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Abstract: Workaholics generally allocate an excessive amount of time and energy to their work
at the expense of having time for recovery from work. Nevertheless, a complete recovery is an
essential prerequisite for well-being. This study examines the moderating role of workaholism in the
relationship between daily recovery and daily exhaustion. Data were collected among 95 participants
who completed a general questionnaire and a diary booklet for five consecutive working days.
Multilevel analysis results confirmed a cross-level interaction effect of workaholism, showing that the
negative relationship between recovery and exhaustion at the daily level is weaker for those with a
high (versus low) level of workaholism. These insights suggest the promotion of interventions aimed
at addressing workaholism among workers, and the design of projects able to stimulate recovery
from work, particularly for workaholics.
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1. Introduction

Due to the increasing of work intensity and job uncertainty in recent years, many employees
have to face a high work pace, fixed deadlines, and insufficient time to do their tasks [1,2], with the
consequent need to work hard, also in the evenings and weekends. However, some of them work in
an excessive way not only for external requirements or for economical necessities, but because they
feel they have to [3]. This over-commitment of energy and time to work has been used in the literature
to describe the notion of workaholism [4].

Workaholism is considered as one of the most common current addictions in many Westernized
countries. These cultures value success and accomplishment, and consider work as a central life aspect,
essential to be socially accepted, to feel integrated and to obtain freedom and personal independence.
In these societies, workaholics’ characteristics are generally appreciated, to the extent that, according
to some authors, the society itself facilitates and enhances workaholism tendencies [5].

So far, there has been a lack in the number of reliable prevalence estimates of workaholism, also
in Italy. A recent nationally representative study among 1124 employees in Norway revealed that 8.3%
of them were workaholics [6]. Sussman, Lisha and Griffiths [7] estimated a prevalence of workaholism
as 10% of the U.S. adult population. Based on the workaholism literature as a whole, the prevalence of
workaholism in the general population has been estimated ranging from 5% to 10% [7], and even up to
25% [8].

Today’s organizations increasingly push their employees to work harder and longer to remain
successful in the global competition [9–12], to the point of considering workaholism convenient and
rewarding it. Furthermore, with the expansion of technology, individuals can always stay connected
to their work [13]. Taken together, these changes lead employees to work harder than before [3] and
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for some of them work becomes an escape route, useful to hide difficulties in living their lives and
relationships [5].

Working hard does not represent a problem as long as workers can recover from the work-related
efforts on a daily basis [14], since sufficient recovery is an essential prerequisite for well-being [15].
Nevertheless, workaholics are so involved in their work that they find it very difficult to detach
from it; thus, they seem to neglect their need for recovery [16]. Workaholics spend much time and
energy at work, leaving fewer resources to devote to their family and to their activities of non-work
life [17]. Consequently, they have relatively few opportunities to recover from their workdays and
they generally suffer from work–family conflict and exhaustion [16].

The aim of the present study was to examine the relationship between recovery and exhaustion at
the daily level, and the cross-level interaction effect of workaholism. The study used a within-person
daily diary approach that covered five consecutive working days. The vast majority of studies on
workaholism and recovery have investigated between-person differences throughout cross-sectional
research, while few studies have used the daily approach so far [2,18]. While the cross-sectional
method considers the person as the unit of analysis based on interindividual variation, diary designs
permit one to analyse short-term intraindividual fluctuations on a daily basis. For this reason, such a
method has been indicated as the most appropriate in work and organizational research, particularly
in the areas of health and stress, work–home interface, and recovery [19].

1.1. Workaholism

The term workaholism was first used by Oates in 1971 [20] to describe an excessive and
uncontrollable need to work that permanently disturbs health, happiness and relationships. More
recently, Andreassen and colleagues [21] defined workaholism as “being overly concerned about work,
being driven by an uncontrollable work motivation, and spending so much energy and effort on work
that it impairs private relationships, spare-time activities and/or health” [21] (p. 265).

Currently, there is not an agreed-upon definition of workaholism [4]. Nevertheless, scientific
interest in this topic is growing since it is considered able to impact different areas of human functioning,
at the individual, family, organizational and societal levels [22]. Despite work addiction not generally
being accepted as a clinical condition and not being officially listed in the Diagnostic and Statistical
Manual (DSM-5) [23], many writers have conceptualized it as pathology.

Following the component model of addiction [24], workaholism can be defined according to
seven general criteria [25]: cognitive and/or behavioural salience (preoccupation with work); mood
modification (working in order to escape or avoid dysphoria); reduced tolerance (working increasingly
more to achieve the same mental and physiological effect); withdrawal (dysphoria when prohibited
from working); conflict (work comes in conflict with one’s own and others’ needs and lives); relapse
(falling back into old patterns after a period of improvement); and health problems (working so much
that health, relationships and other aspects of one’s own life are negatively affected). Building on this
model, Andreassen and colleagues [21] developed the Bergen Work Addiction Scale (BWAS) for the
assessment of workaholism.

Although some researchers highlighted some positive aspects of workaholism, such as high work
motivation [26,27] or work passion [28,29], today the prevailing perspective suggests that workaholism
comprises negative consequences on different areas of human functioning [4,6,22].

Regarding consequences for individuals, several studies have found a positive relationship
between workaholism and burnout, a state of exhaustion and depletion of mental resources [16,30–32].
Since workaholics spend excessive amounts of energy and effort at work, they might exhaust their
energy back-up and burn out [18,33]. Among the other health outcomes, we can find anxiety/insomnia,
somatic symptoms and social dysfunction [30]. Moreover, workaholism adversely affects also the
non-work domain, increasing work–family conflict [16,17,34]. Indeed, workaholics spend a lot of
time and energy on their work, also in the evening, during weekends and holidays, at the cost of
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their family life and relationships. For families, it is difficult to recognise and deal with a member’s
workaholic behaviours and, generally, families need help as much as the workaholic does [10].

Furthermore, workaholism can negatively impact the workplace. Research demonstrated that high
levels of workaholism are related to greater aggressive behaviours at work [35]; moreover, workaholics
are not able to work in a team, delegate to others, communicate and show their emotions [36].
Organizations seem to aim for short-term results of workaholism, neglecting its possible detrimental
long-term effects, in terms of reduced job and life satisfaction, impaired health and well-being, and,
consequently, decreased efficiency and productivity.

In short, some authors indicated workaholics as a risk group for ill-health [37]; in this study,
a positive relationship between workaholism and exhaustion was expected.

Hypothesis 1. General workaholism is positively associated with day-level exhaustion.

1.2. Recovery

Recovery refers to the process during which an individual’s functioning that has been called upon
during a stressful experience returns to its prestressor levels, reducing strain [38]. When recovery is
not sufficient, individuals have to put in extra effort at work to maintain a satisfactory performance
level, which may inflict strain and in the long period lead to health problems [38,39].

Sonnentag and Fritz [40] referred to the Effort-Recovery model [38] and to the Conservation
of Resources theory [41] to develop an understanding of recovery experiences. According to the
Effort-Recovery model, effort expenditure at work leads to load reactions such as fatigue or
physiological activation. Under optimal circumstances, which mean that the individual is no longer
exposed to the work demands, load reactions are released and recovery occurs. Consistent with this
model, a precondition for recovery is that the functional systems strained during work will not be called
upon any longer. However, if no adequate recovery takes place, stress-related load reactions do not
return to prestressor levels [42]. Moreover, continuous exposure to high work demands and incomplete
recovery could induce an accumulation of load reactions leading to chronic health impairment [2,42].
The Conservation of Resources theory [41] assumes that stress occurs when an individual’s resources
are threatened or lost. Therefore, to recover from stress, individuals have to restore their resources and
gain new resources. Stress recovery on a day-to-day basis particularly refers to internal resources such
as energy or positive mood.

According to these two theories, refraining from work demands and avoiding activities in the
extra-work time that call upon the same functional systems, or internal resources, as those required at
work, are important strategies. Moreover, gaining new internal resources such as energy or positive
mood will additionally help to restore endangered resources [40].

According to the Sonnentag and Fritz model [40], recovery can be achieved through some off-job
activities that permit one to replenish used personal resources and/or to build new ones. Four varieties
of activities have been identified: psychological detachment, relaxation, mastery and control [40].
Psychological detachment implies refraining from job-related activities and mentally disengaging from
work during off-job time. The term detachment has been used to describe an individual’s sense of
being away from the work situation [43]. It means that individuals need to stop thinking about work
and not to be occupied by work-related affairs and problems when they are not working. Relaxation
refers to feelings of peacefulness and calm, low activation and increased positive affect, and is generally
associated with leisure activities. Mastery refers to being occupied in off-job activities that distract from
one’s own job and provide the opportunity to learn new skills and develop new personal resources,
such as self-efficacy and positive mood, in other domains. Finally, control represents the degree to
which a person may decide which activity to pursue in his/her leisure time, when and how, and may
increase positive reactions, self-efficacy and feelings of competence.

Empirical evidence suggests that recovery is helpful in restoring from job strain and is negatively
related to health complaints, depressive symptoms, exhaustion and sleep problems [40,44–49].
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Therefore, this study hypothesized a negative relationship between recovery during evening hours
and exhaustion at bedtime.

Hypothesis 2. Day-level recovery is negatively related to day-level exhaustion.

The workaholics’ tendency to devote more resources to their work than to their non-work life
leads them to neglect their activities outside the job. Addictive workers are unable to reduce or control
hard work, they continue to work despite social or health problems, and they experience unpleasant
withdrawal symptoms when away from work [18,27]. These behaviours reduce workaholics’ resources
when they are not working, in terms of time, energy, psychological and mental resources that could be
invested in non-work activities.

The prolonged exposure to work demands and thoughts during off-job hours does not allow
workaholics to complete recovery before the next working day starts [2,18]. Therefore, we expected
a cross-level interaction effect of workaholism on the negative relationship between recovery and
exhaustion at the daily level.

Hypothesis 3. General workaholism negatively moderates the relationship between day-level recovery and
day-level exhaustion, so that day-level recovery has a weaker negative relationship with day-level exhaustion for
individuals with a high (versus low) level of workaholism. In other words, for workaholics, the recovery’s ability
to reduce exhaustion is weaker than for non-workaholics.

Figure 1 depicts study hypotheses.
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Figure 1. Hypothesized model.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Participants and Procedure

The study involved a heterogeneous sample of 95 Italian workers, which included 58 females
(61%) and 37 males (39%). Their mean age was 36.24 (SD = 10.41); 72% were married or cohabited
and 64% did not have children. In the sample, 42% had a bachelor’s or master’s degree or a higher
educational qualification, 39% finished high school and the others had a lower level of education.

Among participants, 79% were employees, 14% were self-employed workers and the remaining
participants had different types of contracts; 25% were working in the industrial sector, 19% in
commerce, 11% in the education and research sector, 11% in private service, 10% in public services
and 24% indicated another sector. The mean working hours per week were 40.02 (SD = 8.40). Mean
seniority on the job was 10.31 years (SD = 10.08).

We used a snowball sampling procedure to recruit participants. We started from a convenience
sample of 40 workers, randomly identified by researchers, and asked them to provide the contact
information of their friends or family members with a job, in order to enlarge the sample. Participants
who agreed to be involved received a diary booklet. They were instructed to fill in a general
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questionnaire, in which they provided some demographic data and information on the general level of
the measured variables, before starting with the diary. Then they were asked to fill in the diary for
five consecutive working days at the end of each day before going to bed. A total of 95 usable diaries
were returned.

Participation in the study was voluntary, anonymous and no compensation was offered.
The research was conducted in line with the Helsinki Declaration [50], as well as the data protection
regulation of Italy (Legislative Decree No. 196/2003). A cover letter attached to the questionnaire
provided information about the study aims, anonymity and data treatment, and instructions for filling
out the questionnaire. Agreeing to fill out the questionnaire, all study participants provided their
informed consent.

2.2. Measures

General Workaholism was measured with the 7-item Bergen Work Addiction Scale (BWAS) [21] in its
Italian version [51]. A sample item is “How often during last year have you thought of how you could
free up more time to work?” (from 1 = never to 5 = always); Cronbach’s alpha for this study was 0.81.

2.3. Diary Booklet

The diary booklet consisted of five identical questionnaires, one for each day, from Monday to
Friday. Participants responded to all day-level measures on a seven-point scale (from 1 = strongly
disagree to 7 = strongly agree). They were asked to fill-in the diary every evening before going to bed
and to answer thinking about the day and not about their overall situation.

Day-level Exhaustion was assessed using the 8 items taken by the Oldenburg Burnout Inventory
(OLBI) [52]. A sample item is “Today, I felt emotionally drained by my work”. Cronbach’s alpha was
calculated separately for each day and ranged from 0.68 to 0.87 (M = 0.75) in this study.

Day-level Recovery was measured by the Recovery Experience Questionnaire [40] in its 12-item
Italian version [53]. An example item is: “This evening, after work, I forgot about work”. Cronbach’s
alpha for this study ranged from 0.94 to 0.96 (M = 0.95).

2.4. Statistical Analysis

Data collection led to a two-level model with 475 occasions at the within/daily level (Level 1)
and 95 participants at the between/individual level (Level 2). Given the nested structure of our data,
we tested multilevel structural equation modeling (ML-SEM) using the statistical software Mplus 7
(Muthén & Muthén, Los Angeles, CA, USA) [54]. The method of estimation was robust maximum
likelihood (MLR). Daily recovery was considered as predictor at Level 1 and general workaholism as
predictor at Level 2.

We first ran an intercept-only model (Model 0) that indicated the amount of variance in the
dependent variable (i.e., exhaustion) which was explained by differences between individuals.
For Model 0 we calculated the Intraclass Correlation Coefficient (ICC), which represents the proportion
of variance that lies between individuals. The ICC for exhaustion was 0.58, indicating a moderately
high clustering effect and justifying the multilevel approach [55]. We then proceeded to test a series of
two-level ML-SEMs predicting exhaustion at Level 1.

In Model 1 (random intercept model), we added Level 1 predictor (i.e., recovery) as fixed effect,
specifying the intercept term at Level 1 as a random variable. In Model 2 (random slope model),
we tested Level 1 predictor (i.e., recovery) as random effect. In Model 3 (intercept as outcome model),
we added the between-level variable (i.e., workaholism) as predictor of the intercept. Finally, in Model 4
(intercept and slope as outcomes model), we examined the cross-level interaction effect, testing whether
the Level 2 predictor (i.e., workaholism) predicted the between variability of both intercept and slope.
All predictors were grand-mean centered to facilitate the interpretation of main and conditional
effects [56]. In order to test nested models we evaluated the difference between the deviances through
the likelihood ratio (LR) test.
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The statistical software SPSS Statistics 24 (IBM, Armonk, NY, USA) was used to test descriptive
data analysis, Pearson correlations and Cronbach’s alpha.

3. Results

3.1. Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics and correlations between study variables are presented in Table 1. All
significant relationships between variables were in the expected direction. Day-level recovery
negatively correlated with day-level exhaustion. Moreover, general workaholism showed a negative
correlation with day-level recovery and a positive correlation with day-level exhaustion.

Table 1. Means, standard deviations and correlations among the study variables.

Variables M SD 1 2 3

1. General workaholism 2.17 0.80 -
2. Day-level recovery 4.46 1.28 −0.18 ** - -

3. Day-level exhaustion 3.29 0.98 0.29 ** −0.36 ** -

Note: ** p < 0.001. Day-level data was averaged across the 5 days.

3.2. ML-SEM Analyses

The results of the analyses of multilevel models are displayed in Table 2. As reported in Model 1,
increases in daily recovery deviations at Level 1 predicted lower mean levels of exhaustion, confirming
Hypothesis 1. Moreover, Model 3 showed a positive association between general workaholism and
daily-exhaustion, confirming Hypothesis 2. Finally, in order to test the cross-level interaction effect,
in Model 4 we entered an effect of workaholism at level 2 on the intercept and slope of the relationship
between recovery and exhaustion at Level 1 and we found a significant effect. The LR test confirmed
significant reduction of unexplained variance at each step of the analysis.

Figure 2 graphically represents the interaction effect, differentiating between low and high levels
of workaholism, defined as one standard deviation below and above the mean [57]. As the figure
shows, the negative relationship of daily recovery with daily exhaustion was weaker for high (versus
low) levels of workaholism. Thus, also Hypothesis 3 was confirmed.

Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2018, 15, x      6 of 12 

 

3. Results 

3.1. Descriptive Statistics 

Descriptive  statistics  and  correlations between  study variables  are presented  in Table  1. All 

significant  relationships  between  variables  were  in  the  expected  direction.  Day‐level  recovery 

negatively correlated with day‐level exhaustion. Moreover, general workaholism showed a negative 

correlation with day‐level recovery and a positive correlation with day‐level exhaustion. 

Table 1. Means, standard deviations and correlations among the study variables. 

Variables  M  SD  1  2  3 

1. General workaholism  2.17  0.80  -     

2. Day‐level recovery  4.46  1.28  −0.18 **  -  - 

3. Day‐level exhaustion  3.29  0.98  0.29 **  −0.36 **  - 

Note: ** p < 0.001. Day‐level data was averaged across the 5 days. 

3.2. ML‐SEM Analyses 

The results of the analyses of multilevel models are displayed in Table 2. As reported in Model 

1,  increases  in  daily  recovery  deviations  at  Level  1  predicted  lower mean  levels  of  exhaustion, 

confirming  Hypothesis  1.  Moreover,  Model  3  showed  a  positive  association  between  general 

workaholism and daily‐exhaustion, confirming Hypothesis 2. Finally, in order to test the cross‐level 

interaction effect, in Model 4 we entered an effect of workaholism at level 2 on the intercept and slope 

of the relationship between recovery and exhaustion at Level 1 and we found a significant effect. The 

LR test confirmed significant reduction of unexplained variance at each step of the analysis. 

Figure 2 graphically represents the interaction effect, differentiating between low and high levels 

of workaholism, defined as one standard deviation below and above the mean [57]. As the figure 

shows, the negative relationship of daily recovery with daily exhaustion was weaker for high (versus 

low) levels of workaholism. Thus, also Hypothesis 3 was confirmed. 

 

Figure 2. The interaction effect between general workaholism and daily recovery in the prediction of 

daily exhaustion. 

 

Figure 2. The interaction effect between general workaholism and daily recovery in the prediction of
daily exhaustion.



Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2018, 15, 1920 7 of 12

Table 2. Results of multilevel structural equation modeling predicting day-level exhaustion (unstandardised estimates).

Effects
Model 0 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Est. SE CI 95% Est. SE CI 95% Est. SE CI 95% Est. SE CI 95% Est. SE CI 95%

Fixed effects
Intercept (γ00) 3.29 0.07 (3.12, 3.41) 3.28 0.08 (3.14, 3.44) 3.32 0.07 (3.20, 3.46) 3.31 0.08 (3.17, 3.45) 3.34 0.08 (3.18, 3.46)
Recovery (γ10) −0.21 0.04 (−0.29, −0.14) −0.21 0.04 (−0.29, −0.12) −0.20 0.05 (−0.30, −0.12) −0.20 0.05 (−0.29, −0.11)
Workaholism (γ01) 0.28 0.09 (0.06, 0.41) 0.26 0.09 (0.06, 0.40)
Rec * Wsm (γ11) 0.11 0.05 (0.02, 0.22)

Random effects
Level 2
Intercept (t00) 0.55 0.10 (0.40, 0.81) 0.49 0.09 (0.36, 0.72) 0.42 0.09 (0.27, 0.60) 0.39 0.07 (0.30, 0.53) 0.36 0.08 (0.24, 0.54)
Daily recovery slope (t11) 0.07 0.03 (0.04, 0.14) 0.07 0.03 (0.04, 0.13) 0.07 0.02 (0.03, 0.12)
Level 1
(σ2) 0.39 0.03 (0.34, 0.46) 0.37 0.03 (0.32, 0.44) 0.34 0.03 (0.28, 0.39) 0.33 0.03 (0.28, 0.38) 0.33 0.02 (0.29, 0.38)

Deviance
(−2*log likelihood) 1105.03 1062.96 1046.11 1036.73 1031.66
Diff −2*log likelihood 42.07 *** 16.85 *** 9.38 ** 5.07 *

Notes: *** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05; CI = confidence interval. Day-level data was averaged across the 5 days.
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4. Discussion

The present diary study aimed at examining, for the first time, whether the negative relationship
between recovery and exhaustion, measured at the daily level, differs between individuals with
high versus low levels of workaholism. First of all, results supported Hypothesis 1, showing
a positive relationship between workaholism and daily exhaustion. Particularly, this finding
confirmed that workaholism may have negative effects on individual well-being, as previously
demonstrated [30,58–60], and calls for a greater attention to this phenomenon and its risks.

Moreover, according to the Effort-Recovery model, adequate recovery from work is negatively
related to long-term health impairment [38,40] and some empirical evidence presented in the literature
supports this model [45,46,48,49]. Our results also confirmed the recovery’s ability to reduce exhaustion
(Hypothesis 2), providing stronger evidence for this relationship since it was investigated at the
daily level.

Finally, Hypothesis 3 suggested a moderational role of workaholism and investigated it using
a multi-level approach. Results confirmed the cross-level interaction effect and indicated that the
recovery’s ability to decrease exhaustion is weaker for those individuals with high (versus low)
levels of workaholism. The workaholics’ tendency to devote more resources to their work than to
their non-work life leads them to neglect their activities outside the job and, consequently, their
efficacy in recovering from work. Workaholics, indeed, tend to work long hours not only for external
requirements or needs, but because they often feel they have not done enough yet [2,3], and even
when they are not involved in job-related activities after work they continue to think about work
and feel guilty. Thus, they are so involved in their job-related thoughts and affairs that it seems
particularly difficult for them to effectively recover. As a previous study suggested [18], for workaholics,
more so than for non-workaholics, what kind of activities they do during leisure time seems to be
important, since not all types of recovery experiences are able to reduce their exhaustion. For example,
Bakker and colleagues [18] found that time spent in sport and physical exercise during off-job time
was more positively associated with evening well-being for workaholics than for non-workaholics.
On the contrary, the kind of recovery experiences considered in our study showed a weaker effect on
exhaustion for individuals with high levels of workaholism.

Limitations

This study has some limitations that should be mentioned. The first one is that data relied on
self-report, raising concerns about common method variance [61]. Future research should consider
also other ratings (e.g., colleagues, supervisors or partners) and objective ratings, so as to avoid
this problem.

Secondly, results mainly concerning relationships between variables considered in this study
are correlational in nature [62]. Despite the multilevel approach, inferences about causality are quite
limited and could not be made with confidence. Moreover, the study focused on a convenience
heterogeneous sample of workers. Therefore, we should be cautious with generalizing the results.

A further limitation of the study is related to the snowball sampling procedure that may
have influenced the sample structure, hence not representing the population as a whole. Moreover,
participants could have had a special interest in this study that led them to accept to be involved.
Nevertheless, mean levels of both general workaholism (M = 2.17, SD = 0.80) and general exhaustion
(M = 2.37, SD = 0.46) were in line with a previous study [63] that involved an Italian sample of
617 workers and applied the same instruments used in this study to detect workaholism (M = 2.23,
SD = 0.73) and exhaustion (M = 2.36, SD = 0.55).

Another limitation concerns the recovery construct, since we used a general measure of recovery
and could not draw more specific conclusions about the effect of different kinds of leisure activities on
workaholics’ exhaustion. Moreover, this study focused specifically on experiences with potential for
recovery during off-job time, although research has indicated that recovery may occur during working
time as well [64].
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Despite its limitation, a strong point of the current study is that it examined this pattern of
relationships on a daily basis, respecting the call for more within-person studies on both workaholism
and recovery [2].

5. Conclusions

First of all, this study highlighted the importance of reaching awareness of the existence of the
often ignored or underestimated phenomenon of workaholism. Individuals and organizations must
understand the problem, its causes and costs, and consider viable solutions, especially for those jobs
characterized by increase of work intensity and job uncertainty and by permeable boundaries between
work and the rest of life [65]. In particular, this responsibility lies on managers and supervisors who
can more easily than others witness, detect and signal workaholic behaviours, and suggest and monitor
alternative ones. Employers and managers play a crucial role, as they can be a model and set a good
example to work in a healthy way [12]. Programmes for leadership development [12,66,67] in the work
context and attention to employer-recruitment selection represent important interventions. Leaders
can also actively help their collaborators to behave less dysfunctionally: encouraging them to delegate
some of their work, monitoring their job planning and priorities, giving them specific time to take
breaks and to leave work [68].

This study also confirmed previous findings that indicated recovery from work during off-job
time as a crucial experience for protecting individuals’ well-being [40]. Despite the fact that it may
be difficult for employees to find a good interaction between all their different priorities (their work,
their family, their leisure activities), they need to be supported in understanding the importance of
engaging in different activities during off-job time, and to mentally detach from work on a daily
basis [39,69]. One way to enhance recovery is to keep one’s work life separate, as much as possible,
from one’s non-work life [48]. Organizations should encourage and support this segmentation practice
addressing the implicit norms of unlimited availability and the use of communication devices (e.g.,
smartphones, laptops with e-mail access) that make it difficult to mentally and physically detach from
work during off-job hours [18]. In general, organizations should question the necessity of the culture
of long working hours to support employees finding a healthy work–life balance [39]. Moreover, time
management training can be considered an important intervention, especially for employees with
tendencies toward working excessively, to gain conscious control over their time schedule by setting
realistic goals and prioritizing tasks [2].

Author Contributions: All authors contributed to this work. M.M. and C.G. designed the study and collected
the data. M.M. carried out data analysis and interpretation and wrote the manuscript receiving substantial input
from C.G.C. and C.G. All authors approved the final version of the manuscript for submission and agreed to be
accountable for all aspects of the work.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

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

References

1. Giunchi, M.; Emanuel, F.; Chambel, M.J.; Ghislieri, C. Job insecurity, workload and job exhaustion in
temporary agency workers (TAWs): Gender differences. Career Dev. Int. 2016, 21, 3–18. [CrossRef]

2. Van Wijhe, C.; Peeters, M.; Schaufeli, W.B.; Ouweneel, E. Rise and shine: Recovery experiences of workaholic
and nonworkaholic employees. Eur. J. Work Organ. Psychol. 2013, 22, 476–489. [CrossRef]

3. Van Beek, I.; Hu, Q.; Schaufeli, W.B.; Taris, T.W.; Schreurs, B.H.J. For Fun, Love, or Money: What Drives
Workaholic, Engaged, and Burned-Out Employees at Work? Appl. Psychol. 2012, 61, 30–55. [CrossRef]

4. Sussman, S. Workaholism: A Review. J. Addict. Res. Ther. 2012. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
5. Lavanco, G.; Milio, A. Psicologia Della Dipendenza dal Lavoro: Work Addiction e Workaholics; Astrolabio: Roma,

Italy, 2006; ISBN 978-8834015001.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/CDI-07-2015-0103
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2012.663527
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.2011.00454.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.4172/2155-6105.S6-001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24273685


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2018, 15, 1920 10 of 12

6. 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, e102446. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

7. Sussman, S.; Lisha, N.; Griffiths, M. Prevalence of the addictions: A problem of the majority or the minority?
Eval. Health Prof. 2011, 34, 3–56. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

8. Robinson, B.E. Chained to the Desk: A Guidebook for Workaholics, Their Partners and Children, and the Clinicians
Who Treat Them; New York University Press: New York, NY, USA, 2007; ISBN 978-0814724637.

9. Avanzi, L.; van Dick, R.; Fraccaroli, F.; Sarchielli, G. The downside of organizational identification: Relations
between identification, workaholism and well-being. Work Stress 2012, 26, 289–307. [CrossRef]

10. Fassel, D. Working Ourselves to Death: The High Costs of Workaholism, the Rewards of Recovery; Harper & Collins:
San Francisco, CA, USA, 1990; ISBN 978-2286112362.

11. Mazzetti, G.; Schaufeli, W.B.; Guglielmi, D. Are workaholics born or made? Relations of workaholism with
person characteristics and overwork climate. Int. J. Stress Manag. 2014, 21, 227–254. [CrossRef]

12. Fry, L.W.; Cohen, M.P. Spiritual leadership as a paradigm for organizational transformation and recovery
from extended work hours cultures. J. Bus. Ethics 2009, 84, 265–278. [CrossRef]

13. Derks, D.; Bakker, A.B. The impact of e-mail communication on organizational life. Cyberpsychol. J. Psychosoc.
Res. Cyberspace 2010, 4, 4.

14. Sonnentag, A. Recovery, work engagement and proactive behavior: A new look at the interface between
nonwork and work. J. Appl. Psychol. 2003, 88, 518–528. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

15. Sonnentag, S.; Binnewies, C.; Mojza, E.J. Staying well and engaged when demands are high: The role of
psychological detachment. J. Appl. Psychol. 2010, 95, 965–976. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

16. Taris, T.W.; Schaufeli, W.B.; Verhoeven, L.C. Workaholism in the Netherlands: Measurement and implications
for job strain and work-nonwork conflict. Appl. Psychol. 2005, 54, 37–60. [CrossRef]

17. Bakker, A.B.; Demerouti, E.; Burke, R. Workaholism and relationship quality: A spillover-crossover
perspective. J. Occup. Organ. Psychol. 2009, 14, 23–33. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

18. Bakker, A.B.; Demerouti, E.; Oerlemans, W.; Sonnentag, S. Workaholism and daily recovery: A day
reconstruction study of leisure activities. J. Organ. Behav. 2012, 34, 87–107. [CrossRef]

19. Ohly, S.; Sonnentag, S.; Niessen, C.; Zapf, D. Diary Studies in Organizational Research. An Introduction and
Some Practical Recommendations. J. Pers. Psychol. 2010, 9, 79–93. [CrossRef]

20. Oates, W. Confession of a Workaholic; The World Publishing Company: New York, NY, USA, 1971;
ISBN 978-0529006615.

21. Andreassen, C.S.; Griffiths, M.D.; Hetland, J.; Pallesen, S. Development of a work addiction scale.
Scand. J. Psychol. 2012, 53, 265–272. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

22. Vodanovich, S.J.; Piotrowski, C. Workaholism: A critical but neglected factor in O.D. Organ. Dev. J. 2006, 24,
55–60.

23. American Psychiatric Association. Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, 5th ed.; American
Psychiatric Publishing: Arlington, VA, USA, 2013; ISBN 978-0890425541.

24. Griffiths, M.D. Workaholism is still a useful construct. Addict. Res. Theory 2005, 13, 97–100.
25. Andreassen, C.S. Workaholism: An overview and current status of research. J. Behav. Addict. 2014, 3, 1–11.

[CrossRef] [PubMed]
26. Machlowitz, M.M. Workaholics: Living with Them, Working with Them; Addison-Wesley: Reading, MA, USA,

1980; ISBN 9780201046137.
27. Scott, K.S.; Moore, K.S.; Miceli, M.P. An exploration of the meaning and consequences of workaholism.

Hum. Relat. 1997, 50, 287–314. [CrossRef]
28. Burke, R.J.; Fiksenbaum, L. Work Motivations, Work Outcomes, and Health: Passion Versus Addiction.

J. Bus. Ethics 2009, 84, 257–263. [CrossRef]
29. Vallerand, R.J.; Houlfort, N. Passion at work: Toward a new conceptualization. In Social Issues in Management;

Skarlicki, D., Gilliland, S., Steiner, D., Eds.; Information Age Publishing: Greenwich, CT, USA, 2003; Volume 3,
pp. 175–204. ISBN 978-1450495202.

30. Andreassen, C.S.; Pallesen, S.; Torsheim, T. Workaholism as a Mediator between Work-Related Stressors and
Health Outcomes. Int. J. Eniviron. Res. Public Health 2018, 15, 73. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

31. Balducci, C.; Avanzi, L.; Fraccaroli, F. The individual “costs” of workaholism: An analysis based on
multisource and prospective data. J. Manag. 2016, 1–26. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0102446
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25118877
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0163278710380124
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20876085
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2012.712291
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0035700
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-008-9695-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.3.518
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12814299
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0020032
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20718528
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.2005.00195.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0013290
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19210044
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.1796
http://dx.doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9450.2012.00947.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22490005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1556/JBA.2.2013.017
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25215209
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/001872679705000304
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-008-9697-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ijerph15010073
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29303969
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0149206316658348


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2018, 15, 1920 11 of 12

32. Guglielmi, D.; Simbula, S.; Schaufeli, W.B.; Depolo, M. Self-efficacy and workaholism as initiators of the job
demands-resources model. Career Dev. Int. 2012, 17, 375–389. [CrossRef]

33. Sonnentag, S.; Zijlstra, F.R.H. Job characteristics and off-job activities as predictors of need for recovery,
well-being, and fatigue. J. Appl. Psychol. 2006, 91, 330–350. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

34. Bonebright, C.A.; Clay, D.L.; Ankenmann, R.D. The relationship of workaholism with work-life conflict, life
satisfaction, and purpose in life. J. Couns. Psychol. 2000, 47, 469–477. [CrossRef]

35. Balducci, C.; Cecchin, M.; Fraccaroli, F.; Schaufeli, W.B. Exploring the relationship between workaholism
and workplace aggressive behaviour: The role of job-related emotion. Pers. Individ. Differ. 2012, 53, 629–634.
[CrossRef]

36. Porter, G. Workaholic tendencies and the high potential for stress among co-workers. Int. J. Stress Manag.
2001, 8, 147–164. [CrossRef]

37. Kanai, A. Economic and employment conditions, karoshi (work to death) and the trend of studies on
workaholism in Japan. In Research Companion to Working Time and Work Addiction; Burke, R.J., Ed.; Edward
Elgar: Cheltenham, UK, 2006; pp. 158–172. ISBN 978-1845424084.

38. Meijman, T.F.; Mulder, G. Psychological aspects of workload. In Handbook of Work and Organizational
Psychology: Work Psychology; Drenth, P.J.D., Thierry, H., Eds.; Psychology Press: Hove, UK, 1998; Volume 2,
pp. 5–33. ISBN 978-0863775222.

39. Kinnunen, U.; Feldt, T.; Siltaloppi, M.; Sonnentag, S. Job demands-resources model in the context of recovery:
Testing recovery experience as mediators. Eur. J. Work Organ. Psychol. 2011, 20, 805–832. [CrossRef]

40. Sonnentag, S.; Fritz, C. The recovery experience questionnaire: Development and validation of a measure for
assessing recuperation and unwinding from work. J. Occup. Health. Psychol. 2007, 12, 204–221. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

41. Hobfoll, S.E. Stress, Culture, and Community: The Psychology and Physiology of Stress; Plenum: New York, NY,
USA, 1998; ISBN 978-0306459429.

42. Geurts, S.A.E.; Sonnentag, S. Recovery as an explanatory mechanism in the relation between acute stress
reactions and chronic health impairment. Scand. J. Work. Environ. Health 2006, 32, 482–492. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

43. Etzion, D.; Eden, D.; Lapidot, Y. Relief from job stressors and burnout: Reserve service as a respite.
J. Appl. Psychol. 1998, 83, 577–585. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

44. Demerouti, E.; Bakker, A.B.; Sonnentag, S.; Fullagar, C.J. Work-related flow and energy at work and at home:
A study on the role of daily recovery. J. Organ. Behav. 2012, 33, 276–295. [CrossRef]

45. Fritz, C.; Sonnentag, S. Recovery, well-being, and performance-related outcomes: The role of workload and
vacation experiences. J. Appl. Psychol. 2006, 91, 936–945. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

46. Sonnentag, S.; Bayer, U. Switching off mentally: Predictors and consequences of psychological detachment
from work during off-ob time. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 2005, 10, 393–414. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

47. Sonnentag, S.; Fritz, C. Recovery from job stress: The stressor-detachment model as an integrative framework.
J. Organ. Behav. 2015, 36, S72–S103. [CrossRef]

48. Sonnentag, S.; Mojza, E.J.; Binnewies, C.; Scholl, A. Being engaged at work and detached at home:
A week-level study on work engagement, psychological detachment and affect. Work Stress 2008, 22,
257–276. [CrossRef]

49. Sonnentag, S.; Kuttler, I.; Fritz, C. Job stressors, emotional exhaustion, and need for recovery: A multi-source
study on the benefits of psychological detachment. J. Vocat. Behav. 2010, 76, 355–365. [CrossRef]

50. World Medical Association. Declaration of Helsinki—Ethical principles for medical research involving
human subjects. Bull. World Health Organ. 2001, 79, 373–374.

51. Molino, M. Workaholism: Definitions, Measures, and Dynamics. Ph.D. Thesis, University of Torino, Torino,
Italy, 2012. Unpublished.

52. Demerouti, E.; Mostert, K.; Bakker, A.B. Burnout and work engagement: A thorough investigation of the
independency of both constructs. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 2010, 15, 209–222. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

53. Zito, M.; Molino, M. Italian adaptation of the Recovery Experience Questionnaire. In Proceedings of the
Workshop Current Issues in Occupational Health Psychology, Rovereto, Italy, 2 December 2014.

54. Muthén, L.K.; Muthén, B.O. Mplus User’s Guide, 7th ed.; Muthén & Muthén: Los Angeles, CA, USA, 1998–2012.
Available online: https://www.statmodel.com/download/usersguide/Mplus%20user%20guide%20Ver_
7_r3_web.pdf (accessed on 26 July 2018).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/13620431211255842
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.2.330
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16551187
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.47.4.469
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.05.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1009581330960
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2010.524411
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.12.3.204
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17638488
http://dx.doi.org/10.5271/sjweh.1053
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17173204
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.83.4.577
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9729927
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.760
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.4.936
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16834516
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.10.4.393
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16248688
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.1924
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02678370802379440
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2009.06.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0019408
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20604629
https://www.statmodel.com/download/usersguide/Mplus%20user%20guide%20Ver_7_r3_web.pdf
https://www.statmodel.com/download/usersguide/Mplus%20user%20guide%20Ver_7_r3_web.pdf


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2018, 15, 1920 12 of 12

55. James, L.R. Aggregation bias in estimates of percentual agreement. J. Appl. Psychol. 1982, 67, 219–229.
[CrossRef]

56. Nezlek, J.B. Multilevel random coefficient analyses of event and interval—Contingent data in social and
personality psychology research. Pers. Soc. Psychol. Bull. 2001, 27, 771–785. [CrossRef]

57. Aiken, L.S.; West, S.G. Multiple Regression: Testing and Interpreting Interactions; Sage: Thousand Oaks, CA,
USA, 1991; ISBN 978-0803936058.

58. Burke, R.J. Work motivations, satisfactions, and health: Passion versus addiction. In The Long Working
Hours Culture. Causes, Consequences and Choices; Burke, R.J., Cooper, C.L., Eds.; Emerald: Bingley, UK, 2008;
pp. 227–251. ISBN 978-1848550384.

59. Schaufeli, W.B.; Bakker, A.B.; van der Heijden, F.M.M.A.; Prins, J.T. Workaholism, burnout and well-being
among junior doctors: the mediating role of role conflict. Work Stress 2009, 23, 155–172. [CrossRef]

60. Van der Hulst, M.; Geurts, S. Associations between overtime and psychological health in high and low
reward jobs. Work Stress 2001, 15, 227–240. [CrossRef]

61. Podsakoff, P.M.; MacKenzie, S.B.; Lee, J.Y.; Podsakoff, N.P. Common method biases in behavioral research:
A critical review of the literature and recommended remedies. J. Appl. Psychol. 2003, 88, 879–903. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

62. Stone-Romero, E.F.; Rosopa, P.J. The relative validity of inferences about mediation as a function of research
design characteristics. Organ. Res. Methods 2008, 11, 326–352. [CrossRef]

63. Molino, M.; Bakker, A.B.; Ghislieri, C. The role of workaholism in the job demands-resources model.
Anxiety Stress Coping 2016, 29, 400–414. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

64. Trougakos, J.P.; Beal, D.J.; Green, S.G.; Weiss, H.M. Making the Break Count: An Episodic Examination of
Recovery Activities, Emotional Experiences, and Positive Affective Displays. Acad. Manag. 2008, 51, 131–146.
[CrossRef]

65. Molino, M.; Ghislieri, C.; Colombo, L. Working excessively: Theoretical and methodological considerations.
Giornale Italiano Medicina Lavoro Ergonomia 2012, 34 (Suppl. S1), A5–A10.

66. Avolio, B.J.; Bass, B.M. Re-examining the component of transformational and transactional leadership using
the multifactor leadership questionnaire. J. Occup. Organ. Psychol. 1999, 72, 441–462. [CrossRef]

67. Yee, R.W.Y.; Lee, P.K.C.; Yeung, A.C.L.; Cheng, T.C.E. The relationship among leadership, goal orientation,
and service quality in high-contact service industries: An empirical study. Int. J. Prod. Econ. 2011, 141,
452–464. [CrossRef]

68. Burke, R.J. Work hours, work intensity and work addiction: Weighing the costs. In Risky Business.
Psychological, Physical and Financial Costs of High Risk Behavior in Organizations; Burke, R.J., Cooper, C.L., Eds.;
Gower Publishing: Farnham, UK, 2010; pp. 67–106. ISBN 978-1317062646.

69. Volman, F.E.; Bakker, A.B.; Xanthopoulou, D. Recovery at home and performance at work: A diary study on
self-family facilitation. Eur. J. Work Organ. Psychol. 2013, 22, 218–234. [CrossRef]

© 2018 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/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.67.2.219
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167201277001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02678370902834021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/026783701110.1080/02678370110066580
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14516251
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1094428107300342
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10615806.2015.1070833
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26168061
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amj.2008.30764063
http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/096317999166789
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2011.12.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2011.648375
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Workaholism 
	Recovery 

	Materials and Methods 
	Participants and Procedure 
	Measures 
	Diary Booklet 
	Statistical Analysis 

	Results 
	Descriptive Statistics 
	ML-SEM Analyses 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

