S H @) R T R E P @) R T S

ROCZNIKI PSYCHOLOGICZNE/ANNALS OF PSYCHOLOGY
2015, XVIl, 4, 547-552

KAMILAWOJDYLO

Polish Academy of Sciences
Institute of Psychology

WORKAHOLISM — THE NATURE OF THE CONSTRUCT
AND THE NOMENCLATURE
AS CONTROVERSIAL ISSUES IN RESEARCH
ON THE PHENOMENON.
A COMMENTARY ON STASZCZYK AND TOKARZ (2015)

The analysis of research findings, presented inipwes as concerning “workaholism,” including

the results of selected Polish studies, revedksaat three worrisome issues: (a) frequent misappli
cation of the term “workaholism” to phenomenonatthee not related to work addiction, (b)

expanding the conceptualization of workaholismrtdude dimensions defining the healthy form
of high work involvement (e.g., work engagementhich do not differentiate workaholism as

a disorder from the phenomenon of healthy hard w@@kusing inaccurate interpretation of rese-
arch results that concern healthy high work involeat as referring to work addiction. The com-
mentary on the article contains a discussion oftimve-mentioned issues.
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In the literature, there are theories of workaholisupported by empirical
findings, that specify the most significant indimat defining this phenomenon.
Currently, a few such theories can be mentionediee@nes, defining workaho-
lism as an obsessive-compulsive phenomenon, andréaent ones, defining
workaholism as an addiction. Spence and Robbind8)1%®Robinson (2007), and
Schaufeli, Taris, and Bakker (2006) conceptualipekaholism as an obsessive-
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-compulsive phenomenon, while Griffiths (2005) avwjdylo (2013) define
workaholism as an addiction, using criteria chaastic for addiction.

Theoretical knowledge and the existing researctitigs regarding worka-
holism oblige to the critical assessment of theigus arguments, emerging in
publications, on the phenomeon referred to as “afooksm.” Theoretical
knowledge about workaholism and research resutisldhin each case, inspire
reflection on whether it was indeed workaholisnt thhas measured in a particu-
lar study and on whether the indicators used waideead indicators of workaho-
lism (cf. Wojdylo, 2015). The research findings s@eted by Staszczyk and To-
karz (2015) provoke a number of objections, whig¥ill discuss below.

According to the methodological rules recognizeddience and in the meth-
odology of psychological research, the way of meagua phenomenon must
be based on a theoretical background of the resesuwbject (a theory/con-
ception). The theory constitutes the coexistenadh®iphenomenon’s dimensions
and determines their legitimacy as its componékxtbeory regarding a particu-
lar phenomeon/construct also justifies its measergmsing the indicators that
describe it (after empirical support for a partasulvay of approaching/defining
that phenomenon has been provided). In short,iteery regarding a particular
construct determines the way the construct is ddfimnd measured. The above-
mentioned element (theoretical background) is wWhedd missing in the appro-
ach the authors (Staszczyk & Tokarz, 2015) adomxjploring the phenomenon
they refer to as workaholism. Workaholism is a ¢, and it should be con-
ceptualized and measured as a construct. Yet, er@ohtheoretical conception is
missing in the study.

Staszczyk and Tokarz (2015) state that, in theidystthey measure worka-
holism using two dimentions of the WorkBAT Scaleol&/ Enjoyment and Work
Drive. A different phenomenon — use of time — isoatneasured, the instrument
employed for that purpose being the Time Use ImugntConsequently, the re-
sults obtained and presented in the article conseparate dimensions/factors:
work drive, work enjoyment, and use of time. Howewurprisingly, each of
these separate dimensions is interpreted in theleads describing “workaho-
lism.” In my opinion, this is done in an unjustiienanner.

In the literature, there are findings regardingd¢bmponents of the workaho-
lism construct. Namely, a number of empirical dagave shown the legitimacy
and necessity of excluding from the definition abrkaholism the components
that define healthy high work involvement, suchwamk enjoyment (which is
a component of workaholism as conceptualized by $&gensen, and Feldman,
2007, as well as by Spence and Robbins, 1992)., Tindke context of the cur-
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rent knowledge and the state of research on wollsthothe emotional indica-
tors (e.g., work enjoyment), described in the &tams belonging to the alleged
“workaholism,” do not describe the real workaholism

The existing research results have shown that taeredifferent forms of
high work involvement. The empirical findings haalso revealed the empirical
differentiation of the healthy form of high work gagement (work enthusiasm)
from its pathological form (workaholism) (e.g., @cifeli, Taris, & van Rhenen,
2008; Wojdylo, Baumann, Buczny, Owens, & Kuhl, 20¥®jdylo, Baumann,
Fischback, & Engeser, 2014). Work enjoyment haslreeognized as an inhe-
rent feature of the work enthusiasm phenomenonreaohtlided from the concep-
tualization of workaholism (Schaufeli et al., 2006¢Millan, O'Driscoll, Marsh,

& Brady, 2001; Mudrack, 2006; Porter, 2001). Theref treating work enjoy-
ment as an indicator of workaholism cannot be aeckp

As previously mentioned, the use of time is anodeparate dimension ad-
opted and interpreted in the article (Staszczyk dkarz, 2015) as describing
“workaholism.” According to scientific knowledgéndre are no data that make it
legitmate to acknowledge this dimension as belanpdo the phenomenon of
workaholism, either. The Time Use Inventory allotesmeasure professional-
private life imbalance, but this indicator does ma¢asure workaholism. Like
work enjoyment, the professional-private life imdorade dimension is an attribute
of highly work-involved people (work enthusiastaho do not meet the criteria
for workaholism. As attributes characteristic foetmost highly work-involved
people, including healthy workers, these dimensiares not neccesary for the
assessment of workaholism and, as such, they anegibmate elements in the
measurement of this phenomenon.

The legitimacy of research on workaholism (as wsllon any other pheno-
menon) is determined by the coherence and empaiaduacy of the definition
of the construct that has been adopted in the metiseln the case of no coherent
theory/conceptualization of the phenomenon as ésearch background, all we
have is separately measured dimensions, which ilgrbe defined and interpre-
ted as separate factors (not as a contruct).

In the context of the research results presentedtagzczyk and Tokarz,
(2015), it could therefore be concluded that thatirdy captures correlations
between the variables measured: work enjoymentk wdwe, use of time, and
burnout. Consequently, the results of that studywsthe reationships of these
variables (factors) with burnout, but they do nbbw the relationships of the
construct of workaholism with burnout.
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The question addressed in this article was thevdlig: is it really workaho-
lism that was measured in the study under discnssiod are the indicators
examined really indicators of workaholism? The abavgumentation makes it
impossible to answer this question affirmatively.

Moreover, it seems important to point out some egasnces of the dubious
research procedures described above, used in chsgamworkaholism. Namely,
the problem of the inconsistency of research resugarding “workaholism,”
observed in the literature, can be considered asngsequence of the above-
-mentioned problematic research procedures. If denoalled “workaholism”
combines the already mentioned healthy indicatdrligh work involvement
(e.g., work enoyjment or work engagement) with @atlors of pathological
overwork (e.g., work drive), it should not be sisprg that, in different studies,
they are often found to be related to the measueihbles in different ways.
This is because these dimensions differ from orehen by nature. The pro-
blem, however, is that these factors, as previomsptioned, are wrongly called
and interpreted as indicators of workaholism. Thkired of procedure may not
only reinforce the invalidity of nomenclature iniesece, but also, above all, re-
sult in invalid knowledge about “work addiction,’meh may not have much to
do with the real workaholism.

In the light of the above, the approach to workesmolpostulated by the au-
thors in their article, consisting in the inclusiohboth healthy and pathological
indicators in the definition and identification tfe disorder phenomenon (“the
model of workaholism we adopted balances the pathicgand salutogenic
approaches [. . .] to the disorder in question32b; Staszczyk & Tokarz, 2015),
does not seem to be legitimate. That approachvar&énce with the knowledge
regarding the classification of disorders — clihigasychological, and medical.
The definition/conceptualization of any disordeepbmenon should, by nature,
include criteria that define pathology, not a comaltion of both pathology and
health criteria. By analogy, no clasification okaliders includes, for example,
a healthy/positive form of depresion or a healthwf of addiction.

To conclude, the incosistency of some researchitsesegarding workaho-
lism that is found in the literature can be consdeas largely resulting from
invalid nomenclature and, in many cases, as regultom questionable interpre-
tation of research results (if these results cantes individual factors measured
in the study that are not necessarily related tckalwlism but are wrongly de-
scribed as belonging to workaholism). This makedifficult to agree with the
legitimacy of the research approach postulatedtbgzZ8zyk and Tokarz (2015),
which would consist in multiplying the indicator$ workaholism in a multidi-
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mensional approach. According to the authors, sughnocedure should be the
neccessary consequence of the inconsistenciegxfstin research findings as
well as “an antidote” to these inconsistences.

The proposed procedure provokes objection for adtléwvo reasons. First,
the multiplication of indicators nonspecific for vkaholism in studies on the
phenomenon (e.g., work enjoyment, the number ofkiugr hours, etc.) may
most probably lead to aggravating the problem obinsistent results of research
on “workaholism” rather than promote the preventairthis problem. Second,
considering the increasing number of studies reggrthe correlates of worka-
holism (both positive and negative), infinitely nyamodels of relationships re-
garding workaholism could surely be created. Yhkgirt legitimacy and me-
aningfulness in the context of defining, concephilad), and measuring worka-
holism would be strongly questionable.

As regards the conceptualization and diagnosis dréicular phenomenon,
it is important which factors should be considemedessary and which should be
considered sufficient for defining it. Many recesttidies have shown the legiti-
macy of distinguishing the phenomenon of healtlghlwork involvement from
workaholism, indicating the criteria that are sfiecior healthy work involve-
ment (e.g., work enjoyment) and the criteria (sashwork engagement or wor-
king hours) that do not differentiate workaholia®m highly work-involved
persons. Generally, dimensions that do not diffés workaholics from other
hard-working but healthy individuals are not fastdhat are necessary in defi-
ning workaholism.

As pointed out in this article, research on workano could be inhibited by
the use of two kinds of questionable proceduresdom in the selection of indi-
cators of the phenomenon that is unjustifiablyezhllvorkaholism and/or failure
to make sure that research is based on a psychoatigtverified conceptualiza-
tion of workaholism as a construct. In my opinidhis procedure may cause
inconsistency and confusion in theory and termigplo this field. It can thus
be considered one of the most significant obstaddbe development of rese-
arch on work addiction.
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