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Abstract

:

Workaholism phenomenon affects a quarter of the employed world population. The concept has been used to describe hardworking employees, which is not resulting from external requirements. Considering that organizations with well-developed workplace spirituality have employees more committed to achieving self-development, but also to serve the company, the relationship between workaholism and workplace spirituality is not straightforward, remaining unclear. The principal aim of this research is to analyze the workaholism phenomenon, considering patterns of workaholic and non-workaholic workers and their relationships with dimensions of workplace spirituality. The sample is comprised of a heterogeneous group of 306 Portuguese employees, who were surveyed by the Workaholism Battery, five dimensions of Workplace Spirituality, and a socio-demographic questionnaire. Cluster analysis defined three workaholic profiles (24% of the sample), and five non-workaholic profiles. Workplace spirituality dimensions differed according to worker profile and associations with work involvement, work enjoyment, and compulsive work addiction. Enthusiastic addicts and work enthusiasts showed the highest workplace spirituality, contrasting mainly with Reluctant hard worker, Disenchanted workers, and Unengaged workers, but also with work addicts. Workaholism is a complex and multidimensional phenomenon, whose dimensions are distinctly related to workplace spirituality. Workplace spirituality development can promote a more balanced and healthy relationship with work.
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1. Introduction


The workaholism phenomenon affects a quarter of the employed population and it is described as a tendency to be obsessed with work duties and to work excessively hard. Furthermore, an all-consuming devotion to work is related to a set of undesirable consequences. This concept has been used to describe hardworking employees, which is not resulting from external requirements. Workaholics have persistent thoughts about work, experience negative emotions when not working (Clark et al. 2020), feel compelled to work as addicted, being deprived of activities in other areas of life, including family and relationships. Several researches provide robust evidence that workaholism is an addiction to work that leads to many negative individual, interpersonal, and organizational outcomes (Clark et al. 2016), and is characterized by working excessively (Schaufeli et al. 2008). According to Balducci et al. (2020a), there is a certain consensus regarding the definition of workaholism: being obsessed with work, a significant psychological dysfunction characterized by an excessive concern with work, and an uncontrollable internal desire to invest too much in work activities.



In Portugal, in 2010, it was estimated that 10% of workers would be workaholics (Cristão 2010), a behavior that causes negative emotions (e.g., guilt, anxiety, disappointment) and unpleasant activated emotions (e.g., irritability, hostility). In addition, the compulsion to work hinders the psychological disconnection from work and can influence the individual’s ability to recover negatively, which also has an impact on physical health (Ornek and Kolac 2020). In 2019, Forbes pointed out that 66% of millennials suffered from workaholism, a trend that has worsened with the pandemic that has plagued all corners of the world since the end of that year (Stahl 2019).



In the workplace, the experience of being connected to others and the community environmental work, as well as the recognition that employees have an inner life that nourishes and is nourished by significant work, where they endow their energy, is associated with workplace spirituality (Foster and Foster 2019). According to Bella et al. (2018), workplace spirituality facilitates the promotion of opportunities for personal growth and fulfillment, as well as opportunities for significant contribution to society. Thus, it allows meeting individuals’ needs for inner life, purpose, and community, which translates into a more sustainable way of working and living. Considering that organizations with well-developed workplace spirituality have employees more committed to achieving self-development, but also to serve the company, the relationship between workaholism and workplace spirituality is not straightforward, remaining unclear.



As a result of Covid-19 pandemic, the limits between work and personal life have become a very tenuous line. This happens because working from home is ingrained into family life, which affects relationships, as well as physical and mental health. Globalized competition, characteristic of modern societies, contributes to perpetuating workaholic behavior, which is reflected in a long workday, reinforced by tangible (e.g., promotion) and intangible (e.g., compliment) rewards (Balducci et al. 2020a). Thus, workplace spirituality can be a key factor; it is a multidimensional construct and a positive means to improve the success and competitiveness of organizations, as well as employees’ well-being. The promotion of the workplace spirituality dimension is related to more responsible and pro-social behaviors (Dhiman and Marques 2016). Bearing in mind that the workplace is considered an inseparable part of human life and a source of values in communities, organizations can be seen as spiritual entities (Fairholm 1996). In this way, and in line with the 2030 Agenda, it is possible to affirm that workplace spirituality contributes to sustainability, insofar as the inherent values (i.e., a sense of community, care for others and for nature) will influence the future generations (Afsar and Badir 2017; Rezapouraghdam et al. 2019). Hence, workplace spirituality can be a path to sustainable development.



The principal aim of this study is to analyze the workaholism phenomenon, considering patterns of workaholic and non-workaholic workers, and their relationships with dimensions of workplace spirituality.




2. Background


2.1. Workaholism: Work Addicts or Work Engaged?


Especially in Western countries, the world of work has undergone profound changes in the past forty years. Today’s workers have no time to leave the office, work longer days, and still take work home (Aziz and Tronzo 2011). Oates (1971) refers that a workaholic is a person “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” (p. 4). Spence and Robbins (1992) define this concept as a set of attitudes, classified into three components: work involvement (limits between work and personal life), drive (internal motivation), and enjoyment of work (satisfaction obtained with work). It is described as an internal motivation to become overly involved in work, ignoring other areas of daily life (Porter 1996); vicious behavior (Atroszko et al. 2019) that leads to mood swings, withdrawal symptoms, conflict (Griffiths 2005); behaviors that include: working on breaks and during meals, not being able to delegate work; or yet, according to Ng et al. (2007), it encompasses three dimensions—affective (enjoying the act of working), cognitive (obsessed with work), and behavioral (working more hours than is due).



Several studies pointed out that workaholism as being associated with worse general well-being indices (e.g., Balducci et al. 2018; Schaufeli et al. 2008), as well as worse physical and mental health, and is related to many negative outcomes, such as burnout, job stress, work-life conflict (e.g., Clark et al. 2016). Therefore, workaholism cannot be seen as a positive characteristic indicating a healthy passion and enthusiasm for one’s work not even to be associated with higher job performance (Balducci et al. 2020b). But, rather, as an unhealthy characteristic of a vicious behavior that can have destructive consequences for the individual’s emotional, social and physical well-being (Stoeber and Damian 2016). It is important to note that the concepts of workaholism and engagement at work are often confused. The main difference between both is related to motivation, the trigger of behaviors. Briefly, workaholics feel an internal compulsion to work, whereas engaged workers see the act of working as intrinsically pleasurable (Subramanian 2018).



It is important to highlight that, with the mandatory confinement caused by the Covid-19 pandemic, the forced work-at-home scenario may have caused an increase in the workaholism situation (Molino et al. 2020; Spagnoli and Molinaro 2020). If there are benefits (such as reduced travel time), the consequences include a blurred line between work and family, social isolation, employees bearing the costs (e.g., pay for the internet), and work more than the due time (Vyas and Butakhieo 2020).




2.2. Spirituality: A Linkage between Workplace and Wellbeing


Workplace Spirituality (WS) has been the subject of several studies in recent years as a prominent reality (Mónico et al. 2016). In a plural society, where tolerance and spiritual and cultural freedom are sought, is crucial a true understanding of the place of different religions and spiritualities in the organizational environment (Wall and Knights 2013). Several studies were reported WS as a necessary determinant of employee commitment, job satisfaction and work-life balance satisfaction (e.g., Garg 2017). Research conducted by Pawar (2016) highlights that WS has a positive relationship with emotional, psychological, social, and spiritual well-being. However, a study by Foster and Foster (2019) revealed that most employees considered that spirituality was not something they felt comfortable discussing or appropriate to practice in the workplace.



Spirituality is independent of any religion or belief system, considered as a complex, multi-cultural and multi-dimensional concept (Mónico et al. 2016; Zsolnai and Illes 2017), and possesses a social basis and a social dimension (Oman 2015). It refers to an inner experience of an individual and can also be understood as the capacity to find and construct meaning about life and existence and to move toward personal growth, responsibility, and relationship with others (Myers and Williard 2003).



Samah et al. (2012) highlight the role of the organization as fundamental in the development of the spiritual needs of its employees. A study conducted by Kolodinsky et al. (2008) highlighted that WS is positively related to involvement and job satisfaction, organizational identification, and negatively related to organizational frustration. Another study demonstrated that there is a positive correlation between psychological capital and workaholism, and both have positive and direct repercussion on WS (Pedreira and Mónico 2013). Spirituality, when integrated into the professional environment, can lead to a greater seek for fulfillment (Fry 2003), as well as the development of a sense of community, through a connection with something greater (Marques et al. 2005). In other words, spiritual individuals tend to consider their role in employment to be significant (Tepper 2003), as spirituality is related to the commitment to the organization, which triggers an increase in engagement (Pawar 2016), personal and positive values (Murray and Evers 2011), as loyalty to the organization (Rego and Pina e Cunha 2008). According to Roof (2015), spirituality can significantly affect engagement, which translates into a direct relationship between spirituality-engagement. Hence, the significant effort of an engaged employee reflects pleasure at work, unlike the workaholic who does it out of compulsion (Clark et al. 2020). Several studies (e.g., Rahman et al. 2019; van der Walt and de Klerk 2014) highlighted that spirituality in the workplace triggers positive results for organizations because it is strongly associated with engagement at work. According to Duchon and Plowma (2005), these concepts are associated with the sense of fulfillment and completeness, allowing employees to express themselves as a whole and to feel safe psychologically in the workplace, synonymous of a significant motivational effect (Bickerton et al. 2015).





3. Method


3.1. Participants


The sample is comprised of a heterogeneous group of 306 Portuguese employees from a wide variety of jobs and Portuguese’s enterprises. A diverse sample of respondents was intended, including both genders, different ages, professions and positions, experiences and work systems. Of these respondents, 55.9% were female and 44.1% were male, with an average age of 40.34 years, (SD = 10.93). Regarding education, 30.1% of participants completed basic education, 34.6% completed secondary education and 35.3% completed higher education. With regard to the professional situation of the respondents, the majority are employed (56.9%), followed by State workers (20.6%) and businesspersons (14.4). The rest fall into the categories of self-employed professionals (3.6%) and student workers (4.6%). It is important to highlight that 31.4% of the sample occupies some leadership position. With regard to the number of employees of the organization where the participants work, the majority (35.0%) work in a company with a maximum of 10 employees or in companies with 11 to 50 employees (29.7%). Participants have an average of 12 years of working time in the current organization. When analyzing the monthly net salary, almost half of the sample (45%) earns between 501 and 1000 euros monthly; another half receives up to 500 euros (20.9%) or between 1001 and 1500 euros (20.3%). The remaining participants receive between 1501 and 2000 (8.5%) and a salary above 2000 euros (4.9%). Table 1 presents the sociodemographic characteristics of participants.




3.2. Research Tools


3.2.1. The Workaholism Battery


This battery (WorkBat), performed by Spence and Robbins (1992), is the widest instrument used in the investigation of workaholism, which is composed of different aspects of the relationship of employees with work and with the use of free time. The version adopted in this research was based on a standardized translation-back-translation procedure of the original by Andreassen et al. (2010). The whole questionnaire, composed of 25 items measured through a 5-point Likert scale (1-strongly disagree to 5-strongly agree), showed good reliability (α = 0.80). Confirmatory factor analysis supports the tri-factor model (CMIN/DF = 2.53, NFI = 0.68, RMSEA = 0.071; one error term correlated between items belonging to the same factor, based on the highest modification indices): (F1) Work Involvement—the use of time and energy in or out of work (8 items; ex: “I feel guilty when I miss work”); (F2) Drive—the internal motivation of people to work, level of drive to work (7 items; ex: “I often feel that there is something inside me that makes me work”); and (F3) Enjoyment of Work—the level of pleasure from work obtained through responses (10 items; ex: “I work more than is waited for me closely for its fun”).




3.2.2. Workplace Spirituality Scale


For the assessment of spirituality in workplace, it was adopted a 6-point Likert scale (1-This sentence is completely false to 6-This sentence is completely true) from Rego and Pina e Cunha (2008), composed of 17 items with excellent reliability (α = 0.93). The second-order factor model showed an acceptable fit (CMIN/DF = 2.873, NFI = 0.91, RMSEA = 0.078), composed of five dimensions: (F1) Team’s sense of community—the sense of community and common purpose, team spirit and mutual care among members (5 items, α = 0.93; e.g., “People in my group/team feel part of a family”); (F2) Alignment between organizational and individual values—the compatibility of the individual’s values and inner life with the organization’s values, mission and purposes (5 items, α = 0.88; e.g., “I feel good about the values that prevail in my organization”); (F3) Sense of contribution to the community—the relationship between work and personal values (3 items, α = 0.80; e.g., “I see that there is a connection between my work and the benefits for society as a whole”); (F4) Sense of enjoyment at work—the sense of pleasure and enjoyment at work (2 items, α = 0.78; e.g., “I feel joy in my work”); and (F5) Opportunities for the inner life—the organization’s respect to the individual’s spiritual values and the spirituality of the workers (2 items, α = 0.75; e.g., (reversed item): “My spiritual values are not valued in my workplace”).





3.3. Procedure


Data collection was carried out in person by a research team, in Portugal, including the Autonomous Regions of Madeira and Azores, before the pandemic period. This team was composed by students of the subject Methodology of Research in Psychology of the integrated master in Psychology of the University of Coimbra. All the formal and ethical procedures of data collection were respected. Information was given about the purpose of the study and how participants should respond, explaining to them that the participation was anonymous and data will be used exclusively for academic purposes, despite can be suspended at any time. Participants agreed to informed consent, with the guarantee of the protection of their data, which includes anonymity and confidentiality. The inclusion criteria to be in the sample was that the employees have at least six months of professional experience and are currently working. Therefore, the type of enterprise or business structure was not defined.




3.4. Data Analysis


The tabulating and data analysis were performed through the statistical programs SPSS and AMOS (IBM Corp 2013). Missing values (1.6%) were replaced through series mean method Skewness and kurtosis values indicate a normal distribution, |Sk| < 1.30 and |Ku| < 1.73.



Reliability was calculated by Cronbach’s alpha (Nunnally and Bernstein 1994). The score of 0.80 was taken as a good reliability indicator (Urbina 2014), and 0.70 as acceptable (Hair et al. 2018). Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was carried out with the maximum likelihood estimation method. Goodness of fit was analyzed using CMIN/DF (normed chi-square), NFI (normed fit index), and RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation) (Kline 2011; Schumacker and Lomax 2016). Modification indices (MI) were used to determine how the fit of the model could be improved (Bollen 1989), and we considered freeing the parameters with higher MI inside each factor.



The predictive power of the dimensions was tested using hierarchical regression analysis. This method allows the researcher to enter independent variables cumulatively according to some specified hierarchy that is dictated in advance by the theory and logic of the research (Tabachnick and Fidell 2007). The assumptions of the hierarquical multiple regression were analyzed. Normal distribution and homogeneity were validated graphically. Independence of errors was obtained through the Durbin-Watson statistic, with scores between 0.92 and 1.28. The Variance Inflation Factor was used to diagnose multicollinearity, none of the variables being collinear (VIFs < 2.95).



After the descriptive statistics and intercorrelation matrix, two-step cluster analysis were performed with the WorkBat dimensions, leading to a classification of the participants into groups (low/high) in each dimension, and subsequently in the workaholic profiles. This is a hybrid approach that first uses a measure of distance to separate groups and after a probabilistic approach to choose the ideal subgroup (Kent et al. 2014). Using this technique allow to determine the number of clusters based on a statistical measure of fit, through the use of categorical and continuous variables simultaneously, analyzing the outliers (Kent et al. 2014). Several studies have proved this analysis to be one of the most reliable in terms of the number of subgroups detected, probability of classification of individuals into subgroups, and reproducibility of findings in clinical and other types of data (Gelbard et al. 2007; Kent et al. 2014). The distance measure was calculated by the Log-Likelihood method. The classification of clusters was done by using the Schwarz’s Bayesian Criterion, which indicated for each dimension of WorkBat the number of clusters with good quality of discrimination (silhouette measure of cohesion and separation >0.50).



A Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was subsequently conducted to test whether the workaholic profiles differ from each other regarding workplace spirituality. The assumptions for the reliable use of this test (Hair et al. 2018) were analyzed. Pillai’s Trace was used because it is a powerful statistic procedure and very robust to modest violations of normality and equality of the covariance and variance matrix, Box’s M = 189.26 F(105, 12261.67) = 1.50, p = 0.001. Post-hoc Bonferroni tests for multiple comparisons were performed.





4. Results


Table 2 presents the descriptive and intercorrelations of workaholism and workplace spirituality. On average, participants scored 4.24 (SD = 0.87) on the global workplace spirituality scale, slightly exceeding the midpoint of each scale, the same occurring for the three dimensions of the WorkBat. A correlation matrix was created to assess the levels of association among the variables. As displayed in Table 2, it is notable that the majority of the correlations were statistically significant, except for the correlations between Drive and TsenseCommunity (r = 0.071), the Involvement and oppInnerLife (r = 0.039), and between Drive and oppInnerLife (r = −0.029). According to Cohen’s classification (Cohen 1988), high correlations are greater than 0.50, moderate correlations are between 0.30 and 0.50, and low correlations of 0.10 and 0.30 and 0.10 a zero. It should be noted that the correlation between the global scales was positive and moderate (r = 0.40, p < 0.01).



To understand whether the workaholism dimensions can be predicted from the dimensions of workplace spirituality, it was conducted a hierarchical multiple regression (Table 3), controlling variables such as gender, age, education, stay in the organization, and a leadership role in the organization. This analysis allowed testing which dimensions of workplace spirituality had an effect on workaholism.



After statistical control of sociodemographic variables, it was possible to observe that not all the workplace spirituality’ dimensions had the same importance in increasing workaholism’ components. Regarding the shared variance of the dependent variable (R2), the predictors of this model explain 7.4% of Involvement, 8.2% of Drive, and 40.2% of Pleasure.



Considering control variables, only leadership role was a significant positive predictor of Involvement, Drive, and Enjoyment of work, with higher scores in these WorkBat dimensions estimated for individuals occupying a leadership position (e.g., director, CEO, manager, department responsible, etc.). For the dimension Drive, only leadership role and Alignment factor had a significant and positive prediction. Finally, for the third dimension of the workaholism (Enjoyment of work), it was possible to found age as a negative predictor, but also three positive and significant predictors: education, leadership role, and Sense of enjoyment at work.



Definition of Profiles of Workers


Each dimension of the Workaholism Battery was individually submitted to cluster analysis. Two clusters were obtained for Involvement, Drive, and Enjoyment of work, with good quality of discrimination (see Table 4).



The joining of the participants’ belonging to each of the clusters in the three dimensions of WorkBat led to the emergence of eight different profiles of workers, three representing workaholic profiles and five non-workaholic profiles:



Enthusiastic Addicts—They report high scores in the three dimensions of the workaholism scale (Spence and Robbins 1992). These “positively involved workers” (Aziz et al. 2010, p. 628), prototype of the ideal worker, spend a lot of time at work and think about it, but because working is a passion, by virtue of the enormous energy and positive affectivity that characterizes them. However, according to Aziz et al. (2010), both personal relationships and health can be harmed by excessive dedication to work. Additionally, they are “intrinsically and strongly motivated by loyalty, self-development and responsibility, and also, but to a lesser extent, by the level of their salaries” (Buelens and Poelmans 2004, p. 449). They are satisfied with the salary, the social relations, and did not intend to leave the organization. Although they do not report health complaints, they reported many conflicts between work and family.



Work Addicts—They have high scores on the dimensions of the scale of involvement with work and drive for work, and low scores on the dimension of pleasure from work (Spence and Robbins 1992). These workers spend too much time at work and thinking about it, maintaining a very unbalanced relationship between work and private life, despite work not being something they truly appreciate, they are perfectionists and have great difficulty in delegating tasks (Aziz et al. 2010). These workers report few sleeping hours and reduced free time. They have many conflicts at work and also family-work conflicts. Furthermore, they reveal dissatisfaction with salary, family, relationships.



Work Enthusiasts—those who achieve high scores on the scales of involvement and pleasure from work, and low scores on the drive to work (Spence and Robbins 1992). They are characterized as very hard-working, they like what they do, are always present and animated, and work long hours, even though the quality of their work is poor (Aziz et al. 2010). Enthusiastic workers are balanced people and have the ability to compensate in their physical and mental health for the effects of excess time spent at work—they also demonstrate a certain immunity to stress. Their high motivation seems to be stimulated “by all the factors that make people work harder, including money, responsibility, loyalty, and self-development” (Buelens and Poelmans 2004, p. 454).



Reluctant Hard Workers—This profile presents high scores in involvement dimension and low scores in drive and enjoyment dimensions of the workaholism scale (Spence and Robbins 1992). These workers reported relatively long working hours with a strong perception of pressure and a low perception of growth organizational culture. They intend to leave the organization, and are dissatisfied with the salary, the superior and even with their colleagues.



Alienated Professional—These workers score below the mean on the scales of involvement, and above the mean on drive to work and enjoyment (Spence and Robbins 1992). They are internally driven and happy but not really committed with the work. This might be a group of professionals devoted to their professional skills, but not to their job or organization.



Disenchanted Workers—These workers score below the mean on the scales of involvement and pleasure with work, and above the mean on drive to work (Spence and Robbins 1992). Aziz et al. (2010) consider it to be the most problematic profile, due to they are extremely poor in satisfaction and in a sense of purpose, their psychological results are very poor, they experience high levels of stress and they are the ones who spend the least time at work. According to Buelens and Poelmans (2004), these workers are tremendously alienated, unmotivated and dissatisfied with their work in all aspects.



Relaxed Workers—They have low scores on the work engagement and work drive scales, and high on work pleasure (Spence and Robbins 1992). Unmotivated by salaries, they do not experience great pressure at work and manage to maintain a good relationship between work and family life. They are workers with high emotional well-being, they present only some complaints at the psychosomatic level (Aziz et al. 2010). Although they appreciate the challenges at work, they just don’t get involved with it (Buelens and Poelmans 2004).



Unengaged Workers—This profile presents low scores in all dimensions of the workaholism scale (Spence and Robbins 1992). These workers do not have great motivation to work, being at the service strictly contracted hours. Their lives are not guided by great satisfaction or a sense of purpose, are accommodated to professional careers and are not subjected to great pressure at work (Aziz et al. 2010).



In Table 5 it is possible to analyze each typology profile of worker in our sample, attending to the cluster (low/high) in each WorkBat dimension. The largest number comprised the unengaged workers (27.1%), followed in turn by disenchanted workers (17.6%), alienated professionals (16.7%), enthusiastic addicts (12.4%), relaxed workers (10.5%), work addicts (8.5%), and, finally, by reluctant hard workers and work enthusiast (3.9% and 3.3%, respectively). Represent workaholic profiles 24.2% of the sample, composed of Enthusiastic addicts (12.4%), Work addicts (8.5%), and Work enthusiasts (3.3%).



A MANOVA was conducted to test whether the profiles differ from each other regarding Workplace Spirituality dimensions. A significant multivariate effect was obtained, Pillai’s Trace = 0.308, F(35, 1490) = 2.79, p < 0.001, observed power = 1.00, η2p = 0.065 (multivariate effect size of 6.5%). Univariate tests are displayed in Table 6. Workplace spirituality dimensions differed according to the worker profile (univariate effect sizes between 11% and 22%), excluding Opportunities for the inner life (p = 0.211). Enthusiastic addicts and work enthusiasts presented the highest workplace spirituality. Work enthusiastic scored the highest value in the Sense of enjoyment at work, and Reluctant hard workers score the lowest value in the Alignment between organizational and individual values.



Post-hoc Bonferroni tests were performed to examine the profiles’ mean differences regarding the Workplace Spirituality (see Table 7 for significant mean differences). Regarding the Sense of community dimension, the biggest difference concerns the Enthusiastic addicts and Reluctant hard Worker profiles and the smallest difference concerns the Alienated professional and Disenchanted workers profiles, with a value of mean difference of 0.663. Regarding the Alignment dimension, the biggest difference concerns the Enthusiastic addicts and Reluctant hard Worker profiles and the Enthusiastic addicts and Unengaged workers. The smallest difference concerns the Alienated professional and Disenchanted workers profiles. Regarding the Sense of Contribution to Community dimension, the biggest difference concerns the Enthusiastic addicts and Unengaged workers profiles. The smallest difference concerns the Alienated professional and Unengaged workers profiles, with a value of mean difference of 0.558. Finally, regarding the Sense of enjoyment at work dimension, the biggest differences concern the Work Enthusiast and Work Addicts, and the Work Enthusiast and Disenchanted workers. The smallest difference concerns the Relaxed Workers and Disenchanted workers profiles.



Figure 1 represents how the individuals perceive Workplace Spirituality in each worker profile, regarding the six workplace spirituality dimensions. In order to make it easier to perceive the differences among the profiles, standardized scores were used, based on the means of each workplace spirituality dimension. As we can see, Enthusiastic addicts and Work enthusiasts present the highest scores, contrasting mainly with Reluctant hard worker, Disenchanted workers, and Unengaged workers.





5. Dicussion


The main objective of the article was to provide a better understanding of the study of workaholism, namely on the different profiles of workers and their respective relationships with the dimensions of the workplace spirituality. It was possible to observe that there is a low and positive relationship between the global scale of workplace spirituality and the workaholism dimensions Work Involvement and Drive, although a moderate relationship with Enjoyment of work. Assuming that spirituality is an internal resource that individuals can turn to, it is possible to assume that the higher the levels of workplace spirituality, the greater the probability of developing some worker profile involving a high Enjoyment of work (Enthusiastic addicts, Work enthusiasts, Alienated professional, or Relaxed Workers, according to Spence and Robbins’ typology).



The results are in line with other studies carried out in Portugal (e.g., Pedreira and Mónico 2013). However, is pertinent to highlight the two other dimensions of WorkBat, and also other measures of workaholism. Indeed, some literature reveals a distinct approach. Spirituality can be understood as a resource to combat negative habits, reduce stress, contribute to general well-being (Goltz 2011), increase organizational commitment (Vandenberghe 2011), inspire greater performance (Smith and Futrell 2014), and allay the negative consequences of workaholism (Saxton 2016). Organizational climate, productivity/performance, commitment, trust, emotional intelligence, psychological capital, among other variables, have also been positively associated with workplace spirituality (e.g., Krishnakumar and Neck 2002; Mónico et al. 2016; Pedreira and Mónico 2013; Rego et al. 2007).



Considered as ideal and positively involved workers, addicted enthusiasts and enthusiastic workers, characterized by their balance between physical and mental health and work, are the groups that present the highest levels of workplace spirituality. The results are corroborated by the work of Rust and Gabriels (2011), when they state that when there is harmony between the company and the integration of employees’ personal values (e.g., spirituality), everyone can aspire to greater things. Accordingly, as pointed out by Preziosi and Marschke (2011), the world of work in the 21st century wants to prosper more and more and, therefore, there is a need for both organizational leaders and their employees to use the spiritual resources, due to it will also make a significant contribution to society at large.



The cluster analysis allowed us to verify that it is the work enthusiast group who score the highest in the sense of pleasure and enjoyment at work. This result is consistent with the literature (e.g., Buelens and Poelmans 2004), which states that work enthusiasts are happy workers, love their jobs and avoid conflict both at workplace and at home. These behaviors can be related to the fact that they have a positive mindset, high levels of social intelligence (Buelens and Poelmans 2004) and the possibility of living their spirituality in the workplace. In addition to improving employee performance, as well as well-being and quality of life, through reducing stress, burnout and workaholism (Karakas 2010), spirituality catapults organizational effectiveness by providing employees with a sense of interconnectedness and community.



In contrast, it is the reluctant hard worker (those whose perception of organizational growth is low), the disenchanted worker (characterized by the alienation, lack of motivation and dissatisfaction with work at various levels) and the unengaged worker (lack of a sense of purpose, accommodated to their careers), who have lower levels of spirituality. It is worth emphasizing the finding of Killinger (2006), who states that the stress caused by workaholism can lead to loss of spirituality, chronic diseases, pain, and guilt.




6. Conclusions


This research contributed to the literature on workaholism by creating a analyze model of a workaholic and non-workaholic worker profiles, and studying the relationships with workplace spirituality. The literature points out that workplace spirituality has gained increasing attention in the organizational research field, considering this dimension a multidimensional construct and an alternative to improve employees’ general well-being (e.g., Kinjerski 2013; McKee et al. 2011). Workaholism is a complex and multidimensional phenomenon, whose dimensions are distinctly related to workplace spirituality. Hence, workplace spirituality development can promote a more balanced and healthy relationship with work. This study also made it possible to understand how a soft skill, such as spirituality, can be a core value influence the development of a particular worker profile.



Workplace spirituality is associated with the inner life of employees, the connection with others, and the search for meaningful work in the community. In this way, when find a purpose in the professional activities, they act in an engaged way, applying the potential for the benefit of the organization. In addition to making them more productive over time, the incorporation of this value in organizations can influence the reduction of workaholic profiles and, consequently, the phenomenon of sustainability (Rezapouraghdam et al. 2019). On the one hand the Covid-19 pandemic led to job losses, influencing the increase in symptoms such as stress, depression and substance abuse, on the other hand it masked the boundaries between professional and family life, with the introduction of the concept ‘working from home’. Therefore, the role of workplace spirituality is relevant, because it can play a vital role in improving mental well-being when it is properly accepted and practiced in organizations (Hisam and Sanyal 2021). Twenty-first century employees, despite following the various changes in the world of work (e.g., technology), seek and need a professional context that allows them to find a sense of purpose in harmony with the internal and personal values (Abdul Latiff 2021). In an organization that excels and respects the value of spirituality (of each one) it allows shaping behavior and professional performance, improving productivity and reducing addictive behaviors.



From a practical and professional point of view, our results can be particularly useful in the design of workshop on this topic. Spiritual workplaces encourage employees’ sense of community, foster feelings of engaging in meaningful work, and support integrity, respect, responsibility, and personal/individual growth (e.g., Giacalone and Jurkiewicz 2003; Dhiman and Marques 2010a; Kinjerski 2013). This type of initiative can allow organizations that adhere to the spiritual mindset to be more successful, ensure the happiness of the employees and are even more aware of their environmental and sustainable responsibilities. The findings reinforce the importance of the role of universities in improving the offer of programs that foster not only the economic aspect of entering the labor market, but also the importance of the idiosyncrasies of workers. Thus, policy makers and institutions responsible for creating labor-market orientations programs, should pay more attention and bring personal values to traditional training and education.



The present article has some limitations that should be addressed in future studies. The variables used in this study allowed us analyze the workaholism profiles and the relationships with the workplace spirituality dimensions of Portuguese workers. Although we strongly believe that these outputs are positive and promising, it is important to introduce new variables, measures, and theories that allow drawing a more consistent model. Regarding the sample, we consider that in the future it may be extended to other countries to evaluate cultural differences, which would permit to observe a broader range of results. For a better evaluation of the worker profiles it would be important to consider a longitudinal research to better understand the constructs’ dynamic.
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Figure 1. Workplace Spirituality dimensions in each worker profile: standardized scores. 
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Table 1. Sociodemographic characterization of the sample [N = 306].
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Sample




	

	

	
n

	
%

	
M

	
SD






	
Gender

	
Female

	
171

	
55.9

	

	




	

	
Male

	
135

	
44.1

	

	




	
Age

	
(min 18, max 69 years-old)

	

	

	
40.34

	
10.93




	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Education

	
Basic Education

	
92

	
30.1

	

	




	

	
Secondary Education

	
106

	
34.6

	

	




	

	
Higher Education

	
108

	
35.3

	

	




	
Professional Situation

	
Employed

	
174

	
56.9

	

	




	

	
State workers

	
63

	
20.6

	

	




	

	
Businesspersons

	
44

	
14.4

	

	




	

	
Self-employed

	
11

	
3.6

	

	




	

	
Student-workers

	
14

	
4.6

	

	




	
Leadership Position

	
Yes

	
96

	
31.4

	

	




	

	
No

	
210

	
68.6

	

	




	
Stay in the organization (min 0, max 56 years)

	
12.09

	
10.50




	
Nº employees per organization

	
Up to 10

	
107

	
35.0

	

	




	

	
Between 11 and 50

	
91

	
29.7

	

	




	

	
Between 51 and 200

	
42

	
13.7

	

	




	

	
More than 200

	
66

	
21.6

	

	




	
Net Salary

	
Up to 500 euros

	
64

	
20.9

	

	




	

	
Between 501 and 1000 euros

	
138

	
45.1

	

	




	

	
Between 1001 and 1500 euros

	
62

	
20.3

	

	




	

	
Between 1501 and 2000 euros

	
26

	
8.8

	

	




	

	
More than 2000 euros

	
16

	
4.9
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics (min, max, M, SD) and correlation matrix.
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	Min.
	Max.
	Mean
	SD
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9





	1. WorkBat-Work Involvement
	2.25
	5.00
	3.42
	0.54
	0.342 **
	0.277 **
	0.165 **
	0.115 *
	0.175 **
	0.173 **
	0.128 *
	0.039



	2. WorkBat-Drive
	1.14
	5.00
	3.15
	0.66
	1
	0.274 **
	0.131 *
	0.071
	0.180 **
	0.148 **
	0.115 *
	−0.029



	3. WorkBat-Enjoyment of work
	1.10
	5.00
	3.02
	0.64
	
	1
	0.496 **
	0.376 **
	0.402 **
	0.441 **
	0.594 **
	0.230 **



	4. WS_globalscale i
	1.00
	6.00
	4.24
	0.87
	
	
	1
	0.875 **
	0.908 **
	0.712 **
	0.784 **
	0.570 **



	5. WS_TsenseCommunity ii
	1.00
	6.00
	4.11
	1.09
	
	
	
	1
	0.730 **
	0.440 **
	0.595 **
	0.419 **



	6. WS_Aligment iii
	1.00
	6.00
	4.12
	1.02
	
	
	
	
	1
	0.592 **
	0.652 **
	0.416 **



	7. WS_senContribComun iv
	1.00
	6.00
	4.51
	1.05
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	0.646 **
	0.228 **



	8. WS_senseJoyment v
	1.00
	6.00
	4.5
	1.02
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	0.344 **



	9. WS_OppInnerLife vi
	1.00
	6.00
	4.23
	1.27
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1







i WS: Workplace Spirituality; ii WS_TsenseCommunity: Team’s sense of community; iii WS_Aligment: Alignment between organizational and individual values; iv WS_senContribComun: Sense of contribution to the community; v WS_senseJoyment: Sense of enjoyment at work; vi WS_OppInnerLife: Opportunities for the inner life. ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05.
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Table 3. Hierarchical Multiple Regression of dimensions of workaholism predicted by workplace spirituality.
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	*DV: Work Involvement
	R
	R2
	R2adj
	ΔR2
	b
	SE
	ß
	t





	
	0.272
	0.074
	0.043
	0.035
	
	
	
	



	Gender (1 = male; 2 = female)
	
	
	
	
	−0.08
	0.06
	−0.07
	−1.22



	Age (years)
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	0.00
	−0.08
	−0.98



	Education (years)
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	0.01
	−0.01
	−0.09



	Leadership role (1 = yes; 0 = no)
	
	
	
	
	0.18
	0.07
	0.16
	2.54 *



	Stay in the organization (years)
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	0.00
	−0.02
	−0.31



	WS_senseCommunity
	
	
	
	
	−0.02
	0.04
	−0.03
	−0.39



	WS_Aligment
	
	
	
	
	0.06
	0.05
	0.12
	1.24



	WS_senContribComun
	
	
	
	
	0.07
	0.04
	0.14
	1.71



	WS_senseJoyment
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	0.05
	−0.01
	−0.08



	WS_OppInnerLife
	
	
	
	
	−0.02
	0.03
	−0.05
	−0.74



	*DV: Drive
	0.286
	0.082
	0.050
	0.044
	
	
	
	



	Gender (1 = male; 2 = female)
	
	
	
	
	0.05
	0.08
	0.04
	0.67



	Age (years)
	
	
	
	
	−0.01
	0.00
	−0.11
	−1.36



	Education (years)
	
	
	
	
	−0.01
	0.02
	−0.04
	−0.67



	Leadership role (1 = yes; 0 = no)
	
	
	
	
	0.23
	0.09
	0.17
	2.69 **



	Stay in the organization (years)
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	0.00
	0.08
	0.97



	WS_TsenseCommunity
	
	
	
	
	−0.09
	0.05
	−0.14
	−1.66



	WS_Aligment
	
	
	
	
	0.15
	0.06
	0.24
	2.49 *



	WS_senContribComun
	
	
	
	
	0.04
	0.05
	0.06
	0.73



	WS_senseJoyment
	
	
	
	
	0.02
	0.05
	0.03
	0.38



	WS_OppInnerLife
	
	
	
	
	−0.06
	0.03
	−0.11
	−1.70



	*DV: Enjoyment of work
	0.634
	0.402
	0.382
	0.349
	
	
	
	



	Gender (1 = male; 2 = female)
	
	
	
	
	−0.01
	0.06
	−0.01
	−0.14



	Age (years)
	
	
	
	
	−0.01
	0.00
	−0.16
	−2.36 *



	Education (years)
	
	
	
	
	0.03
	0.01
	0.11
	2.30 *



	Leadership role (1 = yes; 0 = no)
	
	
	
	
	0.15
	0.07
	0.11
	2.27 *



	Stay in the organization (years)
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	0.00
	0.06
	1.00



	WS_TsenseCommunity
	
	
	
	
	0.01
	0.04
	0.02
	0.23



	WS_Aligment
	
	
	
	
	−0.02
	0.05
	−0.03
	−0.34



	WS_senContribComun
	
	
	
	
	0.08
	0.04
	0.12
	1.94



	WS_senseJoyment
	
	
	
	
	0.33
	0.04
	0.52
	7.61 ***



	WS_OppInnerLife
	
	
	
	
	−0.01
	0.03
	−0.01
	−0.25







*DV: Dependent Variable; *** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05.
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Table 4. Number of clusters, quality of discrimination, number of participants in each cluster (n, %) and means (M) for the dimensions of the Workaholism Battery.
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WorkBat

	
Number of Clusters (C)

	
Quality of Discrimination

	
C1—Low

	
C2—High




	
Dimensions:

	

	

	
% (n)

	
M

	
% (n)

	
M






	
Work Involvement

	
2

	
0.7

	
63.7%

(n = 195)

	
3.09

	
36.3%

(n = 111)

	
4.00




	
Drive

	
2

	
0.7

	
65.4%

(n = 200)

	
2.78

	
34.6%

(n = 106)

	
3.86




	
Enjoyment of work

	
2

	
0.7

	
68.0%

(n = 208)

	
2.68

	
32.0%

(n = 281)

	
3.73
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Table 5. Complete Spence and Robbins’ typology (Spence and Robbins 1992) of worker profiles: samples’ n and %.
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	WorkBat Dimensions:
	Work Involvement
	Drive
	Enjoyment of Work
	Worker Profile
	n (%)





	Cluster:
	High
	High
	High
	1—Enthusiastic addicts
	38 (12.4)



	
	High
	High
	Low
	2—Work addicts
	26 (8.5)



	
	High
	Low
	High
	3—Work enthusiasts
	10 (3.3)



	
	High
	Low
	Low
	4—Reluctant hard worker
	12 (3.9)



	
	Low
	High
	High
	5—Alienated professional
	51 (16.7)



	
	Low
	High
	Low
	6—Disenchanted workers
	54 (17.6)



	
	Low
	Low
	High
	7—Relaxed Workers
	32 (10.5)



	
	Low
	Low
	Low
	8—Unengaged workers
	83 (27.1)







Note: adapted from Buelens and Poelmans (2004), p. 444.
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Table 6. Descriptive statistics (M; SD), Univariate tests (F), effect size (η2p) and observed power (1-β) of worker profiles.






Table 6. Descriptive statistics (M; SD), Univariate tests (F), effect size (η2p) and observed power (1-β) of worker profiles.





	
Worker Profile:

	
Enthusiastic Addicts (n = 38)

	
Work Addicts (n = 26)

	
Work Enthusiast (n = 10)

	
Reluctant Hard Worker (n = 12)

	
Alienated Professional (n = 51)

	
Disenchanted Worker (n = 54)

	
Relaxed Worker (n = 32)

	
Unengaged (n = 83)

	
F

	
ηp2

	
Observed Power




	
M

	
SD

	
M

	
SD

	
M

	
SD

	
M

	
SD

	
M

	
SD

	
M

	
SD

	
M

	
SD

	
M

	
SD






	
WS_TsenseCommunity

	
4.73

	
0.92

	
4.16

	
1.55

	
4.5

	
1.2

	
3.63

	
1.32

	
4.34

	
0.86

	
3.68

	
0.93

	
4.42

	
0.85

	
3.85

	
1.08

	
5.30 ***

	
0.11

	
0.998




	
WS_Aligment

	
4.80

	
0.86

	
4.21

	
1.27

	
4.42

	
1.18

	
3.58

	
1.31

	
4.46

	
0.7

	
3.82

	
0.94

	
4.25

	
0.76

	
3.74

	
1.02

	
7.12 ***

	
0.14

	
1.000




	
WS_senContribComun

	
5.15

	
1.03

	
4.36

	
1.05

	
5.1

	
0.52

	
4.23

	
1.61

	
4.71

	
0.86

	
4.21

	
0.95

	
4.86

	
0.82

	
4.15

	
1.05

	
6.08 ***

	
0.12

	
1.000




	
WS_senseJoy

	
5.22

	
0.65

	
4.06

	
1.42

	
5.4

	
0.7

	
4.29

	
1.42

	
4.89

	
0.7

	
4.11

	
0.79

	
4.89

	
0.66

	
4.09

	
1.01

	
11.7 ***

	
0.22

	
1.000




	
WS_OppInnerLife

	
4.55

	
1.33

	
4.12

	
1.5

	
4.3

	
1.32

	
3.88

	
1.54

	
4.38

	
1.1

	
4.11

	
1.1

	
4.58

	
1.22

	
4.01

	
1.33

	
1.38

	
0.03

	
0.586








*** p < 0.001.
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Table 7. Workplace Spirituality means difference of each profile and multiple comparison tests between profiles.






Table 7. Workplace Spirituality means difference of each profile and multiple comparison tests between profiles.





	
Dependent Variable (WS Dimension)

	
Profiles

	
Mean Difference

	
SE

	
p






	
Alignment between organizational and individual values (WS_senseCommunity)

	
Enthusiastic addicts—Reluctant hard Worker

	
1.096

	
0.346

	
0.047




	
Enthusiastic addicts—Disenchanted workers

	
1.050

	
0.221

	
0.000




	
Enthusiastic addicts—Unengaged workers

	
0.878

	
0.204

	
0.001




	
Alienated professional—Disenchanted workers

	
0.663

	
0.204

	
0.036




	
Relaxed Workers—Disenchanted workers

	
0.746

	
0.233

	
0.042




	
Alignment between organizational and individual values (WS_Aligment)

	
Enthusiastic addicts—Reluctant hard Worker

	
1.218

	
0.317

	
0.004




	
Enthusiastic addicts—Disenchanted workers

	
0.986

	
0.203

	
0.000




	
Enthusiastic addicts—Unengaged workers

	
1.060

	
0.187

	
0.000




	
Alienated professional—Disenchanted workers

	
0.647

	
0.187

	
0.017




	
Alienated professional—Unengaged workers

	
0.721

	
0.17

	
0.001




	
Sense of contribution to the community (WS_senContribComun)

	
Enthusiastic addicts—Disenchanted workers

	
0.939

	
0.21

	
0.000




	
Enthusiastic addicts—Unengaged workers

	
0.995

	
0.195

	
0.000




	
Alienated professional—Unengaged workers

	
0.558

	
0.177

	
0.049




	
Relaxed Workers—Unengaged workers

	
0.71

	
0.207

	
0.019




	
Sense of enjoyment at work (WS_senseJoy)

	
Enthusiastic addicts—Work Addicts

	
1.166

	
0.232

	
0.000




	
Enthusiastic addicts—Disenchanted workers

	
1.113

	
0.139

	
0.000




	
Enthusiastic addicts—Unengaged workers

	
1.133

	
0.179

	
0.000




	
Work Enthusiast—Work Addicts

	
1.342

	
0.340

	
0.003




	
Work Enthusiast—Disenchanted workers

	
1.289

	
0.314

	
0.001




	
Work Enthusiast—Unengaged workers

	
1.310

	
0.305

	
0.001




	
Alienated professional—Work Addicts

	
0.834

	
0.220

	
0.005




	
Alienated professional—Disenchanted workers

	
0.781

	
0.178

	
0.000




	
Alienated professional—Unengaged workers

	
0.802

	
0.162

	
0.000




	
Relaxed workers—Work Addicts

	
0.833

	
0.241

	
0.017




	
Relaxed Workers—Disenchanted workers

	
0.780

	
0.204

	
0.004
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