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Abstract: The current study aimed to test how workload, via workaholism, impacts job performance
along with the complex interplay of perfectionistic concerns and work engagement in this mediated
relationship. A two-wave, first and second stage dual-moderated mediation model was tested in an
SEM framework. Results based on a sample of 208 workers revealed a complex and nuanced
relationship among the studied constructs, such that the simple mediation model was not
significant, but the indirect effect was negative, nonsignificant, or positive conditional on both
moderators. The results offer interesting theoretical and practical implications for future studies to
be conducted in this area of research. In particular, lower levels of perfectionistic concerns were
associated with a positive relationship between workload and workaholism, and lower levels of
work engagement were related to a negative link between workaholism and job performance.
Findings suggest work engagement should be monitored and promoted by managers, especially
when workload, and consequently, the possible risk of workaholism, cannot be avoided.
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1. Introduction

The issue of what predicts high job performance is one of the most studied in industrial-
organizational psychology and human resource management [1]. Changes occurring in work settings
and work conditions have stimulated interesting new research avenues that could provide insights
for the implementation of organizational interventions aimed at the promotion and maintenance of
healthy and efficient workplaces. Specifically, in recent years, several changing working conditions
(e.g., strenuous competition, enhanced change and instability, requests for flexibility and continuous
learning), combined with the pervasive use of information and communication technology, have
placed increased work demands on employees at the expense of other life domains, such as private
life and health [2]. A high workload is a common work demand that refers to having too much to do
in too little time [3], and it has been shown to have both negative and positive effects on performance
[4]. On the one hand, workload could be regarded as a threatening stressor with an adverse effect on
performance because it imposes demands on the individual who may not have enough resources
(e.g., time) to overcome them. On the other hand, high workload may also occur when high
performers take on more tasks and responsibilities and therefore are motivated to perform them well.
In this situation, workload can be perceived as a challenge stressor that is positively, rather than
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negatively, associated with performance [5]. Due to its ambivalent influence on job performance,
workload represents a strategic work condition to be “handled with care” by managers.

Beyond workload, research has emphasized that recent changes occurring in work settings, such
as overworking culture, might also enhance the proliferation of workaholic employees, that is,
“persons whose need for work has become so excessive that it creates noticeable disturbance or
interference with his bodily health, personal happiness, and interpersonal relations, and with his
smooth social functioning” [6] (p. 4). Since workaholism was first defined by Oates [6] as a
“compulsion or uncontrollable need to work incessantly” (p. 11), research in this field has received
attention from several scholars. From a clinical perspective, workaholism is considered a true
behavioral addiction and, in line with this notion, the term work addiction has been frequently used
to identify the phenomenon [7]. Following Andreassen et al. [8] however, in the present study, we
will consider workaholism as a synonym of work addiction. Additionally, a consensus has been
reached that workaholism is a genuine and persistent problem whose central feature is compulsive
overworking [7]. The problem has a prevalence of up to 10% across industrialized countries and is
related to impaired psychosocial functioning of clinical relevance [9]. Importantly, it was also
acknowledged that although workaholism is closely related to obsessive—compulsive personality, the
factors contributing to its development go far beyond personality alone [9]. In line with this,
organizational studies have found that although workaholism has been linked to a few positive
outcomes, such as career prospects [10,11], it is also related with a variety of negative outcomes, such
as an increased risk for metabolic syndrome [12], elevated systolic blood pressure [13], sleeping
difficulties [14], work—family conflict [15], and lower relationship satisfaction [16]. In fact, research
on workaholism has been particularly focused on the detrimental outcomes for the employees’ health
and quality of life in general, and less attention has been given to the relationship between
workaholism and job performance.

There does not appear to be a general consensus on the relationship between workaholism and
job performance. Some authors have emphasized that workaholics are extremely productive “hyper-
performers” [17-20] and in this case, managers would have an interest in promoting excessive work
among employees and establish a reward system that promotes the workaholic behavior. Other
scholars have pointed out that workaholics could be poor performers who sacrifice work quality in
an attempt to achieve a high quantity of work [21,22]. Accordingly, recent contributions have
emphasized that to maintain a high-quality standard of employees’ performance, an adequate
recovery period is needed [23,24]. These studies are based on the effort-recovery model [25], which
posits that high effort expenditure in response to high workload, especially if coupled with impaired
recovery—which may be common occurrences among workaholics—drains individual energy
resources and can develop into negative load effects. In the long run, such load effects manifest as
losses of function and health impairment, with negative consequences for job performance. Thus, in
other words, working too many hours with a compulsive attitude is not only unhealthy, but it could
also be ineffective for job performance.

Drawing from the effort-recovery model, in the current study, we aimed to test a comprehensive
model including workload, workaholism, and job performance. Both managers and employees can
benefit from understanding the effect of workload and workaholism on job performance. Managers
should have a clear idea of what interventions to implement for enhancing, instead of compromising,
organizational job performance, and employees should be aware of what could hinder their efforts
to have a successful career. In order to shed light on these issues, we adopted an interactionist
perspective where both job characteristics, such as workload, and individual characteristics, such as
perfectionism, were examined as antecedents in the model. Moreover, the effect of work engagement,
considered as a possible buffer of the detrimental effect of workaholism, are included in the model.
Theoretical and empirical support to our hypotheses is reported in the following paragraphs.
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1.1. The Relationship between Workload, Workaholism and Performance

Although early workaholism research conceptualized the construct primarily as a stable
individual difference characteristic [22], there is accumulating evidence that the organizational
context can also shape future workaholism. Ng et al.’s [20] theoretical model of workaholism
proposed workaholics” behavior might be the result of a system of organizational reinforcements.
Specifically, if working hard is seen positively within an organization and becomes an important
factor in obtaining salary, career advancements, and rewards, employees may be motivated to work
harder. Moreover, workaholism could be a dysfunctional coping strategy developed in response to
chronically high job demands [26]. That is, an individual constantly facing high job demands may
cope by putting more energy and effort into work-related activities and spending progressively more
time on them. As a result, work increases in salience and centrality for the individual. Accordingly,
Balducci and colleagues’ [13] findings support the view that workaholism may be influenced by
certain working conditions, namely, working constantly under time pressure and having many tasks
to accomplish (i.e., workload). Additionally, Kanai and Wakabayashi [27] showed that high workload
was related to increased levels of workaholism in both white- and blue-collar Japanese employees.
Finally, Huyghebaert and colleagues [28] tested a cross-lagged model on a sample of French
managers, examining the role of workload in the onset of workaholism by considering the two core
dimensions of the workaholism measure, that is, working excessively and working compulsively.
Their findings showed that workload did have an influence in predicting working excessively,
although it did not significantly predict working compulsively.

In the current study, we adopted the view that organizational conditions, such as having a high
workload, can be related to workaholism’s onset. We believe this perspective would be more helpful
and interesting for the stemming human resource management implications. In fact, workload could
be a strategic work characteristic that could be managed by practitioners, whereas personality traits,
such as workaholism, cannot. As Balducci and colleagues [21] suggested, organizational
interventions cannot change workaholic tendencies; however, they can create the conditions for them
to remain silent.

Turning next to the relationship between workaholism and job performance, the issue of a
possible negative influence of workaholism on job performance still seems to be controversial.
However, such negative influence becomes understandable if one considers reduced performance as
a manifestation of the impaired social functioning which is attributable to workaholism [7]. Some
recent contributions support that workaholism has a negative influence on job performance, while
other studies report a null relationship. For instance, Falco and colleagues [29] found a positive
relationship between workaholism and psychophysics strain, which in turn was negatively
associated with job performance. Gorgievski, Moriano and Bakker [30] reported that workaholism
was related to negative affect, which in turn related negatively to entrepreneurs’ performance. More
recently, contrary to their expectations, Balducci and colleagues [21] found a null effect of
workaholism on job performance measured one year later. This latest study would support Clark and
colleagues’ [11] meta-analysis findings, reporting a null relationship. Perhaps then, since studies
suggest that organizations rather appreciate workaholic behaviors and work addiction is related to
higher managerial positions, performance evaluations may be biased if productivity is based on
supervisors’ performance ratings using subjective Likert-type scales.

At a broader level, one reason for the equivocal results may be the differences in how
workaholism is conceptualized across studies. In fact, the earlier conceptualization of workaholism
also included work enjoyment [22], whereas, currently, a general consensus exists among researchers
in conceiving workaholism as a negative phenomenon [11]. According to Schaufeli, Taris and Bakker
[31], workaholics seem to work hard rather than smart. They create difficulties for themselves and
their colleagues, are rigid, inflexible, and perfectionist, as well as not inclined to delegate. This, in the
long run, can create conflict and friction in the workplace, which results in low social support and,
subsequently, low job performance. Thus, a negative relationship between workaholism and job
performance would be expected. Taken together, more research on the relationship between
workaholism and job performance is still needed to shed light on this issue. In the current study, we
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aimed to contribute to this research stream by testing the relationship between workaholism and job
performance in a more comprehensive mediation model where workaholism mediates the
relationship between workload and job performance measured one month later. Thus, our first
hypothesis is as follows:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). Workaholism mediates the relationship between workload and job performance, such that
workload positively relates to workaholism, which, in turn, negatively relates to job performance.

1.2. The Interplay between Workload and Perfectionism on Workaholism

Several studies have shown that individual (i.e., personality traits) and situational (i.e., work-
related) factors are both involved in the onset of workaholism [11,13,32-37]. One of the most
important individual factors in predicting workaholism seems to be perfectionism [11,22,38-40]. This
is understandable since workaholism is closely related to obsessive-compulsive personality disorder
and a perfectionistic tendency is an important ingredient in such disorder [9]. Perfectionism can be
defined as a tendency of striving towards high personal standards and concerns regarding the extent
to which these standards are realized [41,42]. Since perfectionism is characterized by striving for
flawlessness and setting exceedingly high, usually unrealistic standards of performance, together
with an overly critical evaluation of one’s own behavior [43-45], individuals who are high in
perfectionism may spend an excessive amount of time on work, because they tend to be inflexible
and rigid about their desired level of performance, and endorse several work-related irrational beliefs
as all-or-nothing judgment of their performance [46,47], which in turn may lead to workaholism [48].
In fact, workaholics work beyond what is reasonably expected from them [49], because of inner
compulsion towards working hard [6,50] that could well be the result of a high level of perfectionism
[22,49,51]. Additionally, as shown by Aldahadha [52], both types of perfectionism (positive
perfectionism and negative perfectionism) were strongly associated with work addiction.

As we have proposed in the previous section, we expect that workload will be positively related
to workaholism. However, since a more comprehensive and interactionist view of the onset of the
workaholism would be desirable and recommended (see also [9]), we considered perfectionism as
one of the most critical personality dispositions for becoming workaholic, and thus, we believe that
the combined effect of workload and perfectionism could be the most typical condition for the onset
of workaholism. Following this rationale, a previous study conducted by Girardi, Falco, De Carlo,
Dal Corso and Benevene [53] reported the moderating role of workload in the relationship between
two aspects of perfectionism and workaholism, that is, socially-prescribed perfectionism and self-
oriented perfectionism. Moreover, the results provided by Falco and colleagues [54] in their most
recent study showed that workload moderated the longitudinal association between self-oriented
perfectionism and workaholism, while the interaction between workload and socially-prescribed
perfectionism was not significant. Perfectionism is generally considered to be a multidimensional
construct [47,55]. Although various dimensions have been proposed and studied, there is a general
consensus that two major factors underlie different dimensions of perfectionism: perfectionistic
concerns and perfectionistic strivings [55]. Perfectionistic concerns include a family of traits involving
generally problematic tendencies or characteristics, such as excessive concerns about making
mistakes and chronic disappointment in the self for not living up to high-performance expectations.
In contrast, perfectionistic strivings include a constellation of traits involving high-performance
expectations or high personal standards. In their meta-analysis, Clark and colleagues [11] found a
large positive correlation between perfectionism and workaholism. However, perfectionism was only
examined at the overall level, which does not address the issue of possible differential associations
for the two perfectionism’s components. In fact, a recent meta-analysis conducted by Harari, Swider,
Steed and Breidenthal [56] suggests the relationship between perfectionistic concerns and
workaholism is much stronger than the relationship between perfectionistic strivings and
workaholism. Based on these findings and the rationale that workaholism is often viewed as a
compulsion driven by feelings such as being “distressed or guilty” about not working [22] (p. 2), we
include just the perfectionistic concerns dimension of perfectionism as a moderator of the relationship
between workload and workaholism. Our hypothesis is as follows:
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Hypothesis 2 (H2). The positive relationship between workload and workaholism is moderated by
perfectionistic concerns, such that the relationship is stronger for individuals higher in perfectionistic concerns
than for individuals lower in perfectionistic concerns.

1.3. The Interplay between Work Engagement and Workaholism on Performance

According to the heavy work investment perspective [57], work engagement and workaholism
are two work-related states that constitute two faces of the same coin, characterized by two elements:
long hours of work and heavy effort. In particular, workaholism is based on an addiction to work (an
internal, uncontrollable, and stable predictor), while work engagement is an expression of a passion
to work (an internal, controllable, and stable predictor). In brief, employees characterized by a high
level of work engagement or workaholism both work intensively for many hours; however, the
devoted worker (i.e., high engagement) does so with passionate involvement. Research has shown
that work engagement is linked to good job performance. For example, Bakker [58] showed that
engaged employees performed better than disengaged employees. Moreover, Bailey, Madden, Alfes
and Fletcher [59] claimed that the positive emotions experienced by engaged employees are related
to a broader scope of attention and to an ability to build up one’s resources. These resources may
include physical resources (e.g., health), social resources (e.g., social support networks), intellectual
resources (e.g., knowledge, executive control), or psychological resources (e.g., self-efficacy,
optimism). These personal resources can be used to cope with job demands and to perform well
[60,61]. Furthermore, work engagement has been found to predict good health [62], and good mental
and physical health has been found to predict employee performance [63] as well as long-term
financial business performance for the self-employed [64,65]. According to the job demands-resource
model, work engagement plays a key role in the motivational process, which links job resources with
positive organizational outcomes via work engagement [66].

Workaholism and work engagement differ in their relationship with various indicators of well-
being and job performance [67]. For instance, in their cross-sectional and short-term longitudinal (i.e.,
7 months follow-up) studies, Shimazu and colleagues [67] showed that workaholism is associated
with (future) unwell-being (i.e., high ill-health and low life satisfaction) and poor job performance,
whereas work engagement with (future) well-being (i.e., low ill-health and high life satisfaction) and
superior job performance. The recent contribution by Balducci and colleagues [21] included both
work engagement and workaholism as separate predictors of job performance, and they found
evidence of a significant relationship between work engagement and job performance, whereas a null
relationship was found between workaholism and job performance. However, according to Loscalzo
and Giannini [68], in some employees, workaholism and work engagement could both be present.
They proposed a conceptualization of the interplay between workaholism and work engagement,
suggesting that engaged workaholics might be protected from the negative outcomes of workaholism
comparing to the disengaged workaholics. In corroboration, empirical support was found that work
engagement can buffer against some of workaholism’s detrimental self-reported outcomes, such as
work-family conflict, negative affect and emotional exhaustion [14,69], as well as on more objective
measures, such as serum levels of the proinflammatory cytokine interleukin-17 (IL-17), a possible
biomarker of stress [70]. The specific possible buffering effect of work engagement on workaholism’s
poor job performance was addressed by Gillet, Caesens, Morin and Stinglhamber [71] in their person-
centered approach. They found that job performance was worse for the disengaged workaholics than
for the engaged workaholics. However, their study involved a sample of just teachers and nurses and
thus it is unclear how this generalizes to other professions. Thus, drawing from the above theoretical
and empirical evidence, in the context of our integrated model, we propose that work engagement
could buffer the negative effect of workaholism on job performance measured one month later. We
formally hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 3 (H3). The negative relationship between workaholism and job performance is buffered by work
engagement, such that the relationship is weaker for individuals higher in work engagement than for individuals
lower in work engagement.
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2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Recruitment

Participants were recruited through snowball sampling to participate in an online survey. To
help establish temporal precedence and reduce common method variance, a total of 292 participants
completed two surveys, separated by 4 weeks. To be included in the study and analyses, participants
had to be working at least 30 hours per week. After eliminating all the subjects who did not answer
the working hours variable and who worked less than 30 hours per week, the final sample consisted
of 208 participants. On average, participants were 43.9 years old (SD = 11.5, range = 21-65). They had
worked for their organization for an average of 15.5 years (SD =11.2, range = 1-40) and worked about
38 hours per week (M = 42.46, SD = 10.7, range = 0-84). They were employees in management
positions (5.3%), freelancers (19.4%), teachers (11.2%), healthcare workers (14%), police (5.8%), clerks
(42.7%) and other (1.6%). They were evenly split between the private (49.5%) and public sectors
(50.5%). Finally, 45.2% were female.

2.2. Questionnaire Administration

Bachelor’s students attending a Work Psychology course in a university in Centre-South of Italy
contacted a limited number of available workers to be involved in the study and to forward them the
link for filling the online questionnaire. All antecedents, mediators, moderators, and control variables
were measured at the first time point while the outcome (i.e., job performance) was measured at the
second time point.

2.3. Ethics

The procedure was in accordance with the standards of the national law of data treatment, which
is strictly followed by the University of Campania “Luigi Vanvitelli” and University of Bologna Alma
Mater Studiorum (Italy). Since there was no medical treatment or other procedures that could cause
psychological or social discomfort to participants, who were all adult healthy subjects anonymously
involved, additional ethical approval was not required. The research was conducted in line with the
Helsinki Declaration (World Medical Association, 2001), as well as the data protection regulation of
Italy (Legislative Decree No. 196/2003). Participation in the study was voluntary and not rewarded;
data collection and analysis were anonymous. A cover letter attached to the questionnaire provided
information about the study aims, guarantees about anonymity, voluntary participation and data
treatment, and instructions for filling out the questionnaire. When agreeing to fill out the
questionnaire, all study participants provided their informed consent by validating the following
statement: The participant agrees to the processing of personal and sensitive data collected in the
context of this research. The processing of the data collected in the context of the research, their
communication to third parties and/or publication for scientific purposes are allowed, but can only
take place after the data themselves have been made anonymous, by and under the direct
responsibility of the research’s leader.

2.4. Measures

2.4.1. Workload

Workload was measured using 3 of the original 5 items in the job demand subscale (e.g., “I have
to work very fast”) of the Job Content Questionnaire (JCQ) [72]. We used the Italian version of the
JCQ [73], which showed adequate validity and reliability [74] and chose the items with the highest
factor loadings according to our use of the scale in other previous studies. Items were asked to be
rated on a 5-point scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was
0.78.

2.4.2. Workaholism
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The 7-item Bergen Work Addiction Scale (BWAS) [75] was used to measure workaholism. The
BWAS was developed to measure the seven core elements of addiction (i.e., salience, mood
modification, tolerance, withdrawal, conflict, relapse, and problems) using one item per element.
Example items include “worked so much that it has negatively influenced your health” and “spent
much more time working than initially intended” on a 5-point scale from “never” to “always.”
Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was 0.78.

2.4.3. Perfectionistic Concerns

Perfectionistic concerns were measured using the discrepancy subscale of the Short Almost-
Perfect Scale [76]. This subscale contains four items rated on a 5-point scale from strongly disagree to
strongly agree. An example item is: “doing my best never seems to be enough.” Cronbach’s alpha
was 0.84.

2.4.4. Work Engagement

The Italian version of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES-9) [77] was used to measure
work engagement. This 9-item scale contains three subscales (vigor, dedication, absorption)
measured with three items each. Example items include: “when I get up in the morning, I feel like
going to work” (vigor); “I am enthusiastic about my job” (dedication); and “I am immersed in my
job” (absorption). Participants rated items on a 5-point scale from never to always. Cronbach’s alpha
was 0.90.

2.4.5. Job Performance

Three items from the multilevel performance scale proposed by Griffin, Neal and Parker [78]
were used to measure task performance proficiency, team member task proficiency and organization
member. Participants were asked to indicate how often they had carried out the described behavior
over the past month on a 5-point scale ranging from very little to a great deal. Items were: “Carried

out the core parts of your job well”; “Coordinated your work with coworkers”; “Presented a positive
image of the organization to other people”. Cronbach’s alpha was 0.77.

2.4.6. Control Variables

Four control variables were considered based on theoretical and empirical evidence of their
relationship to the variables included in our hypothesized model. Specifically, single-item measures
of the number of hours worked per week, gender, age, and organizational tenure were all used as
control variables in initial analyses. However, the inclusion of these control variables did not
substantively change any of the results; thus, only results not including control variables are
presented here. Analyses including these controls are available upon request.
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3. Results

Means, standard deviations, reliabilities, and intercorrelations among study variables are
displayed in Table 1. Hypotheses were tested with regression-based structural equation modeling in
Mplus Version 8.3 (Muthén & Muthén, Los Angeles, CA, USA) [79] using full-information maximum
likelihood estimation. Procedures for testing conditional and moderated moderated mediation
outlined by Hayes [80] were followed using 10,000 bootstrapped samples to calculate 95% confidence
intervals. All variables were mean-centered for the analyses [81,82]. All significant interaction effects
were probed at scale values associated with the 20th, 50th, and 80th percentile [83]. Hypothesis 1
predicted that workaholism would mediate the relationship between workload and job performance,
such that workload positively relates to workaholism, which, in turn, negatively relates to job
performance. As shown in Table 2, workload had a nonsignificant relationship with workaholism (B
=-0.004, p = 0.952) and workaholism had a nonsignificant negative relationship with job performance
(B =-0.110, p = 0.059). Additionally, holding perfectionistic concerns and work engagement constant
at their mean levels, the indirect effect of workload on job performance through workaholism was
nonsignificant (estimate = 0.000, 95% bootstrap CI: -0.014 to 0.024). Thus, Hypothesis 1 was not
supported.

Hypothesis 2 proposed that the relationship between workload and workaholism is moderated
by perfectionistic concerns such that the positive relationship would be stronger at higher levels of
perfectionist concerns. Perfectionistic concerns significantly moderated the relationship between
workload and workaholism (B =-0.247, p = 0.005). However, probing the interaction at the 20th, 50th,
and 80th percentiles of perfectionistic concerns revealed that at higher levels of perfectionistic
concerns (i.e.,, 80th percentile, scale score = 3.0/5) there was a negative—though nonsignificant —
relationship between workload and workaholism (see Figure 1). Conversely, at lower levels of
perfectionistic concerns (i.e., 20th percentile, scale score = 2.0/5) there was a significantly positive
relationship between workload and workaholism (simple slope = 0.134, p = 0.036). In other words,
when participants had lower levels of perfectionistic concerns, levels of workaholism increased as
perceptions of workload increased. Taken together, while perfectionistic concerns did moderate the
workload—-workaholism relationship, it did so in the opposite direction as expected, not supporting
Hypothesis 2.

Hypothesis 3 stated that the negative relationship between workaholism and job performance
would be buffered by work engagement, such that higher levels of engagement would weaken the
negative relationship between workaholism and job performance. In support of this hypothesis, work
engagement significantly moderated the workaholism—performance relationship (B = 0.168, p =
0.042). Examining Figure 2, we see that at lower (i.e., 20th percentile, scale score = 3.2/5) and average
(i.e., 50th percentile, scale score = 3.8/5) levels of work engagement, there is a significant and negative
relationship between workaholism and job performance (20% simple slope = -0.214, p = 0.024; 50%
simple slope =-0.120, p = 0.049). However, at higher levels of work engagement (i.e., 80th percentile,
scale score = 4.1/5), there is a nonsignificant relationship between workaholism and job performance
(80% simple slope = 0.012, p = 0.842). As such, Hypothesis 3 was fully supported.

For the indirect effect tested in Hypothesis 1, because all variables were mean-centered, the value
for both moderators was the respective means. However, it is possible that these moderators affect
the indirect effect independently or jointly. Because we hypothesize and examine an indirect effect in
a model that has a moderator for each path of the indirect effect, we cannot ignore these moderators
in relation to the indirect effect. Indeed, because the indirect effect is a function of two moderators,
we cannot calculate or form an inference about the indirect effect without choosing values for each
moderator [80]. In a first and second stage dual-moderated mediation model such as this, Hayes [80]
advises before making inferences about independent moderated mediation of each moderator, one
needs to test if the two moderators interact in their influence on the indirect effect. In other words,
we need to test if the moderation of the indirect effect by one moderator is itself conditioned on the
other moderator. Hayes calculates this effect with what he labels the index of moderated moderated
mediation. With affirmative evidence of this interactive effect, the moderation of the moderated
mediation can be probed to piece together a substantive interpretation of the results. Unfortunately,
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theory and research are unavailable at this level of nuance between the variables in this study. Thus,
we put forth the following research questions:

R1: Do perfectionistic concerns and work engagement interact with each other in the moderation
of the indirect effect (i.e., moderated moderated mediation)?

R2: If there is evidence of moderated moderated mediation (R1), is the moderated mediation
conditional on a) perfectionistic concerns or b) work engagement (i.e.,, conditional moderated
mediation)?

The first research question asks whether there is evidence of moderated moderated mediation.
As shown in Table 2, our model provides support for moderated moderated mediation, with the
index value of —0.042 and the 95% bootstrap confidence interval completely below zero (-0.111 to —
0.006). Thus, in support of Research Question 1, perfectionistic concerns and work engagement
interact with each other in the moderation of the indirect effect. With evidence of moderated
moderated mediation, we can turn to Research Question 2, which asks whether the moderated
indirect effect is conditioned on a) perfectionistic concerns or b) work engagement.

Examining Table 2 and Figures 3 and 4, we can see that perfectionistic concerns only moderates
the indirect effect of workload on performance when work engagement is at lower or average levels
(20% simple slope = 0.053, 95% bootstrap CI: 0.008-0.135; 50% simple slope = 0.029, 95% bootstrap CI:
0.002-0.081). At lower and average levels of work engagement, as perfectionistic concerns increase
from lower to average to higher levels, the indirect effect of workload on job performance through
workaholism goes from negative to nil to positive (Figure 3). In other words, it appears when
employees are not as engaged with their work, higher levels of perfectionistic concerns improve the
relationship between workload and performance, even to the point of creating a positive indirect
effect of workload on performance.

On the other hand, work engagement only moderates the indirect effect from workload to
performance when perfectionistic concerns levels are lower (20% simple slope = 0.023, 95% bootstrap
CI: 0.002-0.070). With lower levels of perfectionistic concerns, as work engagement increases from
lower to higher levels, the workload—job performance indirect effect changes from negative to nil. In
other words, work engagement is only able to buffer the negative indirect effect of workload on
performance when the employee does not show many perfectionistic concerns. Taken together, the
answer to Research Question 2 is that both perfectionistic concerns and work engagement show
evidence of significant conditional moderated mediation. It appears perfectionistic concerns and
work engagement counteract the other’s influence on the relationship between workload,
workaholism, and job performance. At higher levels of either or both moderators, the independent
moderation effects of the indirect effect wash out. Thus, the counteracting forces of these moderators
create nil relationships at the surface level but reveal a much more nuanced picture at deeper levels
of inference.

Table 1. Descriptives, inter-correlations and reliabilities of the study variables.

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Age 43.9 115
2. Gender -0.05
3. Working hours x week 42.46 107  -0.06 -0.17*
4. Tenure 155 112 -020* 0.11 0.01
5. Workaholism T1 2.34 0.71 0.01 -0.10 0.24* 0.01 0.78
6. Perfectionistic concerns T1 2.56 0.74 0.14* -0.09 0.09 0.08 0.32* 0.84
7. Work engagement T1 3.83 0.69 0.01 0.01 0.13  0.07 -0.16* -0.15* 0.90
8. Workload T1 3.77 0.75  -0.03 0.07 0.14* 0.02 0.15° 026* 0.11 0.78
9. Performance T2 4.07 0.66  -0.13 0.01 0.03 010 -0.15* -0.10 0.45* 0.23* 0.77

Note: **—p <0.01;*—p <0.05.
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Table 2. Results of first and second stage dual-moderated mediation model.

10 of 21

Parameter Coefficient Outcome
Workaholism (SE) Coefficient Performance (SE)
Intercept 2.385 (0.046) 4.087 (0.040)
Main effects
Workload m ~0.004 (0.072)
Workaholism b -0.110 (0.058)
Perfectionistic concerns a 0.322 ***(0.071)
Work engagement b2 0.405 *** (0.059)
Interaction effects
Workload x perfectionistic concerns as —0.247 ** (0.088)
Workaholism x work engagement bs 0.168 * (0.083)
R? 0.168 R? 0.212

Index 95% bootstrap CI

Indirect effect 2 0.000 —0.014 to 0.024
Moderated moderated mediation —0.042 —0.111 to -0.006

Conditional moderated mediation

By perfectionistic concerns at 20% Engagement (3.2) 0.053 0.008 to 0.135
50% Engagement (3.8) 0.029 0.002 to 0.081

80% Engagement (4.6) -0.003 -0.034 to 0.025

By work engagement at 20% Perfectionistic concerns (2.0) 0.023 0.002 to 0.070

50% Perfectionistic concerns (2.5) 0.002 —0.024 to 0.031

80% Perfectionistic concerns (3.0) —-0.019 —0.078 to 0.008

Note: SE — standard error. CI — confidence interval. 2—Holding perfectionistic concerns and work engagement constant at their mean values. All estimates are
unstandardized from analyses with all variables centered; for ease of interpretation, intercepts and scale scores are in original scale units rather than centered units.
20% = 20th percentile; 50% = 50th percentile; 80% = 80th percentile. Numbers in parentheses next to % represent scale scores corresponding to the percentile. All

measures on scales from 1-5; *—p <0.05 **—p < 0.01 **—p <0.001.
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Indirect Effect of Workload on Performance

Figure 2. Interaction Effects of Workaholism and Work Engagement on Performance; Note 20% = 20th
percentile; 50% = 50th percentile; 80% = 80th percentile. Numbers in parentheses represent scale scores
corresponding to the percentile. All measures on scales from 1-5. *—p < 0.05.

Work Engagement
- = 20%
— 50%
c-=- 80%

0.1

0.0
L

— ——— 80% slope =-0.003

20% slope = 0.053*

[ |
20% 50% 80%

-0.1

Perfectionistic Concerns

Figure 3. Conditional Moderated Mediation by Perfectionistic Concerns; Note 20% = 20th percentile;
50% = 50th percentile; 80% = 80th percentile. Numbers in parentheses represent scale scores
corresponding to the percentile. All measures on scales from 1-5. *—95% bootstrap confidence
interval does not include zero.
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Figure 4. Conditional Moderated Mediation by Work Engagement. Note 20% = 20th percentile; 50%
=50th percentile; 80% = 80th percentile. Numbers in parentheses represent scale scores corresponding
to the percentile. All measures on scales from 1-5. *—95% bootstrap confidence interval does not
include zero.

4. Discussion

The current study tested a comprehensive first and second stage dual-moderated mediation
model where workaholism mediated the interaction between workload and perfectionistic concerns
on job performance, with the relationship between workaholism and job performance moderated by
work engagement. We first examined the simple mediating effect of workaholism in the relationship
between workload and job performance. These results were not supported. The non-significant
relationship between workaholism and job performance, although it did not support our
expectations, is in line with previous evidence also found by the meta-analysis of Clark and
colleagues [11] and the latest contribution by Balducci and colleagues [21]. Regarding the relationship
between workload and workaholism, contrary to our expectations and to some previous
contributions [13,28], the results did not support the view implying a possible influence of workload
on workaholism. However, Huyghebaert and colleagues [28] reported that workload was just related
to the working excessively components of workaholism, whereas they did not find a significant
influence of workload in predicting the working compulsively component of workaholism. As the
current study used the behavioral addiction approach to the measure of workaholism, we offer a new
piece of the puzzle for the understanding of the specific relationship between workload and
workaholism.

Despite the incongruent evidence at the simple mediation level, the results offered much more
interesting information when the moderators were taken into account. In particular, we tested the
moderating effect of perfectionistic concerns in the relationship between workload and workaholism
and the moderating effect of work engagement in the relationship between workaholism and job
performance. Both the moderators were significant, although the moderating effect of perfectionistic
concerns in the relationship between workload and workaholism was revealed to be significant in
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the opposite direction of our expectations. We expected that the relationship between workload and
workaholism would have been stronger for individuals higher in perfectionistic concerns, whereas
our results pointed out that the positive relationship between workload and workaholism was
significant only at lower level of perfectionistic concerns. This may mean that only when a strong
dispositional determinant of workaholism (i.e., perfectionism) is low, the role of environmental
conditions become significant as potential antecedents of workaholism. However, we should note
here that we only focused on perfectionistic concerns, defined as excessive concerns about making
mistakes and chronic disappointment in the self for not living up to high-performance expectations.

To our knowledge, the interplay between workload and perfectionistic concerns was not tested
before in relationship to workaholism. It is possible that individuals characterized by low levels of
perfectionistic concerns, since they are not excessively concerned about making mistakes and they
do not suffer from chronic disappointment in the self for not living up to high-performance
expectations, could react to higher levels of workload by accepting it as challenge demands,
activating a motivational process that would lead him/her to work even more at the level requested.
Thus, it could be that the first gear of this mechanism might be adaptive and challenging, instead of
a negative stressful condition, and only after they become workaholics, they would experience its
detrimental outcomes. However, before elaborating any interpretation of this result, it should be
noted that in the comprehensive model that we tested, we did not exclusively and separately test
every single moderating effect, but all the variables were put together in the analysis, and thus every
single relationship reflects also the adjustment of the whole model. As discussed later, the impact of
each of the moderators is not assessed just on the simple relationship but also in the lens of its impact
on the indirect effect and in the whole moderated moderated mediation model. Thus, we will supply
further possible interpretations after discussing the moderating impact of work engagement and
considering the two moderators together.

As far as the moderating role of work engagement, our hypothesis was fully supported; the
moderation was in the direction we expected and in line with previous studies [14,69,70]. Specifically,
at higher levels of work engagement, the relationship between workaholism and job performance
was nonsignificant, whereas, at the medium and lower levels of work engagement, the negative
relationship between workaholism and job performance was significant. Thus, when work
engagement is lower, a stronger negative relationship between workaholism and job performance
exists. In other words, it would seem that the lower level of work engagement would represent an
essential condition for the negative relationship between workaholism and job performance to be
significant. According to previous person-centered approaches to the study of the interplay between
work engagement and workaholism by Gillet and colleagues [71], we could assume that disengaged
workaholics could be at higher risk for underperforming at work. Moreover, the presence of work
engagement as a moderator in the relationship between workaholism and job performance would
explain the results obtained in previous studies revealing a nil relationship [11,21]. Taken together,
although in the current study simple mediation analysis (i.e., perfectionistic concerns and work
engagement held at their respective means) did not support our expectations, when the moderators
were examined at a different level in the analysis, the results showed a more nuanced set of
relationships among the variables.

As mentioned in the results section, the impact of the two moderators was assessed using the
moderated moderated mediation approach [80], which strengthens our findings. The results of our
research questions demonstrated that the index of moderated moderated mediation was significant
and, thus, perfectionistic concerns and work engagement interact with each other in their influence
of the indirect effect of workload on job performance via workaholism. Specifically, the two
moderators counteract each other’s influence on the relationship between workload, workaholism,
and job performance. In fact, all the paths, including the indirect path, of the tested model were
significant at lower levels of the two moderators. This result speaks directly to the inconsistent
findings in the literature surrounding these variables. This study demonstrates that without explicitly
measuring and modeling both perfectionistic concerns and work engagement, the relationships
among workload, workaholism, and job performance can be negative, positive, or nil. Thus,
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individual studies may find contradictory results from one another due to their specific sample levels
of perfectionistic concerns and work engagement. Further, when combined into a meta-analysis, the
mix of directions results in nil relationships.

4.1. Limitations and Future Directions

Although the current study reported original and interesting results, there are several limitations
to be taken into account. First, regarding the conceptualization of workaholism, we should emphasize
that we focused on a work addiction approach using the BWAS, which assesses each of the seven
elements of work addiction with a single item. While this approach is useful for detecting the overall
phenomenon in the workplaces and provides some clues for implementing a tailored clinical
intervention [84], it limits our ability to examine dimensions of workaholism separately. Given the
fact that workaholism is a very complex phenomenon, characterized by motivational, cognitive,
emotional, and behavioral components [20,49,50,84-86], the measure used here might not be suitable
for taking into account all the different nuances of workaholism. In fact, several empirical studies
have found that perfectionism was more strongly associated with the cognitive dimension of
workaholism (i.e., being driven to work), [22,87,88], whereas workload was more strongly associated
with its behavioral dimension (i.e., working excessively), [28,50,85]. Thus, since a multifactorial scale
for assessing workaholism (including motivational, cognitive, emotional, and behavioral
dimensions) has been recently developed by Clark and colleagues [84], it would be interesting in the
future to assess the model in the current study considering the four dimensions of this new scale.
Doing so would determine which specific aspects of workaholism may be the driving factors of the
relationships studied here. Finally, we examined overall work engagement in our model rather than
the separate dimensions of vigor, dedication, and absorption. We took this approach to limit model
complexity and based on recommendations for the measurement of work engagement [77,89].
However, recent research [90] indicates dimensions of work engagement may have differential
relationships with workaholism; thus, future research in this area should also examine the role of
specific engagement dimensions.

Second, we tested a two-wave model where all the variables were measured at T1, except for job
performance that was measured at T2 one month later. While the separation of independent and
dependent variables helps establish temporal precedence and reduces common method variance,
other research designs should be used to better establish causality. Moreover, the measure of job
performance after one month could be useful for testing the impact of the other variables considered
in the study on this specific variable, this method is still problematic for testing the causal inference
among the variables measured at T1 and, thus, results should be interpreted with caution. For
instance, we found that the moderating role of perfectionistic concerns in the relationship between
workload and workaholism was significant, but in the opposite direction of our expectations.
Although theoretically founded, we should interpret this specific result with caution. In particular,
to clearly address the issue of the reciprocal influence between workload and workaholism, a cross-
lagged model could be recommended in a future study including both the two variables at two
different times of data collection. Although Huyghebaert and colleagues [28] tested a cross-lagged
model including workload and workaholism, they only tested the impact of workload on
workaholism, neglecting the possible impact of workaholism on workload. Since literature would
suggest a reciprocal influence, it would be important to test a cross-lagged model considering both
the reciprocal impact of the two variables in a certain period of time. More properly, a three-waves
study should be recommended for adequately capturing the mediation model, measuring the
antecedents at T1, the mediator at T2, and the outcomes at T3.

Third, we use self-reported questionnaires for the data collection, and this creates the risk of
common method variance. According to Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee and Podsakoff [91], common
method variance problems could be reduced in different ways, such as by guaranteeing the
anonymity of the survey and by instructing participants that there are no right or wrong answers in
the questionnaire items. We followed both of these suggestions. However, in future studies, an effort
should be made for collecting objective data, especially for job performance. This limitation of the
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self-report measures might be particularly inadequate for behavioral measures, such as performance,
since, in general, individuals appear to be biased toward judging their own behavior as meeting
higher standards than the behavior of others [92].

Finally, the moderated moderated mediation model hypothesized and tested in this study is
quite complex. While a sample size over 200 is typical in workaholism and work addiction research,
larger sample sizes may be required to ensure adequate statistical power by contemporary standards.
Additionally, it is essential that the effects found here are replicated before strong conclusions are
drawn regarding the complex relationship between workload, workaholism, perfectionism, work
engagement, and job performance. Thus, while the present study highlights a nuanced relationship
among these variables, as with all complex models, we recommend future research on this topic to
cross-validate these findings and that the conclusions of the present study be interpreted with caution
pending replication.

4.2. Practical Implications

Results from the current study offer several useful implications for managers and practitioners
with regard to the link between workload and workaholism and job performance. Although our
results did not reveal a significant connection between these variables at the surface, we found that a
more nuanced process might exist, including perfectionistic concerns and work engagement. In
particular, work engagement seems to be a crucial variable to be taken into consideration in this
process. Thus, managers and practitioners should monitor the work engagement levels in situations
where workload is necessary and unavoidable. Ideally, overworking should always be avoided.
However, it is likely that in certain circumstances (e.g., during times of organizational changes or
downsizing, in a very competitive organizational climate), workload can be particularly high. In these
cases, managers should be aware that work engagement could buffer the possible detrimental effect
of the chain connecting workload and workaholism to lower levels of job performance. Work
engagement can be engendered by promoting healthy and happy workplace climates, where
individuals can develop their careers in a sustainable way [93]. In this regard, work-life balance
interventions could be an option to address the needs of workers by reducing the working time and
gaining time to spend in nonwork activities, increasing both work engagement and job performance
[94]. In particular, leaders, who serve as a liaison between employees and management, should be
trained to manage the situations where both workload and the risk of increasing the level of
workaholism are particularly high.

Regarding the role of perfectionistic concerns, our findings showed that lower levels of this
individual difference variable might have a role in the tested model. Thus, managers should be aware
that the first gear of this mechanism could be perceived as a challenge for these individuals, but it is
possible that in a second stage, they would develop workaholism. Future studies should better clarify
this issue, in order to prevent work addiction and promote healthy work contexts [9]. It is detrimental
in modern society that working for many hours is considered socially acceptable and often results in
recognition and gratification. As such, it can be difficult to detect and address workaholism.
Managers should be aware of the differences between workaholism and work engagement and be
alerted of the risk of inducing workaholism, instead of work engagement, by increasing, for instance,
workload. More generally, it is the authors’ view that a deep change in society should be undertaken
for promoting healthy and efficient workplaces, taking into account sustainable work-life balance
interventions. It is our hope that this study moves us in that direction by clarifying the complex
relationship between workload, workaholism, and job performance, providing target-points for
effective workplace interventions.
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5. Conclusions

The current study showed that the relationship among workload, workaholism,
and job performance could be better explained through the complex interplay of
perfectionistic concerns and work engagement in this mediated relationship.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, P.S. and L.S.K..; methodology, N.J.H.; formal analysis, N.J.H.; data
curation, C.B. (Carmela Buono); writing —original draft preparation, P.S., N.J.H., L.S.K., C.B. (Carmela Buono);
writing—review and editing, M.A.C., C.B. (Cristian Balducci); supervision, M.A.C., C.B. (Cristian Balducci);
project administration, P.S. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

1.  Campbell, ].P.; Wiernik, B.M. The modeling and assessment of work performance. Ann. Rev. Organ. Psychol.
Organ. Behav. 2015, 2, 47-74, doi:10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032414-111427.

2. Naswall, K.; Hellgren, J.; Sverke, M. The Individual in the Changing Working Life; Cambridge University Press:
Cambridge, UK, 2007.

3. Spector, P.E.; Jex, S.M. Development of four self-report measures of job stressors and strain: Interpersonal
conflict at work scale, organizational constraints scale, quantitative workload inventory, and physical
symptoms inventory. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 1998, 3, 356-367, d0i:10.1037/1076-8998.3.4.356.

4. Gilboa, S.; Shirom, A.; Fried, Y.; Cooper, C. A meta-analysis of work demand stressors and job performance:
Examining main and moderating effects. Pers. Psychol. 2008, 61, 227-271, doi:10.1111/.1744-
6570.2008.00113.x.

5. LePine, J.A,; Podsakoff, N.P.; LePine, M.A. A meta-analytic test of the challenge stressor-hindrance stressor
framework: An explanation for inconsistent relationships among stressors and performance. Acad. Manag.
J. 2005, 48, 764775, doi:10.5465/AM].2005.18803921.

6. Oates, W.E. Confessions of a Workaholic: The Facts about Work Addiction; World Publishing Company:
Cleveland, OH, USA, 1971.

7.  Atroszko, P.A.; Demetrovics, Z.; Griffiths, M.D. Beyond the myths about work addiction: Toward a
consensus on definition and trajectories for future studies on problematic overworking. J. Behav. Addict.
2019, 8, 7-15, doi:10.1556/2006.8.2019.11.

8. Andreassen, C.S.; Schaufeli, W.B.; Pallesen, A.S. Myths about “The myths about work addiction”. J. Behav.
Addict. 2018, 7, 858-862, doi:10.1556/2006.7.2018.126.

9.  Atroszko, P.A.,; Demetrovics, Z.; Griffiths, M.D. Work Addiction, Obsessive-Compulsive Personality
Disorder, Burn-Out, and Global Burden of Disease: Implications from the ICD-11. Int. |. Environ. Res. Public
Health 2020, 17, 660, doi:10.3390/ijerph17020660.

10. Baruch, Y. The positive wellbeing aspects of workaholism in cross cultural perspective. Career Dev. Int.
2011, 16, 572-591, doi:10.1108/13620431111178335.

11. Clark, M.A,; Michel, ].S.; Zhdanova, L.; Pui, S.Y.; Baltes, B.B. All work and no play? A meta-analytic
examination of the correlates and outcomes of workaholism. J. Manag. 2016, 42, 1836-1873,
doi:10.1177/0149206314522301.

12.  Ten Brummelhuis, L.L.; Rothbard, N.P.; Uhrich, B. Beyond Nine to Five: Is working to excess bad for
health? Acad. Manag. Discov. 2017, 3, 262-283, doi:10.5465/amd.2015.0115.

13. Balducci, C.; Avanzi, L.; Fraccaroli, F. The individual “costs” of workaholism: An analysis based on
multisource and prospective data. . Manag. 2018, 44, 2961-2986, d0i:10.1177/0149206316658348.

14. Spagnoli, P.; Balducci, C.; Fabbri, M.; Molinaro, D.; Barbato, G. Workaholism, Intensive Smartphone Use,
and the Sleep-Wake Cycle: A Multiple Mediation Analysis. Int. . Environ. Res. Public Health, 2019, 16, 3517,
doi:10.3390/ijerph16193517.

15. Torp, S.; Lysfjord, L.; Midje, H.H. Workaholism and work-family conflict among university academics.
High. Educ. 2018, 76, 1071-1090, doi:10.1007/s10734-018-0247-0.

16. Bakker, A.B.; Demerouti, E.; Burke, R. Workaholism and relationship quality: A spillover-crossover
perspective. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 2009, 14, 23, d0i:10.1037/a0013290.



Int. ]. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 6536 18 of 21

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

Machlowitz, M. Workaholics: Living with Them, Working with Them: Simon & Schuster: New York, NY, USA,
1980.

Peiperl, M.; Jones, B. Workaholics and overworkers: Productivity or pathology? Group Organ. Manag. 2001,
26, 369-393, d0i:10.1177/1059601101263007.

Becker, G. Human Capital: A Theoretical and Empirical Analysis, with Special Reference to Education; Columbia
University Press: New York, NY, USA, 1964.

Ng, T.W.; Sorensen, K.L.; Feldman, D.C. Dimensions, antecedents, and consequences of workaholism: A
conceptual integration and extension. J. Organ. Behav. 2007, 28, 111-136, d0i:10.1002/job.424.

Balducci, C.; Alessandri, G.; Zaniboni, S.; Avanzi, L.; Borgogni, L.; Fraccaroli, F. The impact of workaholism
on day-level workload and emotional exhaustion, and on longer-term job performance. Work Stress 2020,
1-21, d0i:10.1080/02678373.2020.1735569.

Spence, ].T.; Robbins, A.S. Workaholism: Definition, measurement, and preliminary results. |. Pers. Assess.
1992, 58, 160-178, doi:10.1207/s15327752jpa5801_15.

Binnewies, C.; Sonnentag, S.; Mojza, E.J. Daily performance at work: Feeling recovered in the morning as a
predictor of day-level job performance. |. Organ. Behav. 2009, 30, 67-93, d0i:10.1002/job.541.

Fritz, C.; Sonnentag, S. Recovery, health, and job performance: Effects of weekend experiences. J. Occup.
Health Psychol. 2005, 10, 187, doi:10.1037/1076-8998.10.3.187.

Meijman, T.F.; Mulder, G. Psychological aspects of workload. In Handbook of Work and Organizational
Psychology; Drenth, P.].D., Thierry, H., de Wolff, C.J., Eds.; Psychology Press: Erlbaum, UK, 1998; pp. 5-33.
Molino, M.; Bakker, A.B.; Ghislieri, C. The role of workaholism in the job demands-resources model.
Anxiety Stress Coping 2016, 29, 400414, doi:10.1080/10615806.2015.1070833.

Kanai, A.; Wakabayashi, M. Workaholism among Japanese blue-collar employees. Int. |. Stress Manag. 2001,
8, 129-145, doi:10.1023/A:1009529314121.

Huyghebaert, T.; Fouquereau, E.; Lahiani, F.J.; Beltou, N.; Gimenes, G.; Gillet, N. Examining the
longitudinal effects of workload on ill-being through each dimension of workaholism. Int. ]. Stress Manag.
2018, 25, 144, doi:10.1037/str0000055.

Falco, A.; Girardi, D.; Kravina, L.; Trifiletti, E.; Bartolucci, G.B.; Capozza, D.; Nicola, A. The mediating role
of psychophysic strain in the relationship between workaholism, job performance, and sickness absence: A
longitudinal study. J. Occup. Environ. Med. 2013, 55, 1255-1261, d0i:10.1097/JOM.0000000000000007.
Gorgievski, M.J.; Moriano, J.A.; Bakker, A.B. Relating work engagement and workaholism to
entrepreneurial performance. J. Manag. Psychol. 2014, 29, 106-121, doi:10.1108/jmp-06-2012-0169.
Schaufeli, W.B.; Taris, T.W.; Bakker, A.B. Dr Jekyll or Mr Hyde? On the differences between work
engagement and workaholism. In Research Companion to Working Time and Work Addiction; Burke, R.J., Ed.;
Edward Elgar Publishing: Northhampton, UK, 2006; pp. 193-217.

Andreassen, C.S.; Griffiths, M.D.; Hetland, J.; Kravina, L.; Jensen, F.; Pallesen, S. The prevalence of
workaholism: A survey study in a nationally representative sample of Norwegian employees. PLoS ONE
2014, 9, 102446, doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0102446.

Bovornusvakool, W.; Vodanovich, S.J.; Ariyabuddhiphongs, K.; Ngamake, S.T. Examining the antecedents
and consequences of workaholism. Psychol. Manag. ]. 2012, 15, 5670, d0i:10.1080/10887156.2012.649994.
Guédon, D. Bernaud, J.L. Le workaholisme dans une université frangaise: Une perspective
transactionnelle. Prat. Psychol. 2015, 21, 71-85, doi:10.1016/j.prps.2015.01.003.

Stoeber, J.; Davis, C.R.; Townley, J. Perfectionism and workaholism in employees: The role of work
motivation. Pers. Individ. Differ. 2013, 55, 733738, d0i:10.1016/j.paid:2013.06.001.

Tziner, A.; Tanami, M. Examining the links between attachment, perfectionism, and job motivation
potential with job engagement and workaholism. Rev. Psicol. Trab. Organ. 2013, 29, 65-74,
doi:10.5093/tr2013a10.

Falco, A.; Girardi, D.; Di Sipio, A.; Calvo, V.; Marogna, C.; Snir, R. Is Narcissism Associated with Heavy
Work Investment? The Moderating Role of Workload in the Relationship between Narcissism,
Workaholism, and Work Engagement. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 4750.

Clark, M.A.; Lelchook, AM.; Taylor, M.L. Beyond the Big Five: How narcissism, perfectionism, and
dispositional affect relate to workaholism. Pers. Indiv. Diff. 2010, 48, 786-791, d0i:10.1016/j.paid.2010.01.013.
Liang, Y.W.; Chu, C.M. Personality traits and personal and organizational inducements: Antecedents of
workaholism. Soc. Behav. Pers. Int. J. 2009, 37, 645-660, doi:10.2224/sbp.2009.37.5.645.



Int. ]. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 6536 19 of 21

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

Stoeber, J.; Damian, L.E. Perfectionism in employees: Work engagement, workaholism, and burnout. In
Perfectionism, Health, and Well-Being; Sirois, F.M., Molnar, D.S., Eds.; Springer: New York, NY, USA, 2016;
pp- 265-283.

Lo, A.; Abbott, M.]. Review of the theoretical, empirical, and clinical status of adaptive and maladaptive
perfectionism. Behav. Chang. 2013, 30, 96-116, d0i:10.1017/bec.2013.9.

Slaney, R.B.; Rice, K.G.; Mobley, M.; Trippi, J.; Ashby, J.S. The revised almost perfect scale. Meas. Eval
Couns.Dev. 2001, 34, 130-145, d0i:10.1080/07481756.2002.12069030.

Flett, G.L.; Hewitt, P.L. Perfectionism and maladjustment: An overview of theoretical, definitional, and
treatment issues. In Perfectionism: Theory, Research, and Treatment; Flett, G.L., Hewitt, P.L., Eds.; American
Psychological Association: Washington, DC, USA, 2002; pp. 5-31.

Frost, R.O.; Marten, P.; Lahart, C.; Rosenblate, R. The dimensions of perfectionism. Cog. Res. 1990, 14, 449—
468, doi:10.1007/BF01172967.

Sirois, F.M.; Molnar, D.S. Conceptualizations of perfectionism, health, and well-being: An in-troductory
overview. In Perfectionism, Health, and Well-Being; Sirois, F.M., Molnar, D.S., Eds.; Springer International
Publishing: Cham, Switzerland, 2016; pp. 1-21.

Egan, S.J.; Piek, ].P.; Dyck, M.].; Rees, C.S. The role of dichotomous thinking and rigidity in perfectionism.
Behav. Res. 2007, 45, 1813-1822, doi:10.1016/j.brat.2007.02.002.

Stoeber, J.; Otto, K. Positive conceptions of perfectionism: Approaches, evidence, challenges. Pers. Soc.
Psychol. Rev. 2006, 10, 295-319, doi:10.1207/s15327957pspr1004_2.

Falco, A.; Dal Corso, L.; Girardi, D.; De Carlo, A.; Barbieri, B.; Boatto, T.; Schaufeli, W.B. Why is
perfectionism a risk factor for workaholism? The mediating role of irrational beliefs at work. TPM Test.
Psychom. Methodol. Appl. Psychol. 2017, 24, 583-600, doi:10.4473/TPM24.4.8.

Scott, K.S.; Moore, K.S.; Miceli, M.P. An exploration of the meaning and consequences of workaholism.
Hum. Rel. 1997, 50, 287-314, d0i:10.1023/A:1016986307298.

Schaufeli, W.B.; Taris, T.W.; Van Rhenen, W. Workaholism, burnout, and work engagement: Three of a
kind or three different kinds of employee well-being? Appl. Psychol. 2008, 57, 173203, doi:10.1111/j.1464-
0597.2007.00285.x.

Killinger, B. The workaholic breakdown syndrome. In Research Companion to Working Time and Work
Addiction; Burke, R]., Ed.; Edward Elgar: Cheltenham, UK, 2006.

Aldahadha, BM.A. The level of workaholism and its relation to positive and negative perfectionism.
BioRxiv 2019, 604934, d0i:10.1101/604934.

Girardi, D.; Falco, A.; De Carlo, A.; Dal Corso, L.; Benevene, P. Perfectionism and Workaholism in
managers: The moderating role of workload. TPM Test. Psychomet. Method. Appl. Psychol. 2018, 25, 571-588,
doi:10.4473/TPM25.4.7.

Falco, A.; Girardi, D.; Dal Corso, L.; De Carlo, A.; Di Sipio, A. Does Workload Moderate the Association
Between Perfectionism and Workaholism? J. Pers. Psychol. 2020, 1-10, doi:10.1027/1866-5888/a000253.
Stoeber, J. The psychology of perfectionism: An introduction. In The Psychology of Perfectionism: Theory,
Research, Applications; Stoeber, J., Ed.; Routledge/Taylor & Francis Group: London, UK, 2018; pp. 3-16.
Harari, D.; Swider, B.W.; Steed, L.B.; Breidenthal, A.P. Is perfect good? A meta-analysis of perfectionism in
the workplace. J. Appl. Psychol. 2018, 103, 1121, doi:10.1037/ap10000324.

Snir, R.; Harpaz, I. Beyond workaholism: Towards a general model of heavy work investment. Hum. Res.
Manag. Rev. 2012, 22, 232-243, doi:10.1016/j.hrmr.2011.11.011.

Bakker, A.B. An evidence-based model of work engagement. Cur. Direct. Psychol. Sci. 2011, 20, 265269,
doi:10.1177/0963721411414534.

Bailey, C.; Madden, A.; Alfes, K.; Fletcher, L. The meaning, antecedents and outcomes of employee
engagement: A narrative synthesis. Int. |. Manag. Rev. 2017, 19, 31-53, doi:10.1111/ijmr.12077.

Bakker, A.B.; Xanthopoulou, D. The crossover of daily work engagement: Test of an actor—partner
interdependence model. . Appl. Psychol. 2009, 94, 1562, doi:10.1037/a0017525.

Luthans, F.; Avey, ].B.; Avolio, B.].; Peterson, S.J. The development and resulting performance impact of
positive psychological capital. Hum. Res. Dev. Quart. 2010, 21, 41-67, d0i:10.1002/hrdq.20034.

Bakker, A.B.; Leiter, M.P. Where to go from here: Integration and future research on work engagement. In
Work Engagement: A Handbook of Essential Theory and Research; Bakker, A.B., Leiter, M.P., Eds.; Psychology
Press: New York, NY, USA, 2010; pp. 181-196.



Int. ]. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 6536 20 of 21

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

Demerouti, E.; Bakker, A.B. Employee well-being and job performance: Where we stand and where we
should go. In Occupational Health Psychology: European Perspectives on Research, Education and Practice;
Houdmont, J., Intyre, M., Eds.; ISMAI Publications: Maia, Portugal, 2006; pp. 83-111.
Gorgievski-Duijvesteijn, M.].; Giesen, C.W.; Bakker, A.B. Financial problems and health complaints among
farm couples: Results of a 10-year follow-up study. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 2000, 5, 359, doi:10.1037/1076-
8998.5.3.359.

Gorgievski, M.J.; Bakker, A.B.; Schaufeli, W.B.; van der Veen, H.B.; Giesen, C.W. Financial problems and
psychological distress: Investigating reciprocal effects among business owners. ]. Occup. Organ. Psychol.
2010, 83, 513-530, d0i:10.1348/096317909 = 434032.

Schaufeli, W.B.; Bakker, A.B. Job demands, job resources, and their relationship with burnout and
engagement: A multi-sample study. |. Organ. Behav. 2004, 25, 293-315, d0i:10.1002/job.248.

Shimazu, A.; Schaufeli, W.B.; Kamiyama, K.; Kawakami, N. Workaholism vs. work engagement: The two
different predictors of future well-being and performance. Int. ]. Behav. Med. 2015, 22, 18-23,
doi:10.1007/s12529-014-9410-x.

Loscalzo, Y.; Giannini, M. Clinical conceptualization of workaholism: A comprehensive model. Organ.
Psychol. Rev. 2017, 7, 306-329, doi:10.1177/2041386617734299.

Spagnoli, P.; Balducci, C.; Scafuri Kovalchuk, L.; Maiorano, F.; Buono, C. Are engaged workaholics
protected against job-related negative affect and anxiety before sleep? A study of the moderating role of
gender. Int. J. Envir. Res. Public Health 2018, 15, 1996, doi:10.3390/ijerph15091996.

Girardi, D.; De Carlo, A.; Dal Corso, L.; Andreassen, C.S.; Falco, A. Is workaholism associated with
inflammatory response? The moderating role of work engagement. TPM Test. Psychomet. Method. Appl.
Psychol. 2019, 26, 305-322, doi:10.4473/TPM26.2.9.

Gillet, N.; Caesens, G.; Morin, A.J.; Stinglhamber, F. Complementary variable-and person-centred
approaches to the dimensionality of work engagement: A longitudinal investigation. Eur. ]. Work Organ.
Psychol. 2019, 28, 239258, doi:10.1080/1359432X.2019.1575364.

Karasek, R.; Brisson, C.; Kawakami, N.; Houtman, I.; Bongers, P.; Amick, B. The Job Content Questionnaire
(JCQ): An instrument for internationally comparative assessments of psychosocial job characteristics. J.
Occup. Health Psychol. 1998, 3, 322, d0i:10.1037/1076-8998.3.4.322.

Baldasseroni, A.; Camerino, D.; Cenni, P.; Cesana, G.C.; Fattorini, E.; Ferrario, M.; Tartaglia, R. La
valutazione dei fattori psicosociali: Proposta della versione italiana del Job Content Questionnaire [The
evaluation of the psychosocial risk factors: The Italian version of a Job-Content Questionnaire] di R.A.
Karasek. Fogli D’informazione Ispesl 2001, 3, 20-32.

Ferrario, M.; Fornari, C.; Borchini, R.; Merluzzi, F.; Cesana, G. Job stress in the service industry. Evaluation
of the Italian version of the Job Content Questionnaire. Med. Del Lav. 2005, 96, 191-199.

Andreassen, C.S.; Griffiths, M.D.; Hetland, J.; Pallesen, S. Development of a work addiction scale. Scandinav.
J. Psychol. 2012, 53, 265-272, d0i:10.1111/j.1467-9450.2012.00947 ..

Rice, K.G.; Richardson, C.M.; Tueller, S. The short form of the revised almost perfect scale. J. Pers. Asses.
2014, 96, 368-379, d0i:10.1080/00223891.2013.838172.

Balducci, C.; Fraccaroli, F.; Schaufeli, W.B. Psychometric properties of the Italian version of the Utrecht
Work Engagement Scale (UWES-9): A cross-cultural analysis. Eur. ]. Psychol. Asses. 2010, 26, 143-149,
doi:10.1027/1015-5759/a000020.

Griffin, M.A.; Neal, A.; Parker, S.K. A new model of work role performance: Positive behavior in uncertain
and interdependent contexts. Acad. Manag. ]. 2007, 50, 327-347, doi:10.5465/AM].2007.24634438.

Muthén, L.K,; Muthén, B.O. Mplus User’s Guide, 8th edition; Muthén & Muthén: Los Angeles, CA, USA,
2017.

Hayes, AF. Partial, conditional, and moderated moderated mediation: Quantification, inference, and
interpretation. Commun. Monogr. 2018, 85, 4-40, doi:10.1080/03637751.2017.1352100.

Aiken, L.S.; West, S.G. Multiple Regression: Testing and Interpreting Interactions; Sage Publishing: Newbury
Park, CA, USA, 1991.

Edwards, J.R.; Lambert, L.S. Methods for integrating moderation and mediation: A general analytical
framework using moderated path analysis. Psychol. Methods 2007, 12, 1, doi:10.1037/1082-989X.12.1.1.
Hayes, A.F. Introduction to Mediation, Moderation, and Conditional Process Analysis: A Regression-Based
Approach; Guilford Press: New York, NY, USA, 2017.



Int. ]. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 6536 21 of 21

84.

85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

94.

Clark, M.A,; Smith, RW.; Haynes, N.J. The Multidimensional Workaholism Scale: Linking the
conceptualization and measurement of workaholism. . Appl. Psychol. 2020, doi:10.1037/apl0000484.
Schaufeli, W.B.; Bakker, A.B.; van der Heijden, F.M.; Prins, ].T. Workaholism among medical residents: It
is the combination of working excessively and compulsively that counts. Int. J. Stress Manag. 2009, 16, 249,
doi:10.1037/a0017537.

Aziz, S.; Zickar, ML]. A cluster analysis investigation of workaholism as a syndrome. J. Occup. Health Psychol.
2006, 11, 52, d0i:10.1037/1076-8998.11.1.52.

Burke, R.J. Workaholism components, job satisfaction, and career progress. . Appl. Soc. Psychol. 2001, 31,
2339-2356, d0i:10.1111/j.1559-1816.2001.tb00179.x.

Kanai, A.; Wakabayashi, M.; Fling, S. Workaholism among employees in Japanese corporations: An
examination based on the Japanese version of the Workaholism Scales. Jap. Psychol. Res. 1996, 38, 192-203,
doi:10.1111/j.1468-5884.1996.tb00024.x.

Schaufeli, W.B.; Bakker, A.B.; Salanova, M. The measurement of work engagement with a short
questionnaire. A Cross-National  Study.  Educ.  Psychol. ~ Meas. 2006, 66, 701-716,
doi:10.1177/0013164405282471.

DiStefano, G.; Gaudiino, M. Workaholism and work engagement: How are they similar? How are they
different? A systematic review and meta-analysis. Eur. |. Work Organ. Psychol. 2019, 28, 329-347,
doi:10.1080/1359432X.2019.1590337.

Podsakoff, P.M.; MacKenzie, S.B.; Lee, ].Y.; Podsakoff, N.P. Common method biases in behavioral research:
A critical review of the literature and recommended remedies. ]. Appl. Psychol. 2003, 88, 879,
doi:10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879.

Harris, M.M.; Schaubroeck, J. A meta-analysis of self-supervisor, self-peer, and peer-supervisor ratings.
Pers. Psychol. 1988, 41, 43-62.

Knight, C.; Patterson, M.; Dawson, J. Building work engagement: A systematic review and meta-analysis
investigating the effectiveness of work engagement interventions. |. Organ. Behav. 2017, 38, 792-812,
doi:10.1002/job.2167.

Rofcanin, Y.; Las Heras, M.; Bakker, A.B. Family supportive supervisor behaviors and organizational
culture: Effects on work engagement and performance. |. Occup. Health Psychol. 2017, 22, 207,
doi:10.1037/0cp0000036.

© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
‘ @ @ \ article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution

(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).



