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1 Introduction

Although workaholism is a common topic in the popular press and it is a concept with

special relevance in Work and Organizational Psychology, scientific understanding of it is

still quite limited. The concept can be generally considered as a negative psychological

state characterized by two main dimensions: working excessively and working compulsively

(Del Ĺıbano, Llorens, Salanova, & Schaufeli, 2010). Many studies have tried to establish

a theoretical model in order to explain the workaholism antecedents, but any of them

have been successful. In all these studies the antecedents included are not derived in a

systematically way, but it seems rather haphazard, whereby workaholism is often differently

operationalized. With the present preliminary study we have the aim to begin the study

of workaholism in a mathematical way analysing some relevant antecedents, i.e., work

self-efficacy, job autonomy, emotional competence and mental competence.

Self-efficacy can be defined as the beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and execute

the courses of action required to produce given attainments (Bandura, 1997), and accord-

ing to the Resources, Experiences and Demands (RED) model (Salanova, Cifre, Llorens,

& Martnez, 2007), job autonomy, emotional compentence and mental competence are re-

lated to experiences at work in a different way depending on self-efficacy. Thus employees

perceive more or less personal and job resources depending on their levels of self-efficacy.
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In order to achieve our aim we propose two hypotheses. The first one proposes that

work self-efficay will be positively related to workaholism, whereas the second one proposes

that job autonomy, and mental and emotional competence will mediate the relationship

between work self-efficacy and workaholism.

2 Method

Participants and procedure

The sample consisted of 386 university administrative staff. Employees had work expe-

rience ranging from 1 to 45 years and the mean number of years worked was 14 (SD = 7.2).

They answered an on-line questionnaire drawn up in order to implement an evaluation of

psychosocial risks. Firstly, we met with the stakeholders of employees in order to explain

the phases of the evaluation (e.g., objectives, procedure, diagnosis, etc.). Secondly, we

generated several user-identifications and passwords that were confidentially and anony-

mously distributed among employees. Finally, we informed the stakeholders of the results

by means of a professional report and they explained the main conclusions to the rest of

the employees. Measures

Work self-efficacy. We measured work self-efficacy using 4 items from RED.es (Salanova

et al., 2007). An example of the item is: ’I can do my job well although I have to solve

difficult problems’. Workers were asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed with

each sentence on a seven-point rating scale ranging from 0 (’never’) to 6 (’always/everyday’)

Autonomy. We measured autonomy using 4 items from RED.es. An example of the

item is: ’I can do my work tasks as I consider that it’s better?. Scores ranged from 0

(’never’) to 6 (’always/everyday’).

Mental competence. We measured mental competence using 3 items from RED.es. An

example of the item is: ’In my job, I can work with many information and data’.

Emotional competence. We measured emotional competence using 4 items from RED.es.

An example of the item is: ’In my job, I can solve problems with the people in an objective

way ’.

Workaholism. We measured workaholism by the short Spanish version (10 items) (Del

Lbano, et al., 2010) of the DUWAS (DUtch Work Addiction Scale; Schaufeli, Shimazu, &

Taris, 2009), which includes two dimensions: working excessively (5 items; e.g., ’I stay busy

and keep my irons in the fire?) and working compulsively (5 items; e.g., ’I often feel that

there’s something inside me that drives me to work hard ’). Scores ranged from 1 (’almost

never’) to 4 (’almost always’).

Data analyses Firstly, we computed the internal consistencies (Cronbach’s alpha), de-

scriptive analyses, and intercorrelations among the variables with the PASW 18.0 program.

Secondly, we computed Harman’s single factor test with Confirmatory Factor Analyses

(CFA) (e.g. Iverson & Maguire, 2000; cf. Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003)

using the AMOS (Analysis of MOment Structures) software package (v. 18.0) for the study

variables in order to test for bias due to common method variance. Thirdly, the AMOS was

employed to implement Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) methods by using Maximum
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Figure 1:

Likelihood Estimation methods to establish the relationships between the model variables

(Byrne, 2001).

3 Results

On the one hand, Table 1 displays the results of the descriptive analyses; that is, means,

standard deviations, internal consistencies (Cronbach’s alpha) and intercorrelations of the

scales. All alphas meet the .70 criterion (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994), As expected, the

pattern of correlations shows that variables correlate significantly with each other.

On the other hand, four different structural models were fitted to the data to test the

weight of the antecedents considered. Following the Baron and Kenny (1986) method-

ology, first (M1) we tested the direct relationship between self-efficacy and workaholism.

The model fitted well to the data, the relationship between both variables was positive and

significant.In the second model (M2) we tested the relationship between self-efficacy and

autonomy, mental competence and emotional competence, and the model also fitted well

to the data. Subsequently, we tested the third model (M3) in which autonomy, mental

competence and emotional competence fully mediated workaholism. The model also fitted

well to the data, with all the relationships positive and siginificant. Finally, as in the

fourth model (M4) the direct relationship between self-efficacy and workaholism was not

significant, we can conclude that, as we expected, autonomy, mental competence and emo-
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Figure 2: Table 1
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Figure 3: Table 2

tional competence fully mediated the relationship between self-efficacy and workaholism

(see table 2 for more information).

4 Discussion

This study constitutes the first step to build a mathematical model of workaholism. Ac-

cording to the results obtained, we can identify four antecedents that are important to its

development, i.e., work self-efficacy, autonomy, mental competence and emotional compe-

tence. The higher self-efficacy is, the higher autonomy, mental competence and emotional

competence employees will probably have, and more opportunities to develop workaholism

they will have. Therefore, these four antecedents are possible candidates to be included in

the hypothetical mathematical model of workaholism.
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