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Abstract

:

This study tested the workaholism–personal burnout relationship by using the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model in a sample of 138 Italian dual-career couples. Specifically, in line with previous literature, the presence of actor and partner ‘effects’ was hypothesized, whereby the level of workaholism of men and women influences their own level of personal burnout (actor effect) and that of their partners (partner effect). In addition, the moderating role of the presence and number of children in the relationship between workaholism and personal burnout was also analyzed. The results confirmed a significant actor effect. In contrast, the partner effect was partially confirmed (only for the pathway from female partner workaholism to male partner personal burnout). In addition, the presence of children played a key role. First, it strengthened the positive relationship between the female partner’s workaholism and the male partner’s personal burnout. Second, it attenuated the positive relationship between a female’s workaholism and her own personal burnout. The obtained results are discussed, and based on these, considerations are provided on possible interventions to decrease the potential impact of workaholism on couples’ well-being and the implications for a sustainable work and family life.
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1. Introduction


In modern work environments, increasingly characterized by high competition both between and within organizations and the digitalization and intensification of work, workers are frequently exposed to a pressing request for a heavy work investment (i.e., time and effort investments), which often leads to very high levels of job stress and to a concrete threat to their mental well-being [1,2,3,4]. Such trends and their potential consequences might have been even accentuated by the recent pandemic [5]. One of the by-products of the above work environmental conditions may be workaholism, which has been initially defined as “the compulsive and uncontrollable need to work incessantly” [6]. Indeed, although the genesis of the phenomenon is still unclear and may be related to certain underlying dispositional characteristics such as obsessive-compulsive personality [7,8], research has shown that working conditions such as a chronically high workload may be implicated [9]. This suggests that workaholism may be a dysfunctional coping pattern developed, at least in part, in response to a mix of distressing job-related factors.



Right from the start, research has highlighted two basic elements of workaholism: working excessively, and an irresistible inner urge to work [10], leading to the idea that workaholism regards ‘compulsive overworking’ and that it can be viewed as a true behavioral addiction [11,12,13,14,15,16,17]. Workaholics are individuals who work too much and spend little time with their families, driven by a high dysfunctional intrinsic motivation and lack of control over work. At the same time, they experience little pleasure while working (Balducci et al., 2021) [18]. In addition, workaholism is linked to a variety of negative health-related conditions, including among others burnout, anxiety, depression, bipolar and personality disorders [10,19], sleep problems [20], and increased cardiovascular risk [21], making the consequences of the phenomenon particularly serious from an individual perspective. The organizational implications of workaholism should not be underestimated too [22], given that the tendency is often shown by managers [23] who may pass it via role modeling to their subordinates or by creating stressful workaholic environments. Additionally, workaholism is linked to presenteeism [24,25] and fuels less prosocial [26] and more aggressive behaviors [27] at work, while at the same time having null or negative implications for a positive job performance [18].



While most research on workaholism to date has focused mainly on refining definitional aspects of the construct and documenting its individual correlates and consequences [10,16,28], relatively less is known about the implications of the phenomenon in the family and particularly whether and how it influences family dynamics and functioning. The initial work on this carried out by Robinson [13], clearly highlighting the costs of workaholism for close others, was not followed up by the deserved attention. Therefore, building on spillover-crossover theory [29] and on models of mental disorders contagion [30], and using an actor-partner interdependence approach [31,32], we focus here on dual-earner couples and investigate the potential reciprocal influences of each partner’s levels of workaholism on the other partner’s personal burnout, that is, the degree of physical and psychological fatigue experienced by the person [33]. Additionally, we explore whether the presence of children in the family, which increases the salience of the family role at the expense of the work role—a circumstance that may be particularly troubling for individuals with workaholic tendencies—may amplify the relationships between workaholism and personal burnout. In the following paragraphs, we develop theoretical arguments and review previous empirical findings as a basis for the formulation of the study hypotheses.



Study Theoretical Models and Hypotheses


Spillover-crossover theory has been proposed to explain the ways in which feelings and experiences are carried over from the work domain to the family domain. The concept of “spillover” is generally used to explain work–family conflict processes, whereby the boundaries between the two domains become permeable to the point that one domain slips over the other [34]. This can occur either from the work domain to the family domain or vice versa. Therefore, spillover can be defined as a within-person, across-domains transmission of demands and consequent strain from one domain to another domain [35]. Differently, the notion of “crossover” describes a dynamic in which the feelings and affective states felt in one role by an individual influence the emotions of the partner in the same role [36,37]. In other words, crossover involves transmission across individuals. To better understand the dynamics by which workaholism might affect the quality of a couple’s life, Bakker et al. [36] proposed the spillover-crossover model. This model emphasizes the presence of a dual process, in which work/family-related tension first spills over to the work/family sphere (spillover) and then is transmitted to others (crossover).



In a study of dual-earner couples [36] it was shown that workaholic partners are less involved in family duties, thus creating more interpersonal conflict, and providing less support to their partner (spillover), causing a decrease in couple satisfaction (crossover). Another study by Shimazu et al. (2011) [38] found that a female partner’s workaholism level had a positive influence on the male partner’s perception of work-family conflict, supporting a unidirectional crossover dynamic. In a more recent study, Clark et al. (2021) [39] documented that on days in which the study participant reported more workaholic cognition and behavior, their partner reported more stress and relationship tension in the evening. In other words, Clark et al. (2021) [39] supported a direct crossover of workaholism impact, whereby workaholics’ feelings and tensions are transmitted directly to their partners, negatively affecting their well-being [39]. These results are plausible since workaholism is associated with negative withdrawal feelings when the individual is not at work, such as anger and irritability, anxiety, and guilt [16,17]. These feelings may be absorbed directly by the other member of the couple (i.e., without postulating further intervening variables such as work-family conflict), leading to a lower level of well-being in the partner. Such transmission mechanisms may be explained by direct contagion processes, which have been well documented in the literature [30]. Specifically, in the case of emotional contagion, stress-related emotions can be easily identified in facial expressions and postures [40,41], with the observer showing an automatic tendency to synchronize with the expressions displayed by others, leading the individual to experience the same emotions as the counterpart [42,43].



However, Clark et al.’s (2021) [39] study focused on the workaholism level of only a member of the couple, ignoring reciprocal stressor-strain crossover dynamics. Additionally, previous research did not test for potential moderators of these dynamics, which may help to reach a more fine-grained view of boundary conditions under which they operate within couples. Thus, based on the above considerations and available findings, in the present study, we investigate crossover relationships involving workaholism and personal burnout in dual-earner couples. Additionally, we explore the moderating role of the presence of children in these dynamics. To do this, we make use of the actor Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (APIM) [31,44], which is particularly useful for assessing the level of interdependence and mutual influence of different types of dyads, in which one person’s feelings, cognitions, and behaviors influence the feelings, cognitions, and behaviors of the other. In its basic form, the APIM includes two independent variables and two dependent variables, the study of which can prove useful to understand the presence of ‘actor effects’ (i.e., how much a person’s level of workaholism is related to their own levels of personal burnout) and ‘partner effects’ (how much a person’s level of personal burnout is related to their partner’s level of workaholism). A graphical representation of the conceptual model adopted is reported in Figure 1.



First, we will test for the actor effects, specifically hypothesizing that for both male and female partners, a higher level of workaholism will be related to one’s own level of personal burnout (Hypothesis 1). This is, at least partially, a replication hypothesis, since the relationship between workaholism and burnout symptoms is well-established [10]. However, we focus here on personal burnout, which may not be necessarily related to work. Additionally, the adoption of the APIM model will allow us to assess whether the relationship holds at the same time for both partners of the couple and whether the relationship is different, in magnitude, in the two genders.



Second, we will test for partner effects and, building on the idea of direct crossover as explained by contagion processes (see above), we hypothesize that the level of workaholism reported by one partner will be positively related to the level of personal burnout of the other partner (Hypothesis 2). With the exception of the preliminary evidence provided by Clark et al. (2021) [39], previous studies have failed to support a direct impact/relationship between one partner’s level of workaholism and the other partner’s level of stress and unwell-being [38], meaning that there is a need of more work on this. Additionally, testing the formulated hypotheses with the APIM model will also allow us to observe whether, in dual-earner couples, the levels of workaholism of both partners tend to converge, that is, are positively related, which would be additional evidence confirming the existence of crossover processes operating at different levels in the couple.



Third, we will explore the role that the presence of children has in the different workaholism–personal burnout relationships implied by the adopted model. Although there is some evidence that workaholic tendencies in parents are related to their children’s emotional and behavioral problems [45], little is known about whether the presence (and the number) of children in the family has health and well-being implications for parents with workaholic tendencies. Based on role theory [46], children may amplify role problems for individuals with workaholic tendencies, since children require presence and care, thus making more salient and important the role of caregiver at the expense of that of worker, limiting in workaholics the desired level of investment in work-related activities. This should lead to higher levels of distress and personal burnout. Additionally, the presence of children and thus the need to invest in the family may accentuate the withdrawal symptoms of workaholics when they are not at work, increasing negative contagion (crossover) processes, and leading to higher levels of partner’s personal burnout. Thus, we hypothesize that both the actor and partner effects relating workaholism to personal burnout will be accentuated, in dual-earner couples, by the number of children in the family (Hypotheses 3). Although this may be true in general, implying that the presence of children would strengthen all the workaholism–personal burnout relationships examined, it is also true that traditional gender role expectations [47,48] suggest that presence and care for children are mainly the responsibility of women. This means that female partners would perceive a higher pressure to devote time to the family in the presence of children, which may generate stronger role (conflict) problems if they have workaholic tendencies. Thus, in testing for our third hypothesis we will also look at whether, with the presence of children in the family, it would be particularly the actor and partner ‘effects’ initiated by female partner workaholism (see Figure 1) that will be accentuated in terms of their personal burnout implications.





2. Materials and Methods


2.1. Participants


The sample consisted of 276 participants distributed in 138 couples. They were contacted and invited to take part in a questionnaire-based study on work-related health and well-being. The participants’ ages ranged from 24 to 71 years for men (M = 48.8; median = 51; SD = 10.75), and from 26 to 66 years for women (M = 45.6; median = 46; SD = 10.03). All participants were from Italy. Most of the male and female participants had a high school diploma (41.3% of men, 48.6% of women). Further, a high percentage of participants had a bachelor’s degree (32.6% of men and 42% of women), while the remainder held a middle school diploma (8.7% of women, compared to 26.1% of men). Most of the men worked as freelancers/self-employed (53.6%), such as for example engineers, designers, and condominium administrators, while employees made the remaining part. In contrast, there was a prevalence of women who worked as employees (59.5%). Most couples had children (M = 1.54; SD = 0.65). The general trend was having two children (38.4%).




2.2. Procedure


We adopted a convenience sampling method. First, with the help of master’s students enrolled in our courses in Italy, we contacted people by phone or e-mail in the researchers’ network of acquaintances. We looked for couples where both members were full-time workers and in which at least one member of the couple had a responsibility position at work, which is usually a risk factor for reporting higher levels of workaholism [49]. This strategy aimed to have the construct focused by the study (i.e., workaholism) well-represented in the sample. The study’s objectives were explained, and the potential participant was asked to invite his/her partner to participate in the study. We obtained a refusal in approximately 8% of the total number of workers contacted. Those who agreed to participate were asked to explain the aim of the study to their partner and to provide their own and their partner’s e-mail address. The questionnaire was delivered via the web by using the platform Qualtrics, which complies with the EU General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR). The questionnaire link was sent to the email addresses received by the participants. Data of the two members of each couple were linked by using the same anonymous code generated by the participants based on factual personal information.




2.3. Ethical Aspects


The study did not involve medical treatment or other procedures that could cause psychological or social discomfort to participants, who were all adult healthy subjects. Thus, ethical approval was not requested. However, the study was conducted in line with the Helsinki Declaration, as well as the data protection regulation of Italy. Participation in the research was voluntary and not rewarded; data were treated to preserve the confidentiality of responses, and the analyses were conducted on anonymous data. The cover page of the questionnaire provided information about the study aims and explained that participation in the study was voluntary and could be stopped at any stage. The cover page also explained how the data would be treated and provided instructions on how to fill out the questionnaire. It was also emphasized that going on to fill out the questionnaire corresponded to giving informed consent for participation. Finally, the cover page provided an e-mail address that could be used to ask for additional information regarding the study, including feedback about the provided responses.




2.4. Measures


Participants were first asked to supply sociodemographic data. After this, we measured the main study constructs using the following tools.



2.4.1. Workaholism


To assess participants’ level of workaholism, the “Multidimensional Workaholism Scale- MWS” [17] was used. Items were adapted into Italian by using the back translation method. The MWS is based on 16 items that assess four different aspects of workaholism. These aspects correspond to four subscales: Motivational (e.g., “I always feel an inner tension that drives me to work”); Cognitive (e.g., “At any given time, most of my thoughts are directed toward work”); Emotional (e.g., “I am almost always frustrated when I cannot work”); and Behavioral (e.g., “I tend to work more hours than most of my colleagues”). Each subscale includes four items. Participants indicate the frequency of experience for each aspect investigated by the scale items on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = never; 5 = always). The final score is based on the average of the individual items, with a high score indicating a high risk of workaholism. An overall workaholism score can be computed [17]. The MWS has shown significant incremental validity in comparison to well-established measures of workaholism, namely “Dutch Work Addiction Scale-DUWAS” [14], “Work Addiction Risk Test-WART” [13], and “Workaholism Battery-WorkBAT” [15] in predicting emotional exhaustion, negative work-related rumination, and depressive symptoms. The Italian version of the scale has been validated [50]. The scale properties obtained in the present study, are reported in Table 1.




2.4.2. Personal burnout


To measure the participants’ level of personal burnout, the “Copenhagen Burnout Inventory-CBI” [36] was adopted. The scale was initially tested on a sample of human service workers. The CBI is a self-reported measure comprising 19 items. The items are based on three main sub-scales, representing three different dimensions of burnout: personal burnout (six items, e.g., “How often do you feel tired?”); work-related burnout (seven items, e.g., “Are you exhausted in the morning at the thought of another day’s work?”); and client-related burnout (six items, e.g., “Do you find it difficult to work with clients?”). A high score means high burnout symptoms. Burnout related to only one dimension can also be calculated by summing only the score of the specific subscale. The three subscales have high internal reliability and are useful for differentiating jobs [33]. The Italian version of the scale was used for this study [51]. The scale was tested on a sample of Italian teachers of different grades in the 2010/2011 school year for the Italian validation. The six items making up the personal burnout dimension were selected for the present study. Responses were based on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = never; 5 = always). The average scale score was derived and used in the analyses. The scale properties obtained in the present study are reported in Table 1.





2.5. Data Analysis


Standard descriptive statistics were computed by using SPSS 26.0. We conducted Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) by using Mplus version 8.8. to check for whether the four crucial study constructs (i.e., male partner workaholism, male partner burnout, female partner workaholism, and female partner burnout) could be discriminated empirically. The Actor-Partner Interdependence Model, including actor and partner effects, was tested through path analyses conducted with Mplus. First, we tested a baseline path analytic model including the ‘actor effects’ (i.e., the relationships male partner workaholism-male partner personal burnout and female partner workaholism-female partner personal burnout) as well as the correlations between the partner’s level of workaholism and between the partner’s level of residual personal burnout. After this, we tested the full APIM model including the ‘partner effects’ (i.e., the paths female partner workaholism-male partner personal burnout and male partner workaholism-female partner personal burnout). As standard practice, model fit was assessed in terms of the chi-square statistics and additional fit indices: comparative fit index (CFI), Tucker–Lewis index (TLI), root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA), and standardized root-mean-square residual (SRMR). Generally, TLI and CFI values greater than 0.90 and RMSEA and SRMR values lower than 0.08 are considered indications of acceptable fit [52]. However, the full APIM model was a saturated model (i.e., a model with zero degrees of freedom) reaching perfect fit, so fit statistics were used for the assessment of the baseline model only.



Finally, two further models were tested separately to analyze the moderating role of the presence of children on the workaholism–personal burnout relationships. These models were simplified versions of the full APIM model, specifically developed for testing the hypothesized interactions. With the first model, we looked at whether the interactions made by male partner workaholism and female partner workaholism with the number of children predicted male partner personal burnout. With the second model, we looked at whether the same two interactions predicted female partner personal burnout. These models were tested using the SPSS macro Process v2.16.3 [53] using centered versions of the predictors making up the interaction terms. The dataset used and the syntax of the analyses conducted are available upon request from the corresponding author.





3. Results


3.1. Preliminary Analyses


The values of internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) were at least adequate for all the variables used in the APIM model (see Table 1). We then conducted Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) to assess whether the four crucial study constructs (i.e., male partner workaholism/personal burnout and female partner workaholism/personal burnout) could be discriminated. In this analysis, the manifest indicators for workaholism were, in both cases (i.e., male partner workaholism and female partner workaholism), the four subscales of the MWS (see above), while the manifest indicators of personal burnout were, for both partners, the six items composing the personal burnout scale (see above). CFA results revealed that a 4-factor model (male partner workaholism, female partner workaholism, male partner personal burnout, and female partner personal burnout) fitted the data adequately: [χ2(162) = 269.84, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.91; TLI = 0.89; RMSEA = 0.070; SRMR = 0.085] and better than a 1-factor model [Δχ2(6) = 471.40, p < 0.001]. Although the values of the TLI and SRMR for the 4-factor model were slightly suboptimal, considering the obtained ratio χ2/df (lower than 2) and the relatively small sample size (N = 138), we took the obtained results as adequate evidence that the four hypothesized constructs could be identified and discriminated sufficiently well. Before proceeding with the computation of correlations, two variables were recoded: Job position (1 = self-employed, managers or entrepreneur vs. 0 = employees) and educational level (1 = university level vs. 0 = up to high school). We then evaluated correlations between the main independent and dependent variables considered. As shown in Table 1, workaholism correlated positively with personal burnout in both male and female partners (respectively: r = 0.60, p < 0.01 for men; r = 0.45 p < 0.01 for women). This means that a higher level of workaholism is associated with a higher level of exhaustion and personal burnout symptoms for individuals of both sexes.



Moreover, workaholism and personal burnout, on the one hand, and high job position, on the other, were positively correlated in male partners (respectively, r = 0.34, p < 0.01; r = 0.20, p < 0.05). This means that greater job responsibilities are related to higher workaholism and personal burnout in men. Another interesting finding was the positive correlation between the level of education reached by both partners (r = 0.30, p < 0.01). Additionally, in both male and female partners, the level of education was significantly and negatively related to the number of children they had (r = −0.22, p < 0.05 and r = −0.29, p < 0.01 respectively).




3.2. Actor Partner Interdependence Model (APIM) Testing


We first tested a model including only actor effects, that is, the paths from male workaholism to male personal burnout and from female workaholism to female personal burnout. Model fit was the following: Chi-square (2) = 4.2, p = 0.12; CFI = 0.98; TLI = 0.94; RMSEA = 0.089; SRMR = 0.043. Given that a high RMSEA is a frequent occurrence with models characterized by a small number of degrees of freedom and low sample size such as ours [54], we considered the obtained model adequate. The results showed a significant workaholism-personal burnout relationship for both members of the couple. In fact, male workaholism positively related to the level of male personal burnout (β = 0.601, p < 0.001). At the same time, females’ workaholism predicted positively their personal burnout (β = 0.426, p < 0.001). In addition, the results indicated that male partner workaholism and female partner workaholism were significantly and positively correlated (r = 0.180; p = 0.034). The correlation between the residuals of male and female partner’s personal burnout was also positive and significant (r = 0.171; p = 0.043). This indicated crossover processes at different levels in the investigated couples.



Then, to develop our model of interdependence between actors and partners, we evaluated the effects of actors, along with those of partners. Again (see Table 2 and Figure 2), the results confirmed that, for both male and female partners, the level of workaholism related positively with the level of personal burnout, which supported Hypothesis 1. We next examined the partner effects and results indicated that female partner workaholism was positively related to male partner personal burnout (β = 0.143; p = 0.038) over and above male partner workaholism. In contrast, male-partner workaholism was not significantly related to female partner personal burnout when controlling for female-partner workaholism (β = 0.005; p = 0.952). Therefore, the ‘partner effect’ was only confirmed for females. These results partially supported Hypothesis 2. The model explained 38% of the variance in male partner personal burnout and 20% of the variance in female partner personal burnout. The improvement in explained variance compared to the previously tested model, which did not include partner effects, was 2.1% in the case of male partner workaholism, while it was 1.8% in the case of female partner workaholism.




3.3. Moderation


Moderation analysis targeting male partner personal burnout is reported in Table 3. With the inclusion of the interaction terms (female partner workaholism x number of children; male partner workaholism x number of children), the model explained 38% of the variance in male partner personal burnout. The results indicated that the number of children moderated (b = 0.157, p < 0.05) the relationship between the female partner’s workaholism and the male partner’s personal burnout (Table 3). Examination of the interaction graph showed that the relationship between female partner workaholism and male partner personal burnout is stronger when the number of children in the couple is higher (Figure 3). Simple slope analysis indicated that when the number of children was higher (1 SD above the mean) there was a stronger relationship between female partner workaholism and male partner personal burnout, b = 0.35; p < 0.01, compared to when the number of children was lower (1 SD below the mean), b = −0.07; p > 0.05. Differently, the relationship between the male partner’s workaholism and his own level of personal burnout was not moderated by the number of children (b = 0.061; p > 0.05) (Table 3).



The second model, used to predict female partner personal burnout, explained 25% of the variance with the inclusion of the interaction terms (male partner workaholism x number of children; female partner workaholism x number of children). The analysis (Table 4) revealed that the presence of children moderated the relationship between female partner workaholism and her own level of personal burnout (b = −0.20; p < 0.05), in the sense that this relationship declines when there is a higher number of children (see Figure 4). Simple slope analysis revealed that the relationship was significant when the number of children was low (1 SD below the mean), b = 0.67; p < 0.01, while it was not significant when the number of children was high (1 SD above the mean), b = 0.23; p > 0.05. Based on the moderation results, our last hypothesis (Hypothesis 5) was only partially confirmed.





4. Discussion


In line with our first hypothesis, we found that in both male and female partners, the reported level of workaholism was significantly related to symptoms of general burnout as operationalized in terms of emotional exhaustion. This result is not new in the literature, and it can be easily explained in terms of the heavy work investment exerted by individuals with higher workaholic tendencies compared to others. High work investment means time and effort investment [55], and effort-recovery theory [56] suggests that when an individual devotes a high effort at work and works for very long hours—which is quite typical for workaholics—affective strain is a logical and likely consequence. Since in workaholism a heavy investment at work is not a sporadic phenomenon but it is the rule, given that the behavior is driven by an internal and uncontrollable factor, this may lead to chronic emotional strain reactions such as those falling within the domain of personal burnout, which is a consequence of exposure to chronic stress [57]. This signals the unsustainability of the situations from a health and well-being point of view. Of importance is that the relationship between workaholism and personal burnout holds for both members of the couple, which suggests that workaholic partners may transfer within the family significant levels of emotional tension and distress, which is highly dysfunctional as far as the psychological family climate is concerned. Dysfunctions in the family of workaholics have already been discussed with a clinical approach [58], with findings indicating that spouses of workaholics experience greater marital estrangement and less positive affect than spouses of non-workaholics, and anecdotal evidence from ‘workaholic families’ suggesting a high prevalence of broken marriages and brittle social relationships [59]. More recent empirical research confirmed these findings [39] and highlighted that the consequences for children may also be significant in terms of emotional and behavioral problems [45]. Personal burnout may be an important intervening mechanism for these outcomes, especially in dual-earner couples where both partners may experience workaholism and exhaustion symptoms. It is also of note that a couple in which both partners are high in workaholism may not be so infrequent, given our finding that workaholism in partners is positively and significantly related.



Our second hypothesis was that the level of workaholism reported by one member of the couple would be positively related to the level of personal burnout of the other member (i.e., partner effects). We found evidence only partially in line with this hypothesis since female partner workaholism was positively related to male partner personal burnout, whilst male partner workaholism was unrelated to female partner personal burnout. In other words, the negative crossover of workaholism was only identifiable in male partner personal burnout. This suggests that, for males, having a workaholic female partner makes a difference in terms of unwell-being, while for females having a workaholic male partner may be less important. Such disparity may perhaps be explained on the basis of traditional gender role expectations [60]. According to these, for males, it is ‘normal’ and accepted to invest heavily at work and act as the main breadwinner in the family, while for females, it is not so since they are expected to invest more in the family rather than at work. Such different gender role expectations are still very rooted in the Italian culture—i.e., the context of the present study—given that beliefs such as “for the man, more than for the woman, it is very important to be successful at work”, “men are less suited to do housework” and “it is up to the man to provide for the family’s financial needs”, are very prevalent, with 58.8% of the population reporting to agree with at least one of them [61]. This means that a female partner with workaholic tendencies, who invests a great amount of time and effort at work, may destabilize the family to a greater extent compared to a male partner with the same tendencies, leading to more accentuated stress and exhaustion symptoms for the male partner. Intervening phenomena, which were not investigated in the present study, may also play a role here, such as that a male partner may be less prepared to deal with the additional work–family conflict issues [35] generated by a female partner with workaholic tendencies, who is mainly dedicated to work and less available for the family.



Moderation analysis revealed a pattern of results that were only partially in line with the formulated hypothesis that the presence and number of children would strengthen the investigated workaholism–personal burnout relationships. Indeed, the results revealed that the hypothesis was supported only with regard to the female partner workaholism-male partner personal burnout relationship. In this case, a higher number of children made a difference and accentuated the relationship. This is an original finding, indicating that in bigger families, having a female partner with workaholic tendencies may make life harder for the male partner, independently of the male partner’s levels of workaholism, which were controlled for. The reason for this finding is that bigger families with more children may make the family system more complex and demanding, for example, for the management of children’s schedules and activities; so in this case, a female partner with workaholic tendencies may lead to an additional commitment of the male partner. Following again the logic of role expectations theory [60], in bigger families, the lack of conformity to the expected role by the female partner with workaholic tendencies may be more detrimental to the group dynamics, amplifying the negative consequences for the other family members. On the contrary, the presence of children did not alter the relationship between male workaholism and personal burnout—either self-reported or reported by the female partner—which is again compatible with role expectations theory since caring for the family and children remains mainly a prerogative of the female partner. As a consequence, the male partner workaholism relationships with personal burnout are not significantly affected by the presence of children.



Interestingly, and contrary to our expectations, the presence of children acted as a protective factor for the relationship between female partner’s workaholism and their own levels of personal burnout. More children meant a weaker relationship, which is exactly contrary to our hypothesis. This may suggest that, with children, the self-reported emotional costs of workaholism are reduced for female partners only; for example, because they may be able to access, more than their male counterparts, the social support aspects coming from the relationships with their children [62,63], leading to lower exhaustion symptoms. In other words, although workaholic women—compared to non-workaholic ones—may report a higher level of role conflict due to contradicting pressures determined by workaholism and gender role expectations, when there are children, they must perhaps reduce their involvement in work and can access unique social support resources that may be relatively beneficial for well-being. Additional non-measured variables may also come into play here, such as a stronger support system available to workaholic women with more children, which can help in reducing workaholism-related personal burnout.



Implications and Limitations


The present study suggests that workaholism should be prevented in organizations since it may intrude with negative consequences in the life of families in different ways, for example, by accentuating the workaholism level of the partners and by fueling personal burnout symptoms which may undermine an adequate social functioning of the family, as well as of the workaholic individual. To this end, different prevention stages may be considered [64]. From a primary prevention perspective, organizations should discourage overworking and promote disconnection from work and family-friendly policies; in other words, they should reinforce a balanced and sustainable working life. This is particularly important in the digital era, where one may work 24/7. Such prevention activities may create the conditions for workaholic predispositions [7,65] that some individuals may have, to remain silent. From a secondary prevention perspective, counseling services should be available that help individuals with workaholic tendencies to understand that their problematic work behavior may pose serious health risks, including leading to death from overwork-related disorders [66]. Following this, training on disconnection and recovery [67] may also be important as a way to promote healthier lifestyles from an individual perspective. Tertiary preventive interventions may still be based on counseling, focused psychological therapy, or dedicated self-help groups [65], with the aim of treating both workaholic consequences (e.g., personal burnout) or the psychological ingredients (e.g., obsessive-compulsive characteristics) that may fuel the phenomenon.



The present study has several strengths—such as the fact that it is based on multisource data and that it used the APIM model [32], which has rarely been applied in workaholism research, but it also has several limitations. First, it is a cross-sectional study that assessed the relationship between workaholism and burnout in men and women at a single time point. A longitudinal study with a defined time frame would complement our results and give insights into normal and reverse causation processes among the selected variables. In this way, it is also possible for future studies to assess the impact of the presence of children on the workaholism-personal burnout relationship over time. Second, the sample of our study was relatively small (137 couples) and consisted exclusively of Italian dual-earner couples. The generalizability of the results to other cultures and different types of couples (i.e., separated couples) should be explored by future investigations. In addition, the basic APIM model with four variables was used. Such a model could be expanded by future researchers to incorporate further variables that operate as intervening or moderating factors (e.g., work-family conflict, personality, and working conditions). The role of additional control variables could also be considered, such as, for couples, the duration of the relationship, which may be related to more effective coping strategies developed to manage stress [68]. This would allow us to reach more solid conclusions regarding mechanisms and boundary conditions explaining the relationships between workaholism and personal burnout in couples.





5. Conclusions


This study was an attempt to expand our understanding of the relationship between workaholism and burnout in dual-earner couples by means of the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (APIM). It has shown that the levels of workaholism of partners are related and that for both partners, workaholism is related to burnout, suggesting a very detrimental impact of workaholism in the life of working couples and their families. Additionally, the female partner’s level of workaholism crossed over and explains the male partner’s personal burnout, which is additional evidence of the detrimental role of workaholism. The presence of children partially acted as a moderator of the investigated relationships, either accentuating or attenuating the potential impact of workaholism according to the partner’s gender and the specific relationship examined in the APIM model. In both cases, however, children may be negatively impacted by workaholism and personal burnout, absorbing the negative influences coming from parents with workaholic tendencies.







Author Contributions


Conceptualization, C.B.; methodology, C.B.; formal analysis, E.R. and C.B.; investigation, C.B. and E.R.; data curation, C.B. and E.R.; writing—original draft preparation, E.R. and C.B.; writing—review and editing, P.A., S.T. and S.Z.; supervision, C.B. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.




Funding


This research received no external funding.




Institutional Review Board Statement


The study was conducted in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki. Since there was no medical treatment or other procedures that could cause psychological or social discomfort to participants, who were all healthy adult subjects anonymously involved, additional ethical approval was not required.




Informed Consent Statement


Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study.




Data Availability Statement


Data and syntax are available from the last author of the study (C.B.).




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflict of interest.




References


	



Balducci, C.; Fraccaroli, F. Work-related stress: Open issues and future directions (Stress lavoro-correlato: Questioni aperte e direzioni future). G. Ital. Psicol. 2019, 46, 39–65. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Stacey, N.; Ellwood, P.; Bradbrook, S.; Reynolds, J.; Williams, H.; Lye, D. Foresight on New and Emerging Occupational Safety and Health Risks Associated with Digitalisation by 2025; European Agency for Safety and Health at Work: Luxembourg, 2018. [Google Scholar]

	



International Labor Organization. Workplace Stress: A Collective Challenge; International Labor Organization: Geneva, Switzerland, 2016. [Google Scholar]

	



WHO-World Health Organization. WHO Guidelines on Mental Health at Work; WHO-World Health Organization: Geneva, Switzerland, 2022; Available online: https://apps.who.int/iris/rest/bitstreams/1469640/retrieve (accessed on 14 August 2023).

	



Eurofound. Living, Working and COVID-19, COVID-19 Series; Publications Office of the European Union Luxembourg: Luxembourg, 2020. [Google Scholar]

	



Oates, W.E. Confessions of a Workaholic: The Facts about Work Addiction; World Pub. Co.: New York, NY, USA, 1971. [Google Scholar]

	



Atroszko, P.A.; Demetrovics, Z.; Griffiths, M.D. Work Addiction, Obsessive-Compulsive Personality Disorder, Burn-Out, and Global Burden of Disease: Implications from the ICD-11. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 660. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Kun, B.; Takacs, Z.K.; Richman, M.J.; Griffiths, M.D.; Demetrovics, Z. Work addiction and personality: A meta-analytic study. J. Behav. Addict. 2021, 9, 945–966. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Balducci, C.; Avanzi, L.; Fraccaroli, F. The individual “costs” of workaholism: An analysis based on multisource and prospective data. J. Manag. 2018, 44, 2961–2986. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Clark, M.A.; Michel, J.S.; Zhdanova, L.; Pui, S.Y.; Baltes, B.B. All Work and No Play? A Meta-Analytic Examination of the Correlates and Outcomes of Workaholism. J. Manag. 2016, 42, 1836–1873. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Andreassen, C.S. Workaholism: An overview and current status of the research. J. Behav. Addict. 2014, 3, 1–11. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Gillet, N.; Morin, A.J.S.; Ndiaye, A.; Colombat, P.; Sandrin, E.; Fouquereau, E. Complementary variable- and person-centred approaches to the dimensionality of workaholism. Appl. Psychol. 2022, 71, 312–355. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Robinson, B.E. The work addiction risk test: Development of a tentative measure of workaholism. Percept. Mot. Ski. 1999, 88, 199–210. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Schaufeli, W.B.; Shimazu, A.; Taris, T.W. Being driven to work excessively hard: The evaluation of a two-factor measure of workaholism in the Netherlands and Japan. Cross-Cult. Res. 2009, 43, 320–348. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Spence, J.T.; Robbins, A.S. Workaholism: Definition, measurement, and preliminary results. J. Personal. Assess. 1992, 58, 160–178. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Atroszko, P.A.; Demetrovics, Z.; Griffiths, M.D. Beyond the Myths about Work Addiction: Toward a Consensus on Definition and Trajectories for Future Studies on Problematic Overworking. J. Behav. Addict. 2019, 8, 7–15. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Clark, M.A.; Smith, R.W.; Haynes, N.J. The Multidimensional Workaholism Scale: Linking the conceptualization and measurement of workaholism. J. Appl. Psychol. 2020, 105, 1281. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Balducci, C.; Spagnoli, P.; Avanzi, L.; Clark, M. A daily diary investigation on the job-related affective experiences fueled by work addiction. J. Behav. Addict. 2021, 9, 967–977. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Atroszko, P.A. Non-Drug Addiction: Addiction to Work. In Handbook of Substance Misuse and Addictions: From Biology to Public Health; Springer International Publishing: Cham, Switzerland, 2022; pp. 2981–3012. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Spagnoli, P.; Balducci, C.; Fabbri, M.; Molinaro, D.; Barbato, G. Workaholism, intensive smartphone use, and the sleep-wake cycle: A multiple mediation analysis. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2019, 16, 3517. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Salanova, M.; López-González, A.A.; Llorens, S.; del Líbano, M.; Vicente-Herrero, M.T.; Tomás-Salvá, M. Your work may be killing you! workaholism, sleep problems and cardiovascular risk. Work. Stress 2016, 30, 228–242. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Porter, G. Organizational impact of workaholism: Suggestions for researching the negative outcomes of excessive work. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 1996, 1, 70–84. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Atroszko, P.A.; Atroszko, B. The Costs of Work-Addicted Managers in Organizations: Towards Integrating Clinical and Organizational Frameworks. Amfiteatru Econ. 2020, 22, 1265–1282. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Girardi, D.; Falco, A.; Piccirelli, A.; Dal Corso, L.; Bortolato, S.; De Carlo, A. Perfectionism and presenteeism among managers of a service organization: The mediating role of workaholism. TPM Test. Psychom. Methodol. Appl. Psychol. 2015, 22, 507–521. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Mazzetti, G.; Vignoli, M.; Schaufeli, W.B.; Guglielmi, D. Work addiction and presenteeism: The buffering role of managerial support. Int. J. Psychol. 2019, 54, 174–179. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Alessandri, G.; De Longis, E.; Perinelli, E.; Balducci, C.; Borgogni, L. The Costs of Working Too Hard. J. Pers. Psychol. 2020, 19, 24–32. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Balducci, C.; Menghini, L.; Conway, P.M.; Burr, H.; Zaniboni, S. Workaholism and the Enactment of Bullying Behavior atWork: A Prospective Analysis. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 2399. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Loscalzo, Y.; Giannini, M. Clinical conceptualization of workaholism: A comprehensive model. Organ. Psychol. Rev. 2017, 7, 306–329. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bakker, A.B.; Demerouti, E. The Spillover-Crossover Model. In New Frontiers in Work and Family Research; Grzywacz, J.G., Demerouti, E., Eds.; Psychology Press: London, UK, 2013; pp. 55–70. [Google Scholar]

	



Kensbock, J.M.; Alkærsig, L.; Lomberg, C. The epidemic of mental disorders in business—How depression, anxiety, and stress spread across organizations through employee mobility. Adm. Sci. Q. 2022, 67, 1–48. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kashy, D.A.; Kenny, D.A. The Analysis of Data from Dyads and Groups. In Handbook of Research Methods in Social Psychology; Reis, H.T., Judd, C.M., Eds.; Cambridge University Press: New York, NY, USA, 1999. [Google Scholar]

	



Kenny, D.A. Models of nonindependence in dyadic research. J. Soc. Pers. Relatsh. 1996, 13, 279–294. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kristensen, T.S.; Borritz, M.; Villadsen, E.; Christensen, K.B. The Copenhagen Burnout Inventory: A new tool for the assessment of burnout. Work. Stress 2005, 19, 192–207. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Frone, M.R. Work-Family Balance. In Handbook of Occupational Health Psychology; American Psychological Association: Washington, DC, USA, 2003; pp. 143–162. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bakker, A.B.; Shimazu, A.; Demerouti, E.; Shimada, K.; Kawakami, N. Work engagement versus workaholism: A test of the spillover-crossover model. J. Manag. Psychol. 2014, 29, 63–80. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bakker, A.B.; Demerouti, E.; Burke, R. Workaholism and relationship quality: A spillover crossover perspective. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 2009, 14, 23. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Westman, M. Stress and strain crossover. Hum. Relat. 2001, 54, 717–751. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Shimazu, A.; Demerouti, E.; Bakker, A.B.; Shimada, K.; Kawakami, N. Workaholism and well-being among Japanese dual-earner couples: A spillover-crossover perspective. Soc. Sci. Med. 2011, 73, 399–409. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Clark, M.A.; Hunter, E.M.; Carlson, D.S. Hidden costs of anticipated workload for individuals and partners: Exploring the role of daily fluctuations in workaholism. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 2021, 26, 393–404. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Wallbott, H.G.; Scherer, K.R. Stress specificities: Differential effects of coping style, gender, and type of stressor on autonomic arousal, facial expression, and subjective feeling. J. Personal. Soc. Psychol. 1991, 61, 147–156. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Critchley, H.D.; Nagai, Y. How emotions are shaped by bodily states. Emot. Rev. 2012, 4, 163–168. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hatfield, E.; Cacioppo, J.T.; Rapson, R.L. Studies in Emotion and Social Interaction; Cambridge University Press: New York, NY, USA, 1994. [Google Scholar]

	



Tsai, J.; Bowring, E.; Marsella, S.; Tambe, M. Empirical Evaluation of Computational Emotional Contagion Models. In Intelligent Virtual Agents; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2011; Volume 11, pp. 384–397. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cook, W.L.; Kenny, D.A. The actor–partner interdependence model: A model of bidirectional effects in developmental studies. Int. J. Behav. Dev. 2005, 9, 101–109. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Shimazu, A.; Bakker, A.B.; Demerouti, E.; Fujiwara, T.; Iwata, N.; Shimada, K.; Takahashi, M.; Tokita, M.; Watai, I.; Kawakami, N. Workaholism, Work Engagement and Child Well-Being: A Test of the Spillover-Crossover Model. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health. 2020, 17, 6213. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Barnett, R.C. Role Theory. In Encyclopedia of Quality of Life and Well-Being Research; Michalos, A.C., Ed.; Springer: Dordrecht, The Netherlands, 2014. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Powell, G.N.; Greenhaus, J.H. Sex, gender, and decisions at the family → work interface. J. Manag. 2010, 36, 1011–1039. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Shockley, K.M.; Shen, W. Couple Dynamics: Division of Labor. In The Oxford Handbook of Work and Family; Allen, T.D., Eby, L.T., Eds.; Oxford University Press: New York, NY, USA, 2016; pp. 125–139. [Google Scholar]

	



Taris, T.W.; van Beek, I.; Schaufeli, W.B. Demographic and occupational correlates of workaholism. Psychol. Rep. 2012, 110, 547–554. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Spagnoli, P.; Clark, M.; Buono, C.; Haynes, N.J.; Molinaro, D.; Balducci, C. A Further Examination of the Multidimensional Workaholism Scale (MWS) in Italy and U.S: Measurement Equivalence, Convergent, Discriminant, and Predictive Validity; University of Caserta “L. Vanvitelli”: Caserta, Italy, 2022; Unpublished manuscript. [Google Scholar]

	



Fraccaroli, F.; Balducci, C.; Avanzi, L. Contributo alla Validazione Italiana del Copenhagen Burnout Inventory (CBI). In Psicologia della Salute: Quadrimestrale di Psicologia e Scienze della Salute: 2; Angeli, F., Ed.; Casalini: Milan, Italy, 2013; pp. 120–135, 1972–5167. [Google Scholar]

	



Kline, R.B. Principles and Practice of Structural Equation Modeling, 4th ed.; Guilford Publications: New York, NY, USA, 2016; ISBN 1462523358. [Google Scholar]

	



Hayes, A.F. PROCESS: A Versatile Computational Tool for Observed Variable Mediation, Moderation, and Conditional Process Modeling [White Paper]. 2012. Available online: http://www.afhayes.com/public/process2012.pdf (accessed on 14 August 2023).

	



Kenny, D.A.; Kaniskan, B.; McCoach, D.B. The Performance of RMSEA in Models With Small Degrees of Freedom. Sociol. Methods Res. 2015, 44, 486–507. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Snir, R.; Harpaz, I. Beyond workaholism: Towards a general model of heavy work investment. Hum. Resour. Manag. Rev. 2012, 22, 232–243. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Geurts, S.A.; 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. Available online: http://www.jstor.org/stable/40967600 (accessed on 24 July 2023). [CrossRef]

	



Schaufeli, W.B.; Leiter, M.P.; Maslach, C. Burnout: 35 years of research and practice. Career Dev. Int. 2009, 14, 204–220. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Robinson, B.E. Workaholism and family functioning: A profile of familial relationships, psychological outcomes, and research considerations. Contemp. Fam. Ther. 2001, 23, 123–135. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Robinson, B.E.; Kelley, L. Adult children of workaholics: Self-concept, locus of control, anxiety, and depression. Am. J. Fam. Ther. 1998, 26, 223–238. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Clark, M.A.; Beiler, A.A.; Zimmerman, L.M. Examining the Work–Family Experience of Female Workaholics. In Gender and the Work-Family Experience: An Intersection of Two Domains; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2015; pp. 313–327. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



ISTAT. Italian National Institute of Statistics Stereotypes about Gender Roles and the Social Image of Sexual Violence; ISTAT: Rome, Italy, 2019. Available online: https://www.istat.it/en/archivio/236678 (accessed on 14 August 2023).

	



Perrewé, P.L.; Carlson, D.S. Do Men and Women Benefit from Social Support Equally? Results from A Field Examination within the Work and Family Context. In Gender, Work Stress, and Health; Nelson, D.L., Burke, R.J., Eds.; American Psychological Assocition: Worcester, MA, USA, 2022; pp. 101–114. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Reevy, G.M.; Maslach, C. Use of social support: Gender and personality differences. Sex Roles 2001, 44, 437–459. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Quick, J.C.; Wright, T.A.; Adkins, J.A.; Nelson, D.L.; Quick, J.D. Preventive Stress Management in Organizations, 2nd ed.; American Psychological Association: Washington, DC, USA, 2013. [Google Scholar]

	



Sussman, S. Workaholism: A review. J. Addict. Res. Ther. 2012, 6, 4120. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Yamauchi, T.; Yoshikawa, T.; Takamoto, M.; Sasaki, T.; Matsumoto, S.; Kayashima, K.; Takeshima, T.; Takahashi, M. Overwork-related disorders in Japan: Recent trends and development of a national policy to promote preventive measures. Ind. Health 2017, 55, 293–302. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hahn, V.C.; Binnewies, C.; Sonnentag, S.; Mojza, E.J. Learning how to recover from job stress: Effects of a recovery training program on recovery, recovery-related self-efficacy, and well-being. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 2011, 16, 202–216. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Wilcox, W.B.; Dew, J. The Date Night Opportunity: What Does Couple Time Tell Us about the Potential Value of Date Nights? In The National Marriage Project; Cowan, C.P., Cowan, C., Stanley, S., Eds.; University of Virginia: Charlottesville, VA, USA, 2012; pp. 1–14. Available online: https://nationalmarriageproject.org/reports/ (accessed on 14 August 2023).








[image: Sustainability 15 13009 g001] 





Figure 1. The actor-partner interdependence model of workaholism. 
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Figure 2. Graphical representation of the tested Actor-Partner Interdependence Model. ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05. Note: Burnout in the figure refers to personal burnout. 
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Figure 3. Plot of the relationship between female partner workaholism and male partner personal burnout moderated by the number of children. 
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Figure 4. Plot of the relationship between female partner workaholism and female partner personal burnout moderated by the number of children. 
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Table 1. Mean, SD, Cronbach α, and correlations of the main study variables.
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	M (SD)
	α
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8





	1 Male partner WL
	2.83 (0.76)
	0.910
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	2 Male partner Bout
	2.61 (0.71)
	0.850
	0.60 ***
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	



	3 Female partner WL
	2.87 (0.73)
	0.902
	0.17p = 0.05
	0.24 **
	1
	
	
	
	
	



	4 Female partner Bout
	3.04 (0.71)
	0.833
	0.09
	0.23 **
	0.45 ***
	1
	
	
	
	



	5 N. of children
	1.53 (1.15)
	
	0.17 *
	0.08
	0.03
	0.12
	1
	
	
	



	6 Male partner job p. (1 = high)
	
	
	0.34 ***
	0.20 **
	−0.12
	−0.09
	0.21 *
	1
	
	



	7 Female partner job p. (1 = high)
	
	
	−0.02
	−0.01
	0.15
	−0.16
	−0.11
	−0.07
	1
	



	8 Male partner educ. (1 = univ.)
	
	
	−0.07
	−0.05
	0.05
	−0.02
	−0.22 **
	−0.06
	−0.15
	1



	9 Female partner educ. (1 = univ.)
	
	
	−0.07
	−0.14
	−0.02
	0.01
	−0.29 ***
	−0.29 ***
	0.02
	0.30 ***







Notes: Male partner WL = Male partner workaholism; Male partner Bout = Male partner personal burnout; Female partner WL = female partner workaholism; Female partner Bout = female partner personal burnout; N. of children = number of children; Male partner job p. = Male partner job position; Female partner job p. = female partner job position; High = managerial level and self-employed (vs. Low = all others); Male partner educ. = Male partner educational level; Female partner educ. = female partner educational level; Univ. = university level (vs. Low = up to high school diploma). *** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05.













 





Table 2. Actor-Partner Interdependence Model.
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	Est.
	S.E.
	Est./S.E.
	p-Value





	Actor effects
	
	
	
	



	Male partner whol → Male partner bout
	0.576 **
	0.057
	10.164
	0.000



	Female partner whol → Female partner bout
	0.447 **
	0.070
	6.340
	0.000



	Partner effects
	
	
	
	



	Male partner whol → Female partner bout
	0.005
	0.079
	0.061
	0.952



	Female partner whol → Male partner bout
	0.143 *
	0.069
	2.071
	0.038



	Male partner whol with Female partner whol
	0.182 *
	0.085
	2.139
	0.032



	Male partner bout with Female partner bout
	0.165 *
	0.083
	1.976
	0.048







Notes: Standardized results for APIM. Whol = workaholism; Bout = personal burnout. ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05.













 





Table 3. Model 1 Summary: Female partner workaholism, number of children, and male partner workaholism (covariate) on male partner personal burnout.
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	b
	se
	T
	p





	Constant
	1.613
	0.414
	3.899
	<0.001



	Male partner whol
	0.445
	0.116
	3.849
	<0.001



	Female partner whol
	−0.103
	0.133
	−0.770
	0.443



	N. of child.
	−0.621
	0.228
	−2.727
	0.007



	Int_1
	0.157
	0.074
	2.126
	0.035



	Int_2
	0.061
	0.065
	0.933
	0.352







Notes: Whol = workaholism; N. of child. = number of children; Int_1 = first interaction term (female partner workaholism x number of children); Int_2 = second interaction term (male partner workaholism x number of children).













 





Table 4. Model 2 Summary: Male partner’ workaholism, number of children and female partner workaholism (covariate) on female partner personal burnout.
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	b
	SE
	t
	p





	Constant
	1.044
	0.482
	2.165
	0.032



	Male partner whol
	−0.089
	0.135
	−0.659
	0.511



	Female partner whol
	0.763
	0.155
	4.907
	<0.001



	N. of child.
	0.053
	0.265
	2.002
	0.047



	Int_1
	−0.202
	0.086
	−2.354
	0.020



	Int_2
	0.034
	0.076
	0.442
	0.659







Notes: Whol = workaholism; N. of child. = number of children; Int_1 = first interaction term (female partner workaholism x number of children); Int_2 = second interaction term (male partner workahol