. The study found

comparable mean ratings between acquaintance€raptbyees’ responses.
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Burke and Ng (2007) collected data from employeesprofessional and
managerial jobsN = 62) along with a self-nominated coworker. Akintke previous
study, the obtained results showed a substantiaekeagent on all three components of
workaholism. Moreover, this study’'s participantse(i focal persons and their
coworkers) showed analogous evaluations on a ene-iglobal assessment of
workaholism. On the whole, the previous findingsvide evidence for a substantial
agreement among self-report and significant otheeevaluating levels of workaholism,
meaning that employees do not tend to deny théiavier, but rather seemed to have a
fairly accurate view of themselves.

Whereas research on workaholism has tried to gatta from multiple sources
in order to evaluate the differences between sgbrts and significant others’ reports,
to the best of our knowledge, the present reseamiesents the first attempt to evaluate
multirater agreement on work engagement. Actu#tiig, type of investigation could be
interesting with reference to engagement, sincefbsitive state may transfer from one
individual to another both in the work environmetd in the family context. The
process that occurs when the psychological wehdetxperienced by one person
affects the level of well-being of another persisnieferred to as crossover (Westman,
2001).

Previous research has provided evidence for gnmml crossover of the
engagement’s dimensions of vigor and dedicationrgrpartners (Bakker et al., 2005;
Bakker & Demerouti, 2009). With reference to therkvdomain, work engagement has
been proven contagious within work teams, so thamtlevel work engagement is
related to individual members’ engagement (BakWan Emmerik, & Euwema, 2006).
More specifically, engagement transmits from onglegee to another, particularly on
days when coworkers interact more frequently thamal (Bakker & Xanthopoulou,
2009).

In addition, these findings suggest that the thdimeensions of engagement seem to
cross over via somewhat different processes. Thesower of vigor and absorption

seems to result from an unconscious modeling psocewhich employees imitate each

other's behavior (Bakker & Xanthopoulou, 2009). A€onsequence, employees may
become unconsciously more energetic and/or immersétkir activity when working

next to a vigorous coworker. In contrast, dedigatioay result from a more conscious
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cognitive process, so that employees “tune in’h&rtcoworker's dedication (Bakker &

Xanthopoulou, 2009). In other words, dedicationregped by one employee may fuel
his or her coworker’'s dedication because the coertskthoughts are focused on the
same engrossing aspects of work. Although the |l@feéngagement exhibited by
employees has a relevant and beneficial impacthennotivation and the attitude
toward work experienced by coworkers, researchtbrre’ perceptions of this work-

related condition is still lacking.

Therefore, the present study has two main purpd&3eshe one hand, it aims to
compare focal employees’ and their coworkers’ paroas concerning employees’
level of workaholism, as measured by the Dutch WAddiction Scale (DUWAS,;
Schaufeli et al., 2009), and work engagement, aasured with the Utrecht Work
Engagement Scale (UWES; Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salan@006). On the other hand,
these measures will be employed also to exploredikeriminant validity of work
engagement and workaholism using different inforomasources.

Method

Participants

Focal employeesThe participants consisted of 73 dyads of Itakamployees.
The focal employees were mostly female (53.4%),tae#lagewas 41.16 $D= 6.51).
61.6% of participants worked in the commercial gec28.8% in the industrial sector,
and the remaining 9.6% worked in public adminigtrat Regarding their work roles,
this sample was constituted by employees (30%),agens (30%), store managers
(19.2%), vice store managers (6.8%), sales pers@d1886), function manager (4.1%),
and opticians (2.7%). In addition, 49.3% possessbaijh school degree, 38.4% had a
university degree, and 12.3% had a post-graduaieesde The majority of the sample
had a permanent job (95.9%) with a full-time coctti@®7.3%), and the mean job tenure
in their current organizations was 10.77 yed®® & 7.1). The average effective
working hours per week reported by these employess46.54 $D = 5.77).

Coworkers.The slight majority of participants who complethé questionnaire
as coworkers of the focal employees were womerB¢68. and theMage was 36.14
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(SD=7.60). 61.6% of the coworkers worked in the caruial sector, 28.8% in the
industrial sector, and 9.6% in public administratié-or the most part, this group of
participants constituted the following: employedd.(%), store managers (23.3%),
managers (16.1%), vice store managers (8.2%), palesonnel (8.2%), and opticians
(2.7%). Regarding educational levels, 45.2% posskeasuniversity degree, 45.2% had
a high school degree, and the remaining 9.6% gboredents had a post-graduate
degree. The majority of coworkers had a permanent(87.7%), worked full-time
(94.5%), and had worked in their current organazaifor an average of 6.73 yea&(

= 5.98).

Procedure

Questionnaires were distributed to 73 employeegkiwg for different
organizations operating in several occupationaltosec These individuals (focal
employees) were provided with two copies of the esajuestionnaire. Each focal
employee had to complete one of these copies adf-seport questionnaire, and to
identify a coworker who habitually worked with hinet. The identified coworker
received the second copy of the questionnaire aaslagked to answer each question
referring to focal employee’s behaviors. Theref@@h questionnaires pertained to the
same subject, i.e., the focal employee. Then, teotker put his/her questionnaire in a
sealed envelope and returned it to the focal enggloyFinally, each pair of

questionnaire was returned to the research group.

Measures

Work engagementas assessed using the nine-item version of thechttWork
Engagement Scale (Schaufeli et al., 2006). Inwith the theoretical conceptualization
previously described, this questionnaire include®d subscales of three items each:
vigor, dedication, and absorption. Example itengs &Vhen | get up in the morning, |

feel like going to work” (vigor); “I am enthusiastabout my job” (dedication); and “I
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feel happy when | am working intensely” (absorp}ioAll items were scored on a
seven-point rating scale ranging from(8lifhost) neverto 6 (almost) alwayk
Workaholismwas assessed using the 10-item Dutch Work Addictzale
(DUWAS; Schaufeli et al., 2009), which included taubscales: working compulsively
(e.q., “I feel that there’s something inside md th@ves me to work hard”) and working
excessively (e.g., “I seem to be in a hurry andngaagainst the clock”). Each subscale
consisted of five items that were rated on a faun{pfrequency scale ranging from 1

((almost) neverto 4 (almost) alwayk

Strategy of Analysis

The two main purposes of the study were achiewediging two different
strategies of analysis: first, the Multitrait-Multethod (MTMM) matrix, i.e.,
correlations among measures of multiple traits ssesk by multiple methods, provided
preliminary information about the convergent anscdminant validity between work
engagement and workaholism (Campbell & Fiske, 1959)

Next, a multiple-indicator correlated trait-coatdd method minus one model,
l.e. the CT-C1-1) model was analyzed (Eid, Lischetzke, Nussbé&cKrierweiler,
2003; Nussbeck, Eid, Geiser, Courvoisier, & Liseket 2009). The CT-G{—1) model
is a special case of the correlated trait-corrdlateethod (CT-CM) model, with one
method factor less than the numbers of methodsdenesl.

Indeed, in the CT-@®(-1) model one of the methods is selected eefeaence method
(or standard method), and therefore is not modaded factor. In the current model, we
had structurally different methodsince each of them (focal employee and coworker)
had a particular perspective of the employee’s Wehaln other words, the focal
employee was asked to rate him- or herself, whike ¢coworker was asked to rate
another person. In this sense, the methods invatvedr study did not have the same
level of access to the employee’s behavior, buterateach rater had a particular
perspective of the employee’s behavior. Focal eyga® report is structurally different
from coworker's report because the former providéags based on a complete sample

of situations.
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The presence of structurally different methods led to define self-report as the
reference method. The exclusion of a specified otetlactor for self-report implied

that the trait factors (engagement and workaholisveje interpreted as the traits
measured by focal employees’ self-report. The nemiehethod factor (i.e., coworker
report) therefore indicated the residual betweea $klf-report and the method it
represents.

Hence, the present study contrasted the focal greplself-report with the coworker
report, thus allowing us to explore the deviatiaisthe self-report ratings from the
coworker ratings. When compared to classical gjraseof analysis applied to MTMM

data (e.g., Campbell & Fiske, 1959), a relevantathge of the multiple-indicator CT-
C(M-1) model is that it allows to separate measuremeat from true trait and method
effects. This model permits to evaluate the comnmergnd discriminant validities at
latent levels; therefore, it leads to a proper nestion of the discriminant and
convergent validities through the correction forasigrement error.

The traditional MTMM matrix considers only one icaltor (e.g., one scale) per
trait-method unit (TMU) (e.g., self-report of wodngagement). In contrast, the CT-
C(M-1) model represents each TMU with multiple indicat The use of multiple
indicators allows trait-specific and method-specififluences to be disentangled from
measurement error (Hofling, Schermelleh-Engel, &starugger, 2009). In addition, it
allows each observed variable (indicator) to regmés slightly different facet of the
construct because the indicators should not begiyfunidimensional within one trait.

An additional characteristic of the CTM{1) model is that trait-specific
method factors should be identified, so that mettaotbrs exist separately within each
trait. In the present study we had one modeled oggthe. coworker report, and two
traits, i.e. work engagement and workaholism, tioeeetwo method factors were
defined: coworker report of work engagement andar&er report of workaholism. In
contrast to traditional models assuming perfectsstency of method effects across
traits (e.g., CT-CM model), the CT-R¢1) model assumes that while the method
factors belonging to the same method but diffetesits are significantly correlated,
these correlations are far from perfect. For instancoworker report may be

characterized by the tendency to over- or undenagé focal employees with respect to
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different traits, but the degree of this over- amdlerestimation may vary across the
different traits considered.

Results

Correlation coefficients among Multitrait-Multimeth od (MTMM) measures

The full MTMM matrix of the correlations among tleengle dimensions of
engagement and workaholism and the total scorekes® dimensions, as measured by
focal employees and coworkers, is displayed in @4bl
Overall, a comparison of the means of the focalleyges and coworkers revealed very
similar patterns. Nonetheless, the focal employesgrage self-evaluations were in
general slightly higher than those provided by rttmworkers for the two central
dimensions of engagement, namely vigor and dedicatiowever, this difference was
not statistically significant neither for vigai(712) = .76,ns), nor for dedicationt(72) =
.96,n9).

In contrast, focal employees' average assessrhabsorption was hardly higher
than the average rating provided by coworkers,ahsn this difference was far from
being significantt(72) = -.18,n9).

Most interestingly, the focal employees’ averagéeealuations on the general score of
work engagement were higher than those providethby coworkers:M self-report
engagement = 5.3@D = .62);M coworker report engagement = 5.8D(= .83). Once
again the comparison between these means revdaédhey were not significantly
different ¢(72) = -.61,n9).

In contrast with the general trend concerning werligagement, the average
assessments of the workaholism dimensions indicHtat the scores provided by
coworkers were higher than those provided by feoaployees. In particular, there was
a significant difference for working compulsively(42) = 2.50,p < .05), with
coworkers assigning higher scores than focal enggsy

In contrast, focal employees' average assessmarrking excessively was not

significantly different from the average rating pided by coworkerst(72) = -.46,n9).
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r

Self report Coworker report

Method and trait M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Self report
1. Vigor 519 .76  (.81)
2. Dedication 5.49 .84 737 (.92)
3. Absorption 540 .57 54" 477 (.60)
4. Work engagemer 536 .62 90" 89" 747 (88)
5. WE 276 .64 -26 -.30" -15 -29  (.83)
6. WC 225 57 -27 -.26 -14 -27 827 (73)
7. Workaholism 250 58 -28  -30 -15 -.29 95" 957 (.88)
Coworker report
1. Vigor 511 1.04 58" 537 33 577 -21 -12 -.18 (.83)
2. Dedication 540 .92 527 82" 24 577 -20 -12 -17 797 (91)
3. Absorption 542 .74 427 517 a7 467 -19 -.19 -.20 67" 847 (.76)
4. Work engagemer 531 .83 56" 60" .28 597 -22 -.15 -.20 91" 95" 897 (.92
5. WE 278 .49  -18 -11 -.09 -15 70" &7 72" -.08 .06 .02 -01  (.64)
6. WC 242 55  -07 -.09 -.16 -12 467 46" 487 .03 21 .20 15 647 (.66)
7. Workaholism 2.60 .47  -13 -11 -14 -15 64" 6827 66" -.02 15 12 .08 89" 91" (.78)

Note.” p<.05;” p<.01;"
(convergent validity) are in bold

*:

" p<.001. Coefficient alpha is displayed in parentsasethe main diagonal. Correlations between thegzait measured by two different methods
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In a similar way, the focal employees’ average-se#luations on the general score of
workaholism were lower than those provided by cdwos, with M self-report
workaholism = 2.503D = .58) andM coworker report workaholism = 2.68D = .47).
On the other hand, these average ratings wereigrifisantly different ((72) = -1.87,
ns).

In the MTMM matrix, correlations among measuresmafitiple traits assessed
by multiple methods give information about the cengent and discriminant validity
(Campbell & Fiske, 1959). High correlations betwemeasures of the same trait
assessed by different methods provide evidencemfergent validityTherefore, in the
current study convergent validity is indicated bghhcorrelations between measures of
the same trait provided by focal employees and ckeve.

Conversely, discriminant validity is supported if correlations among measures of
different traits (using either the same or différerethods) are significantly weaker than
correlations between measures of the same traithich different methods are used.
Hence, in the current study discriminant validity proved if correlations among
measures of different traits are significantly werathan correlations between measures
of the same trait provided by focal employees anwlackers.

In our study, an inspection of the MTMM correlatsorevealed a significant
convergence between focal employees and cowonkexié the reported components (
ranged from .46 to .70). The only exception is tituied by the third component of
work engagement, absorption, which showed a namfgignt correlation between self-
report and coworker report. Our results also showdagh convergent validity for the
general score of work engagement=(.59,p < .001) and workaholisnr (= .66,p <
.001). Among the engagement dimensions, dedicates characterized by the higher
convergent validity coefficientr(= .62, p < .001), whereas the component of
workaholism showing the strongest convergent vglidias working excessively &
.70,p < .001).

On the whole, these positive correlations suppb& tonvergent validity for the
dimensions of engagement and workaholism and tpaneral scores, with the only
exception of the third dimension of engagement, ihabsorption.

When we take the single dimensions of engagemedt veorkaholism into

account, we found evidence for the prevalence mingt method effects. Indeed, the
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single dimensions of engagement (i.e., vigor, d&da, absorption) and workaholism
(i.e., working excessively, working compulsivelyhosved monomethod correlations
which were even higher than their respective cayemtr validity coefficients. In other
words, in several cases correlations among diffedeanensions measured by the same
method (focal employee or coworker) were highemtlibe respective convergent
validity coefficients.

These coefficients did not satisfy the criteriortabshed by Campbell and Fiske
(1975) necessary to support a clear discriminalditsg since the highest correlations
are not between heteromethod-monotrait measures.

On the other hand, when only the total engagemmente is taken into account,
the highest correlation by far is that between hleéeromethod-monotrait measures,
hence between engagement as measured by focalyse@ad coworker (= .59,p <
.001). Therefore, work engagement showed strongridigiant validity from the
general score of workaholism and its single compt®ja.e. working excessively and
working compulsively.

In a similar way, when only the general workalmliscore is assessed, the
highest correlation is between the heteromethodatnain measure, hence between
workaholism as assessed by focal employee and &ew@r= .66,p < .001). Hence,
workaholism showed high discriminant validity fromork engagement and its single

dimensions, i.e. vigor, dedication and absorption.

Testing theCT-C(M-1) model

The above correlation coefficients are helpful ttescriptive purposes, but
multitrait-multimethod data are optimally analyzedth a structural equation model.
The CT-CM-1) model was estimated using the AMOS 5 softwaickage (Arbuckle,
2005) with a maximum likelihood estimation procesl(ffigure 1).
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VIGOR
focal employee

DEDICATION
focal employee

ABSORPTION
focal employee

WORK
ENGAGEMENT

VIGOR
coworker

COWORKER
REPORT
ENGAGEMENT

DEDICATION
coworker

ABSORPTION
coworker

WE
focal employee

wcC
focal employee
WORKAHOLISM

WE

coworker COWORKER

REPORT

we WORKAHOLISM

coworker

Note WE = Working Excessively; WC = Working Compulsively

Figure 1.CT-C(M-1) model for work engagement and workaholism séli-report as

reference method.

The model fit to the data was evaluated usingtiesquarey’) statistic and the
root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA). &l& examined fit indices less
sensitive to sample size, including the Comparakitelndex (CFl) and the Tucker

Lewis Index (TLI). For the RMSEA, values equal to less than .08 indicate an
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acceptable model fit (Bentler, 1990). For the offitestatistics, values of .90 represent
acceptable fit, whereas values of .95 or higheicatd good fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999).
The model presented in Figure 1 showed a gooa fihé datay® (28) = 36.137, p =
.139; RMSEA = .06, CFl = .98, TLI = .97.

Factor loadings

Standardized factor loadings for the trait and hoétfactors are reported in
Table 2.

Table 2 Standardized factor loadings for trait and metk®elf report and coworker
report) factors from the CT-®&1=1) model

Work engagement Workaholism

Method Method

Indicator Trait  Coworker report Indicator Trait Coworker report
Self report Vigor 87" WE 94"
Dedication .85" WC 87"

Absorption .58

Coworker report  Vigor 63" 50" WE 75" 407
Dedication .62™ 78" wcC 50" 67"
Absorption .50 66"

Correlation between traits .

(work engagement, workaholism) -.33

Correlation between methods
(coworker report of work engagement, coworker repbworkaholism)

ok

.54

Note WE = Working Excessively; WC = Working Compulsivelyp<.05;” p<.01;"™ p<.001
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Factor loadings were strong (.58-.94) for selfertp as well as for coworker
reports (.50-.75). It should be noted that coworlegort represented the only modeled
method factor of the current study, since self-rep@s selected as reference method
and therefore was not modeled. Hence, trait loadaigoworker reports are lower than
those pertaining to self-reports because coworkports have trait-specific method
factors to “absorb” some of the covariance amordjcators. The high loadings of
coworker reports on the trait factors indicated tha self-reports can explain a large
amount of the variances of their coworkers’ ratingensequently, it can be concluded
that the convergent validity between self-repontd eoworker reports is high.

In addition, there was some variability acrosggrahe lowest trait loadings for
coworker reports were found for absorption and waykcompulsively (.50), whereas
working excessively showed the highest loading)(.mhis suggests that convergent
validity of self-report vis-a-vis coworker reporta@ strongest for working excessively,
and weakest for absorption and working compulsivBgcause our model controlled
for measurement error through its use of multipldidators, information from these
factor loadings enhances the understanding of cgeweé validity that was found

through simple correlation analysis based on thé/MWTmatrix (Table 1).

Correlations among factors

In the CT-CM-1) model, the correlation of different traits ma&sl by the
same method indicates the generalizability of metaffects across traits (Eid et al.,
2003). For instance, a correlation of zero woultigate that there is no generalizability
of method effects across traits. In the currend\stthe correlation between engagement
and workaholism as measured by coworkers was54 ¢ < .05), suggesting a trait-
specific method effect. In other words, the positnorrelation between the method
factors of engagement and workaholism indicate$ tloavorkers who overestimate
focal employee engagement also tend to overestintb#e person’s level of
workaholism. Conversely, underestimation of engagamis associated with
underestimation of workaholism.

The correlation of the trait factors (i.e., workgagement and workaholism)

indicates the discriminant validity at the level tbk standard method. In the current

~96 ~



Workaholism and work engagement in the eye of the beholder?

study the standard method was the self-reportetbes, this correlation coefficient
measured the discriminant validity with respecthe focal employees. As reported in
Table 2, work engagement showed a negative caoelatth workaholismi(=-.33,p

< .05). Given that measurement error has been atedufor, this correlation is
disattenuated: in other words, it represents theelasion between true scores of these
variables. This negative correlation -coefficientdicated that engagement and

workaholism emerge as distinct dimensions.

Variance components

Table 3 illustrates the variance components ofabserved variables and the
true-score variables.

The reliabilities of the observed indicators artatreely high, with the exception of
absorption as measured by focal employees. In Wwith the internal consistency
indicated in Table 1, the reliability of this spleciindicator is slightly lower than the
value of .70 which is generally used as an indic&do sufficient internal consistency
(Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). The consistency coefhts describe the amount of true
variance for an observed variable, or true-scorgabbes, which is explained by
respective trait factors. Hence, the consisten@ffictents are interpreted as indicators
of convergent validity between structurally diffeteaters.

Method specificity indicates the amount of trueriasace for an observed
variable, or true-score variable, which is expldihg the respective method factor. For
the three work engagement indicators, the consigtenefficients of the coworkers’
ratings range from .26 to .39. Hence, between 266&639% of the coworkers’ ratings
can be explained by the self-reports. Inspectiothef method specificity coefficients
suggests that between 25% and 61% of reliableti@rian the engagement dimensions
as reported by coworkers was unique to these methat dedication and absorption,
the consistency coefficients are slightly lower pamed with the method-specificity
coefficients.

Nonetheless, when the variance components of riestore variables are
considered, the consistency coefficients of the ar&er ratings for these two
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dimensions range from .37 to .39; therefore, a peghonderance of method specificity

can be excluded.

Table 3.Variance Components in the CTNE{1) Model

Observed variables True-score variables
Rating Reliability Consistency Met_hloq Consistency Met_hloq Laten.t
specificity specificity  correlation

Work engagement

Self report
Vigor .75 75 1.00
Dedication 72 72 1.00
Absorption .33 .33 1.00

Coworker report

Vigor .64 .39 .25 .62 .38 .79
Dedication 1.00 .39 .61 .39 .61 .62
Absorption .70 .26 44 .37 .63 .61

Workaholism
Self report
Working g9 88 1.00
Excessively
working g 75 1.00

Compulsively

Coworker report

Working - ) 55 15 78 22 88
Excessively
Working g 24 45 35 65 59

Compulsively

Note.CT-C(M-1) = correlated trait—correlated method mions. Latent correlation with the standard method
(Jconsistency).

Concerning the two indicators of workaholism, ttensistency coefficients of
the coworkers’ ratings range from .24 to .55. Tospecific, 55% of the coworkers’
ratings on the behavioral dimension of workaholiénorking excessively) can be

explained by the self-reports. On the other hamel corresponding rate for the cognitive
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dimension (i.e., working compulsively) equals 24Phese results are in line with the
convergent validity coefficients displayed in Taldle were working excessively and
working compulsively showed the highest and the esiw convergent validity
coefficients, respectively. When the variance congmts of the true-score variables are
examined, the consistency coefficient of the coworlatings for working excessively is
.78, thus suggesting a strong association betweknand coworker reports for this
dimension of workaholism. Working compulsively stemiva consistency coefficient of
.35, and a method specificity coefficient of .6@ggesting that 65% of reliable variation
in working compulsively as measured by coworkegparts was unique to this method.
The last column of Table 3 shows the latent cati@hs between the self- and
coworker reports. These coefficients are correfatibetween the true scores of the
coworker ratings and the corresponding true scofdke first self-reported indicator.
Therefore, they represent correlations between aelt coworker reports corrected for
measurement error. Thus, the latent correlatiohsd®n coworker-reported latent traits

and self-report indicators ranged from .59 to .88.

Discussion

Drawing on a sample of 73 dyads, the purposeepthsent study was twofold:
1) to compare focal employees’ and coworkers’ gatfoas concerning the levels of
work engagement and workaholism exhibited by tltalfemployee as measured by the
UWES (Schaufeli et al.,, 2006) and workaholism asasneed by the DUWAS
(Schaufeli et al., 2009), and 2) to explore themiisinant validity of work engagement
and workaholism.

Results deriving from the analysis of the MTMM mrat(Campbell & Fiske,
1959) confirmed the discriminant validity betweearlvengagement and workaholism.
In addition, the CT-Q{I-1) model (Eid et al., 2003; Nussbeck et al., 26a89)firmed
the presence of a high discriminant validity betwework engagement and
workaholism at the level of the focal employee, sgho as reference method for the
current model. Since the CT4@£1) offers the opportunity to control for measuraine
error, the negative correlation coefficient betweemgagement and workaholism

represents the discriminant validity between the tscores of these variables. In line
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with previous studies (Schaufeli et al., 2009; 20G&e current research provided
evidence for the distinctive nature of these foahworking hard.

According to the MTMM matrix, the assessment of three dimensions of
work engagement, namely, vigor, dedication, andom@di®n, showed a substantial
agreement between the two groups of raters. The exdeption was represented by
absorption, which did not show a significant catiein (convergent validity) between
focal employees’ and coworkers’ evaluations. Howevieshould be noted that this
component is not considered a crucial dimensiorthef construct, since vigor and
dedication are regarded as the core features df eimgagement (Schaufeli & Bakker,
2004b). Therefore, these results supported theepcesof a high convergent validity
between focal employee and coworker with respe¢héocentral dimensions of work
engagement (vigor and dedication).

Work engagement as assessed by the UWES is cedcefs as a unitary
construct constituted by three different yet clgsedlated aspects. For that reason,
Schaufeli and colleagues (2006) recommend, paatigulor practical purposes, that the
total score on the UWES be used as a single iraticaf work engagement.
Accordingly, employees are considered engageceif Htore high on each of the three
underlying dimensions (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2010).the present study, the general
assessment of work engagement showed a high agmedmatveen the two raters
involved; therefore, it can be concluded that cesuits indicated a high convergent
validity between focal employee and coworker iratieh to a positive kind of heavy
work investment, that is, work engagement.

Concerning workaholism, the MTMM matrix indicatddghly comparable
evaluations for the behavioral component of thestroiat, i.e., working excessively, but
significantly different assessments of the cogeitidimension, i.e., working
compulsively. In other words, in our sample, foeatployees tended to under-report
their compulsive attitude toward work in comparigortheir coworkers.

On the other hand, the total score on workahotiginnot show any significant
difference between focal employees and coworkehrs finding is particularly relevant
because workaholism is defined as a syndrome imgplie combination of high scores
on both its underlying dimensions: working exceslsivand working compulsively
(Schaufeli et al., 2009).
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All in all, results concerning the convergent dali between focal employee
and coworker assessments of engagement and woida@bhanhd their single dimensions
were corroborated by loadings and consistency ioefts reported in the CT-0F1)
model. The high trait loadings suggested that regdbrt can explain a large amount of
the variances of coworkers’ ratings, thus confignanhigh convergent validity between
focal employees’ and coworkers’ evaluations.

In particular, the highest loading for coworkepad pertained to working
excessively, whereas absorption and working complisshowed the lowest loading.
In line with the results of the MTMM matrix, the &I(M-1) model suggested that
convergent validity between the two raters wasngfest for working excessively and
weakest for absorption and working compulsivelye3d results were supported by the
analysis of the variance components of the CW€) model. Consistency coefficients
suggested an extremely high convergent validitywbeh raters with reference to
working excessively. In contrast, absorption andkimgy compulsively showed strong
method specificity: a large amount of variance tf@se dimensions was explained by
method factors, thus by the specific rater takém account.

Therefore, the two key dimensions of workaholisxhilited a different
convergent validity between focal employees’ andvarers’ assessments. This
evidence constitutes an interesting difference frpravious findings suggesting a
complete overlap between self- and other reportallofvorkaholism dimensions. In
particular, empirical results based on the workaholtriad developed by Spence and
Robbins (1992) indicated analogous ratings amorgl femployees and significant
others, also for the dimension of workaholism déstg the inner compulsion that
propels these employees to work excessively hagd,drive (McMillan et al., 2004;
Aziz & Zickar, 2006; Burke & Ng, 2007).

To sum up, the present research corroborates/tienee that work engagement
and workaholism represent two conceptually and eogbly distinct forms of
involvement in one’s work; in addition, these consts seem to be accurately assessed

by both focal employees and their coworkers.
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Study limitations

Although a strength of the present study desigheasexploration and matching
of data between employees and coworkers with neéeré¢o two opposite forms of
working hard (work engagement and workaholism)rehare some limitations that
should be mentioned. First, the sample size wadively small, which might have
reduced the statistical power of our analyses dsd decreases the opportunity to
generalize the obtained results to the entire wgriiopulation. A second limitation of
the present study is that it is cross-sectionaln@ture, so we cannot draw any
conclusions regarding the stability of our findings

Therefore, adopting a rigorous longitudinal reskadesign would reduce the
likelihood of the findings having arisen due to cb@ and would allow us to investigate
whether the current results are stable across tfnecover, the engagement dimension
of absorption (as measured by focal employee re@ortl the two dimensions of
workaholism (as measured by coworker report) hadliability coefficient that was
slightly lower than the criterion of .70, which tiditionally used as a rule of thumb
(Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). Nevertheless, thiphal coefficient is satisfactory
considering Nunnally’s (1967) recommendation to yonlse scales with item
consistencies higher than .60 in basic researcladtfition, these scales reflect only
single components of the constructs under investigawhereas the current study
mainly focused on two opposite kinds of employeaviyework investment. Hence, a
crucial role was attributed to the total scorethefUWES and the DUWAS.

Finally, the adopted measures were paper-and{peparts, which can lead the
subject to reporting bias. Although adopting covenrkeport addressed this critical
issue to some extent, including behavioral obsemat is important. Objective
measures would be suitable only for assessingeghavoral dimension of workaholism
(i.e., working excessively), for instance, by obésy whether employees continue to
work after their coworkers finish. On the other tharattempting to collect such
measures of the inner drive that prompts workah@mployees (i.e., working

compulsively) would not be feasible.
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Future research directions

Despite these limitations, the current findingsvéhamplications for future
research directions. Indeed, for future studies anmultirater perspective of
workaholism and engagement, it may be of interestvestigate also the perceptions of
other subjects both within the workplace (e.g.,esuigor) and the family context (e.qg.,
partner). This will allow revealing overlaps or fdifences in focal employees'
workaholism and engagement as measured by differaters. Moreover, future
research should investigate the effective impadioo&l employees' workaholism and
engagement on personal relationships. To this erehsures of relationship quality
should be assessed by different raters (e.g., ¢@mmrpartners) in order to corroborate
the hypothesis that workaholism and engagement histeémental and positive

consequences also on quality of employees' rektips, respectively.
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CHAPTER 5

General discussion
5.1 Introduction

During the last few decades, there has been & dea of sustained interest in
the subject of workaholism both within the acadetiterature and also in the popular
press (Burke, Matthiesen, & Pallesen, 2006). Te,ddiere is a substantial consensus
on a definition of workaholism that emphasizes tlude of an overwhelming
compulsion to work, explaining the tendency to dath an excessive amount of time to
the job (Schaufeli, Taris, & Bakker, 2006; 2008)ccArdingly, the present thesis is
based on a definition of workaholism as a negagisychological state characterized by
working excessively, essentially due to an interddave that cannot be resisted
(Salanova, Del Libano, Llorens, Schaufeli, & Fidalg008).

As workaholism has garnered increasing attentiorthe scientific literature,
several scholars have developed a conceptual madelehich individual and
environmental variables concur to determine theuoeace of this addiction to work.
Specifically, two noteworthy reviews on workaholiseggested that the combination of
personality and environmental conditions plays & kele in determining the
manifestation of this addiction to work (Ng, Sorems& Feldman, 2007; Liang & Chu,
2009). To be specific, these models posit that edmmperson characteristics play a
major role in generating workaholism, specific aweristics pertaining to the work
environment may exacerbate this condition. Henlee, dombination of personal and
environmental conditions is recognized as a keyeaattent in determining the
manifestation of workaholism. In this sense, orgations may unintentionally act as
the “pushers” or “enablers” that encourage work@hdblehaviors (Holland, 2008).
Therefore, the lack of attempts to assess the jompact of individual and
environmental antecedents of workaholism represantgap within the academic
literature currently available.

Moreover, given workaholics' tendency to dedicateextreme amount of time
to their work, the assessment of environmentalcaokents of workaholism should rely

on a valid measure of the perception of a work remvent that expects or obliges
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employees to work hard. Accordingly, workaholismshbheen suggested to be
particularly prevalent in those work environmentstt encourage employees to be
extremely competitive, power-hungry, task-orientadd fearful of failure (Ng et al.,
2007). To date, only one study has focused on tharamental antecedent of
workaholism, namely organizational climate, andvea that the perception of a high
work pressure was related to greater levels of edsign toward work (Johnstone &
Johnston, 2005). Nonetheless, there is no studilablea that employs a valid and
reliable questionnaire aimed to assess employeesetions concerning a climate that
requires working beyond the official work hoursddhus likely to foster the behavioral
dimension of workaholism.

All in all, it may be concluded that so far the Ithoausal nature of
workaholism, widely suggested by recent conceptaibns of workaholism, has not
been empirically explored. Moreover, the literatwwle workaholism suggests that
gaining a multi-rater perspective on workaholism ymaddress the claim that
workaholics deny and therefore under-report thempgulsive conduct (Porter, 1996).
Gathering data from different sources would al$ovabvercoming weaknesses usually
associated with self-report research reported inynsudies focused on workaholism.
Although few studies have tried to gather data fromltiple sources in order to
evaluate the differences between self-reports atieeroeports (e.g., McMillan,
O’Drisoll, & Brady, 2004), none of them was basedaodefinition of workaholism as a
negative psychological state characterized by tbenbination of a behavioral
dimension, i.e., working excessively, and a cogaitidimension, i.e., working
compulsively (Schaufeli et al., 2006). In additiall, of these studies were based on
limited strategies of analysis, i.e., comparisorsMeen means, which do not permit
comparing self- and other-reports with a cleamestion of the measurement error.

In light of these considerations, the central ainthe present thesis was to give
a significant contribution to the conceptualizatadrworkaholism by 1) testing whether
the joint impact of environmental and personal eedients may enhance workaholism;
2) developing and exploring the psychometric probperof a questionnaire aimed to
assess a psychological climate for overwork; 3)tresting focal employees’ and
coworkers’ perceptions of the employees’ levels wafrkaholism, defined as the

combination of working excessively and working canispvely.
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5.2 Summary of main findings

Chapter 2described the results of a study aimed to exglweanteraction effect
between a climate that requires to perform overwaridd employees' individual
characteristics on workaholism. Indeed, empiricatience suggests that achievement
motivation, perfectionism, conscientiousness, aitiedficacy significantly predispose
employees toward becoming workaholics (e.g., Claddchook, & Taylor, 2010).
However, recent perspectives on work addiction ssgthat organizational factors play
a significant role in the development and mainteeasf workaholism (Ng et al., 2007).
Therefore, we hypothesized that workaholism maydséered by the perception of a
work environment that expects and compels emploieesrk beyond set work hours,
to take their work home, and to work during weelseadholidays. In the present thesis
we described employees' combined perceptions eéthederlying values in their work
environment with the ternoverwork climate Because person characteristics are by
definition rather stable over time, they are assiitoeact as moderators able to amplify
the impact of the overwork climate on workaholism.

Based on a sample of 333 Dutch employees, thisyshuity supported the
hypothesis of an interaction effect between an wwesdt climate and person
characteristics in fostering workaholism. Thesaultesprovide initial evidence of the
presence of a positive relationship between anvawdr climate and workaholism,
defined as the combination of working excessivelg @ompulsively, especially for
employees who displayed high levels of achievemewativation, perfectionism,
conscientiousness, and self-efficacy.

Specifically, among these person characteristiogy achievement motivation
and perfectionism were significantly associatechwibrkaholism. In contrast, the main
effects of conscientiousness and self-efficacy arkaholism werenot significant,
although the interaction between these two chaiattss and overwork climate
fostered workaholism significantly. Therefore, cany to the previous empirical
findings suggesting that conscientiousness and-effetcy are dispositional
antecedents of workaholism (e.g., Aziz & Tronzo]l 20Del Libano, Llorens, Salanova,
& Schaufeli, 2012), our results indicated that éhpsrson characteristics contribute to
the development of obsession with warkly when employees perceived an overwork

climate It may be concluded that conscientiousness alfie¢ffieacy do not inherently
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act as antecedents of workaholism; rathew levels of conscientiousness seem to
foster workaholism when no overwork climate is péred, whereas high levels of
conscientiousness seem to foster workaholism wheovarwork climate is perceived.
An analogous pattern was found regarding the iotiena between an overwork climate
and self-efficacy. These findings support the higpsis that, compared to employees
characterized by similar workaholic traits, thogpased to behavioral reinforcements
in the workplace (e.g., an organizational climdtat tencourages workaholism) might
display higher levels of workaholism (Liang & C2Q09; Ng et al., 2007).

This perspective on workaholism is in line withttbdMcMillan and colleagues
(2003), who suggested that a combination of trad Eearning theories provides the
most promising potential for future research onkabolism: hence, trait-based theory
defines workaholism as a stable behavioral pattehis dispositional in nature; it first
emerges in late adolescence and is exacerbatedvirp@mental stimuli. In contrast,
learning theory is characterized by generalityspaony, and pragmatism, and presents
a practicable basis for explaining workaholism. rElfiere, Chapter 2 represents a first
attempt to connect trait and learning perspectoresvorkaholism, by simultaneously
considering person characteristics (achievement ivatain, perfectionism,
conscientiousness, and self-efficacy) and the obléhe environment (i.e., overwork
climate).

In line with the first purpose of the present teesChapter 2 reports a first
attempt to assess empirically whether the intecactbetween the perception of a
climate that encourages overwork and person chara&tics may enhance
workaholism. Overall, a significant increase in Wwaholism is observed when
employees possess characteristics that predispase towards becoming workaholics

and when they perceive the presence of an overglionate in their workplaces.

Chapter 3consists of two interrelated studies. Study 1 ainedlevelop a
measure of psychological climate for overwork, ladeas Overwork Climate Scale
(OWCS), and to examine its psychometric properfies, reliability and factorial
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validity). Study 2 aimed to examine the relatiopsbetween overwork climagnd two
forms of working hard, i.e., workaholism and worlgagement.

In Study 1, a principal component analysis wasdooted on the eleven items
with oblique rotation across SampleN £ 395) and a confirmatory factor analysis was
conducted in Sample 2N(= 396). The obtained results provided evidence dor
theoretically interpretable 11-item OWCS composédwmn factors. The first factor
assessed to what extent overwork is encouragedaluodd in the workplace (referred
to asoverwork endorsemen® items), while the second factor consisted efm#
measuring the absence of HRM policies aimed at ndinvg those employees who
dedicate an extraordinary amount of time to theirlkmlacking overwork rewards4
items).

Study 2 explored the associations between theéegxie of an overwork climate
and two different types of working hard, an intraadly positive form, i.e., work
engagement, and an intrinsically negative form, werkaholism (Schaufeli, Bakker,
Van der Heijden, & Prins, 2009). Based on a samplé91l employees, our findings
showed that the OWCS dimension labeledwesrwork endorsemeifite., a widespread
overwork encouragement in the workplace) was significantly associated with
engagement. This result corroborates the ideaethgaaged employees act primarily out
of a strong autonomous motivation, so they worlkdhaainly because of a sense of
volition and choice, and are hardly influenced hg environment or feedback from
others (Van Beek, Hu, Schaufeli, Taris, & Schre@812). On the other hand, the
dimension oflacking overwork rewardsgi.e., the insufficient allocation of rewards for
employees who work long hours) was negatively eelaivith engagement. From a
theoretical perspective, this finding is consistesith the motivational process
postulated by the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) IM{demerouti, Bakker,
Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001). This process pdsi#t job resources allow employees
to cope with the demanding aspects of their wokk simultaneously stimulate them to
learn from and grow in their job, which may lead maotivation, feelings of
accomplishment, and organizational commitment (Balk& Derks, 2010). In line with
that, the inadequate allocation of resources foplepees who work long hours may
account for the negative relationship between & lat overwork rewards and

engagement. Moreover, the negative relationshipvdmst lacking overwork rewards
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and engagement remained unchanged after contrdimgsychological job demands.
This result supported the hypothesis that engagensemegatively related to the
scarcity of rewards provided by the organization @mployees who overwork,
regardless of the workload resulting from psychmaljob demands.

In contrast, both the OWCS dimensions showed atip®sassociation with
workaholism. This relationship is particularly stgpfor the dimensions adverwork
endorsementThis finding supports the reasoning that an aegdional environment
where employees are pushed to work extra hoursueages them to devote an
extraordinary amount of time and energy to theirkyand contributes significantly to
enhance workaholism (Porter, 2004). The weak aa8ogi betweenacking overwork
rewardsand workaholism is consistent with previous resaltesting that workaholic
employees work extremely hard out of an obsessie,dso that the presence or the
lack of different kinds of rewards is rather irned@t for this negative type of working
hard (Van Beek, Taris, & Schaufeli, 2011). The pesiassociation between overwork
climate and workaholism was affected after contrglifor psychological job demand,
in particular for thelacking overwork rewardsdimension. Hence, the amount of
workload placed on employees (i.e. psychologichl gemands) may partially explain
the relationship between the perception of requams for extreme work hours and

workaholism.

In line with the second purpose of the presentisheShapter 3 presents a
factorially valid and internally consistent measusé the perception of an overwork
climate at work. The OWCS consists of two differeinhensions: overwork
endorsement and lacking overwork rewards. Lackingrwork rewards is negatively
associated with engagement, whereas overwork eanhanst is not significantly related
with this positive form of working hard. In conttasoth the overwork climate
components show a positive association with worksino In particular, overwork
endorsement constitutes the key dimension of ovikerwbmate when studying

workaholism.
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Chapter 4had two main purposes. First, it aimed to compaoalfemployees’
and their coworkers’ perceptions concerning the leyges' level of workaholism, as
measured by the Dutch Work Addiction Scale (DUWAShaufeli, Shimazu, & Taris,
2009), and work engagement, as measured by theHitWork Engagement Scale
(UWES; Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 2006). Secaheése measures have been
employed to explore the discriminant validity of nweengagement and workaholism
using different information sources.

This study applied two different strategies of ssml. First, the Multitrait-
Multimethod (MTMM) matrix, i.e., correlations amongeasures of multiple traits
assessed by multiple methods, provided prelimimafigrmation about the convergent
and discriminant validity between work engagemamd aorkaholism (Campbell &
Fiske, 1959). Second, a multiple-indicator coresdatrait-correlated method minus one
model, i.e. the CT-®(-1) model, was analyzed (Eid, Lischetzke, Nussbe&k,
Trierweiler, 2003; Nussbeck, Eid, Geiser, Counaris& Lischetzke, 2009).

Using a sample of 73 dyads composed by employeegsheeir coworkers, this
study supported the presence of a high convergaidity between focal employee and
coworker with respect to the central dimensionsvofk engagement (i.e., vigor and
dedication) and the general assessment of workgengent. Concerning workaholism,
this study showed a high convergent validity betweaters with reference to the
general assessment of workaholism and the behawilorension of the construct,
namely working excessively. In contrast, workingngulsively showed strong method
specificity: the assessment of this dimension ofkabolism was significantly different
for the two raters. This evidence constitutes aerasting difference from previous
findings suggesting a complete overlap between- saeifd other-reports of all
workaholism dimensions (Aziz & Zickar, 2006; BureNg, 2007; McMillan et al.,
2004). Finally, our results showed a high discriamin validity between work
engagement and workaholism; thus, they corrobdhetevidence that these constructs
represent two conceptually and empirically distikctds of heavy work investment
(Schaufeli et al., 2006).

In line with the third purpose of the present teeLhapter 4 shows a

considerable agreement between focal employeesttraidcoworkers’ perceptions on
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levels of work engagement and workaholism exhibibgd the focal employee.
Nonetheless, our findings indicate a significanffeslence on the assessment of the
cognitive dimension of workaholism, i.e. workingngulsively. Furthermore, empirical
results reported in Chapter 4 provide further evide for the discriminant validity

between the two forms of working hard.

5.3 Limitations

The results of the present work contribute to thgaing conceptualization of
workaholism as a work-related condition that coloddbetter understood by adopting a
multi-causal and multi-rater perspective. Beforecdssing the theoretical and practical
implications of our findings, some important limitas of the present thesis should be
further acknowledged.

First, all studies were based on cross-sectiontd, & that caution must be
exercised in the causal interpretation of the alekrassociations. With reference to
Chapter 2 and 3, the use of cross-sectional dgthesnthat conclusions about causality
could not be drawn unequivocally. In other words tata prevent us from clearly
establishing the hypothesized causal relationshim®ng overwork climate, person
characteristics (assessed in Chapter 2), and wolikeh Concerning Chapter 4, the
cross-sectional nature of the data precludes tip@ramity to draw any conclusions
regarding the stability of our findings about tfecal employees’ and coworkers’
perceptions of workaholism and engagemétence, adopting a rigorous longitudinal
research design would reduce the likelihood offitndgings having arisen due to chance,
and would allow investigation to determine whettier current results are stable across
time.

Moreover, Chapter 2 and 3 were based on data demwirely from self-
reported questionnaires, and it should be congidérat the results obtained from the
self-report research could be misleading for sdvezasons. First of all, common
method variance may have influenced our resultsdg&koff, MacKenzie, Lee, &
Podsakoff, 2003). Common method variance referth@oshared amount of spurious
covariance between variables due to the commonadetimployed (i.e., self-report).

Therefore, when all variables under investigatioe &#ased on one method of
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measurement, substantive findings are likely tocbataminated by shared method
variance. In addition, self-report data may be actbjo distortion and inaccuracy due to
social desirability bias. This occurs because rebeparticipants tend to under-report
behaviors deemed inappropriate by researchers har atbservers, and they tend to
over-report behaviors typically considered as appate (Donaldson & Grant-Vallone,
2002). Self-report bias is particularly likely imganizational behavior research because
employees often suppose there is at least a repuagsibility that their supervisors
could gain access to their responses (Moorman, @ds&lmff, 1992). On the other hand,
Chapter 4 could be considered an attempt to ovexdonitations due to self-report by
gathering data from more than one source in o@valuate the differences between
the self-reports and other-reports as regards wotlssm and work engagement.

In addition, Chapter 3 reported two interrelataadsts where participants were
Italian. This evidence could represent a limitatiespecially for this specific research,
because it aimed to evaluate the psychometric piepeof a novel measure of the
employees' individual perceptions of an overwoiknate in the workplace. Therefore,
our findings on the OWCS cannot be generalizedheraationalities. Further research
based on the English version of the OWCS would Xteemely fruitful in order to
examine whether the scale produces the same reghdts used in other countries.

Finally, it should be acknowledged that in Chapfethe sample size was
relatively small, and this limitation might havedueed the statistical power of our
analyses and increased the estimation error (Cobmlialeser, Nanda, & Rajaratnam,
1972). In addition, the employment of a small sampiecludes the opportunity to
represent accurately the characteristics of theulatipns from which they were
derived, thus preventing us from generalizing th&aimed results to the entire working

population (Marcoulides, 1993).

5.4 Practical implications and future research diretions

The studies reported in this thesis have severgligations. In particular, our
findings may suggest effective interventions thaaynprevent the fostering and
exacerbation of workaholism. At first glance, wdikldcs may appear to be an

advantage for their organization in terms of thmmitment and effort. The most
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evident characteristic of workaholics is their tendy to display a great level of
dedication to their jobs and to devote much mameetio this activity than others do
(Burke & Fiksenbaum, 2009). Actually, these empksemay compromise
organizational goals in subtle ways in order tontan or increase their need for more
work. Additionally, their attitude may imply a highotential for stress among co-
workers, essentially due to the fact that workalsoperceive their co-workers as being
of lesser value than themselves and underestirhatquality of their co-workers’ work
if compared to their own work (Porter, 2001). Aseault, workaholic employees often
have problematic relationships with their co-woskdérecause they usually refuse to
delegate work: in doing so, they also try to adfivaeate more work for themselves
(Spence & Robbins, 1992; Taris, Schaufeli, & Vererg 2005). It may be concluded
that workaholism may compromise employees' perfaceaand have detrimental
consequences in terms of organizational outcomesncé] a crucial goal for
organizations is finding ways to assist employeepdrform work more efficiently.
Given the very limited opportunities to influencergon characteristics that predispose
employees towards workaholism, as suggested by t&hdph it might be more
worthwhile for organizations to create an environtéat does not encourage or
require excessive work habits that may originabenfiand foster this compulsive work
conduct. In this sense, an effective change inatkintan be achieved only through a
modification of practices, policies, and procedusdspted in the workplace; this kind
of intervention, in turn, may result in a reinteation of organizational goals and
expectations (Kopelman, Brief, & Guzzo, 1990). dldiion, employers and supervisors
play a significant role in creating a climate tiehot conducive to workaholism, since
they implement shared practices through their behavcommunication, and
interactions with employees, as well as provide legges with clear indications about
the desired behaviors in the workplace (Ostroffniédi, & Tamkins, 2003). As
indicated by Chapter 3, a closer inspection ofa$gects of an overwork climate able to
foster workaholism suggest that this negative tyfpleeavy work investment is strongly
associated with the constant encouragement of @r&rin the workplace, here defined
as overwork endorsement. In other words, a worlptadwracterized by a widespread
diffusion of overwork and the presence of an orgatwnal management that forces

employees to work beyond the official set hoursstitutes a key aspect of a climate
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that fosters workaholic tendencies among employieeaddition, our findings suggest
that the continuous request to dedicate an extirzamgd amount of time to work could
promote workaholism regardless of the workloadggychological job demands) that
employees have to meet. Hence, reducing the anmumfuobnflicting and demanding
tasks does not represent an effective way to ptetienobsession with work.

In contrast, the presence of inadequate compens&iroovertime work, here
defined as lacking overwork rewards, is scantiliedb foster workaholism, but it may
negatively affect work engagement. This resultaasistent with the well-established
evidence that job resources act as the more imgoatad direct factor (Schaufeli &
Salanova, 2007). Specifically, job resources masteioextrinsic motivation because
they are essential for dealing with job demandsfan@chieving work goals; they are
also intrinsically motivating because they are ableatisfy the basic human needs of
autonomy, belongingness, and competence (Van deecBr Vansteenkiste, De Witte,
& Lens, 2008). In line with that, the allocation iasufficient resources for employees
who overwork may reduce their level of engagemienaddition, this relationship is not
influenced by the amount of psychological demankixga on employees. From a
practical point of view, the requirement to workybed the official work hours should
be associated by fair compensation for extra wéikts.

Although these results are highly relevant in depilg effective interventions
aimed to discourage workaholism and foster workagegient, we suggest that future
research should expand the current comprehensidheomulti-causal perspective on
workaholism. Indeed, the academic literature recamseveral individual antecedents
of workaholism in addition to the person charasters investigated in Chapter 2. For
instance, obsessive-compulsive personality, nasassand perfectionism have been
suggested as person characteristics that predisipo@duals towards becoming
workaholics (Andreassen, Hetland, & Pallesen, 20Mddrack, 2006). However,
empirical investigations aimed at assessing that jonpact of these individual
characteristics and environmental factors, e.gerwork climate in the workplace, is
still lacking.

Moreover, in order to achieve a deeper understgnairworkaholism, defined
as the combination of working excessively and wagkcompulsively, the obtained

results employed a multi-rater assessment of tspeilsive attitude towards work. In
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particular, Chapter 4 evaluated the level of aged@rbetween the focal employees' and
coworkers' perceptions with regard to the level ebigagement and workaholism
displayed by the focal employee. It may be of adddl interest to investigate the
perceptions of other subjects both within the wtakp (e.g., supervisors) and the
family context (e.g., partners). This kind of intigation would allow further
exploration of the presence of significant diffexes among raters having a different
experience of focal employee's behavior in evahgatiis/her level of workaholism. In
addition, a relevant contribution to the comprel@msof workaholism from an
interpersonal viewpoint could derive from studiesied at investigating other raters’
assessment of the quality of relationships withkabolics. Indeed, empirical evidence
suggests that workaholism has harmful consequefwesterpersonal relationships
within and outside the organizational context. Fwstance, workaholic employees
exhibit recurrent interpersonal conflicts at woMudrack, 2006), have poor quality
social relationship outside work (Bakker, DemeroQterlemans, & Sonnentag, 2013),
and report great levels of work-home conflict (Sdieé et al., 2009), as well as a higher
incidence of marital problems (Robinson, FlowersC&roll, 2001).

Therefore, future research should collect data frouitiple sources in order to
provide further evidence of these findings or, ianttast, demonstrate that the
detrimental effect of workaholism on interpersoredhtionships is judged in different

ways depending on the specific rater.

Final note

Overall, the empirical findings discussed in thesant thesis lay the foundation
for a deeper comprehension of workaholism as ativegaork-related state that could

be better explained by assuming a multi-causal andlti-rater perspective.
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