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files were defined while considering workers' global
levels of workaholism, together with their specific levels
of motivational, cognitive, emotional, and behavioral
workaholism. We also considered the extent to which
these profiles and their relations with covariates (work—
family conflict, harmonious passion, and obsessive pas-
sion) generalized across all subsamples. Our results
revealed a total of five profiles (Preoccupied Employees
with Very Low Global Levels of Workaholism, Disengaged
Employees with Low Global Levels of Workaholism, Moti-
vated and Involved Employees with Moderately Low
Global Levels of Workaholism, Normative, and Preoccu-
pied Employees with High Global Levels of Workaholism).
Systematically, the Normative profile was the most prev-
alent (43.7% to 63.2% across subsamples), whereas the
Preoccupied Employees with Very Low Global Levels of
Workaholism profile was the least prevalent (0.4% to
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8.9%). The Preoccupied Employees with High Global
Levels of Workaholism profile presented the highest
levels of obsessive passion and work-family conflict, and
the lowest levels of harmonious passion. Beyond their
theoretical implications for research on workaholism,
these results highlight how workaholism has highly sim-
ilar implications across contexts.

KEYWORDS

generalizability, latent profile analyses, person-centered
approach, work passion, workaholism, work-family balance

INTRODUCTION

Workaholism (Schaufeli et al., 2008) has multiple drawbacks for organizational and individual
functioning (e.g., Clark et al., 2016; van Beek et al., 2011), although not all forms of workahol-
ism seem to be equally undesirable. Schaufeli, Shimazu, and Taris (2009) initially conceptual-
ized workaholism as two components: working excessively (WE; the behavioral facet of
workaholism, involving devoting a substantial time and effort to work at the expense of other
life domains) and working compulsively (WC; the emotional and motivational facets of worka-
holism, and involving a persistent obsession with work), operationalized through the Dutch
Work Addiction Scale (DUWAS). Research has reported differentiated relations between these
dimensions of workaholism and numerous covariates (Barber & Santuzzi, 2015; Huyghebaert
et al., 2018). It has also showed that drawbacks were strengthened when employees jointly
experienced high levels of WE and WC (Gillet et al., 2017).

Recently, Clark et al. (2020) proposed a more comprehensive representation of workahol-
ism, operationalized through the Multidimensional Workaholism Scale (MWS) and
encompassing four facets: (a) an excessive involvement in work (behavioral), (b) an internal
urge to work (motivational), (c) negative emotions when not working (emotional), and
(d) persistent thoughts about work (cognitive). Relative to this more recent operationalization,
the DUWAS thus blends multiple facets (e.g., emotional and motivational) into the WC compo-
nent and fails to account for the arguably important cognitive component of workaholism.
Moreover, worrisome psychometric results have been reported in relation to scores obtained
on the DUWAS, including low levels of scale score reliability (e.g., Schaufeli, Bakker,
et al., 2009) and failure to support the expected bidimensional structure of this questionnaire
(e.g., Andreassen et al., 2014). In contrast, Clark et al. (2020) supported the four-dimensional
structure of the MWS, showed that all four components were positively correlated but not
redundant, and demonstrated that these components all shared meaningfully differentiated
associations with the WE and WC facets of the DUWAS, as well as with a variety of
covariates.

Research using the DUWAS and MWS has also demonstrated that workaholism can some-
times be represented and experienced as a single global dimension (Sandrin, Gillet, Fernet,
Depint-Rouault, et al., 2019; Xu & Li, 2021). This global representation is based on the strong
correlations reported between the different workaholism components assessed in the DUWAS
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(i.e., WE and WC; Huyghebaert et al., 2018) and MWS (i.e., motivational, behavioral, emo-
tional, and cognitive workaholism; Clark et al., 2020), and by the fact that relations with
covariates are stronger when scholars rely on a global workaholism score (Taris et al., 2012).
However, the behavioral, motivational, emotional, and cognitive dimensions of workaholism
are also considered to be independent of each other (Schaufeli, Shimazu, & Taris, 2009; Xu &
Li, 2021), and past research has demonstrated that these components shared unique relations
with covariates (Clark et al., 2020; Huyghebaert et al., 2018). To account for this duality,
research has recently shown that workaholism, as assessed by the DUWAS or MWS, was better
operationalized through a bifactor model accounting for the global (G; common to the worka-
holism experience across components) and specific (S; specific to each component and not
explained by the global experience) nature of workaholism (Gillet et al., 2018; Huyghebaert-
Zouaghi et al., 2023; Xu & Li, 2021).

Across conceptualizations, workaholism components have never been considered mutu-
ally exclusive (Gillet, Morin, Ndiaye, et al., 2022; Schaufeli, Bakker, et al., 2009). Indeed,
employees naturally behave in different ways, so that all of them are likely to have their
own workaholism profile. Unfortunately, research on workaholism has thus far primarily
adopted a variable-centered approach, focused on the isolated, additive, or interactive associa-
tions between workaholism components and covariates, and assuming these relations to gen-
eralize to the whole sample. Indeed, variable-centered approaches consider all individuals to
be part of the same population and that findings can be captured by a single set of “average”
parameters. Via the adoption of a person-centered approach, the present study seeks to
address this limitation. Indeed, beyond acknowledging that individual employees can jointly
experience different types of workaholism (Schaufeli, Bakker, et al., 2009; Xu & Li, 2021),
recent person-centered investigations have investigated how the different dimensions of
workaholism combine within distinct profiles of workers (Gillet et al., 2017; Rouxel
et al., 2023). However, person-centered research is cumulative, so that multiple studies are
needed to differentiate the central profiles identified in all situations, the additional ones that
only emerge in certain situations, and the idiosyncratic profiles linked to specific sample
characteristics (Meyer & Morin, 2016).

More specifically, a person-centered approach seeks to identify subpopulations of employees
with qualitatively different profiles of workaholism. By considering the unique configurations
of workaholism present among distinct profiles of employees, this approach should help us bet-
ter understand the optimal and suboptimal workaholism profiles for workers and their organi-
zations. Moreover, rather than assuming that workaholism components will necessarily be high
or low, a person-centered approach can identify profiles with moderate (or moderately high or
low) levels. An additional advantage of this approach is that person-centered results correspond
to our natural tendency to consider workers as members of different categories (person-centered)
rather than to examine complex relations between dimensions (variable-centered; Morin
et al., 2011). Our findings may thus have significant implications for practice at a time when orga-
nizations are trying to find new ways of maintaining and even improving workers' motivation,
performance, and well-being. For example, identifying the covariates of workaholism profiles
allows us to test the convergent validity of the workaholism profiles and its generalizability across
the subsamples and samples of employees considered in this study. By providing evidence of gen-
eralizability, we seek to inform research in relation to the nature and covariates of workaholism
profiles, and to guide practice by highlighting whether generic interventions are likely to yield
similar benefits for different types of workers.
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Adopting a person-centered approach, Schaufeli, Bakker, et al. (2009) identified four profiles
among a sample of medical residents: workaholics (high WE and WC), nonworkaholics (low
WE and WC), excessive employees (moderately high WE and moderately low WC), and com-
pulsive employees (moderately low WE and moderately high WC). More recently, Gillet
et al. (2017) also detected four workaholism profiles among two different samples of
employees from different sectors, although their profiles demonstrated matching configura-
tions across indicators: Very Low profile (very low WE and WC), Moderately Low profile
(moderately low WE and WC), Moderately High profile (moderately high WE and WC), and
Very High profile (very high WE and WC). Although other person-centered studies have
examined how workaholism dimensions combine (Gillet et al., 2018; Rouxel et al., 2023),
many of those investigations included variables not limited to workaholism to define the pro-
files (e.g., work engagement: Innanen et al., 2014), precluding the detection of the unique
effects of workaholism dimensions in profile definition. Despite their theoretical and empiri-
cal value, these studies pursue different objectives than those of the present research, which
are to specifically assess the various configurations, or profiles, or workaholism present
among diverse samples of employees. In this context, it is critical to limit profile definition
to focal variables (i.e., workaholism components) to be able to clearly assess the unique role
of these components in profile definition.

Moreover, most previous studies (e.g., Gillet et al., 2017; Innanen et al., 2014) have neglected
the G/S nature of workaholism. As demonstrated by Morin, Boudrias, et al. (2016), Morin et al.
(2017), this last limitation tends to lead to the erroneous identification of profiles displaying
similar levels across all (e.g., high or low on all dimensions, as in Gillet et al., 2017). To address
this limitation, Gillet, Morin, Ndiaye, et al. (2022) relied on a bifactor operationalization of the
DUWAS and identified four profiles: (a) Low G/S Workaholism, (b) Average G/S Workaholism,
(c) Low G- and Average S-Workaholism, and (d) High G- and Average S-Workaholism. Unfor-
tunately, these results have yet to be replicated and expanded to the more comprehensive repre-
sentation of workaholism proposed by Clark et al. (2020).

The present person-centered study seeks to contribute to research on workaholism in three
important ways. First, we seek to identity distinct subpopulations of workers presenting differ-
ent configurations of G-workaholism and S-behavioral, S-motivational, S-emotional, and
S-cognitive workaholism, without assuming that these configurations will necessarily entail
high or low levels across dimensions (e.g., Gillet et al., 2017). Second, we expand upon Gillet,
Morin, Ndiaye, et al. (2022) findings by considering new covariates to assess the construct valid-
ity of these profiles. More precisely, we investigate the implications of workaholism profiles for
work-family conflict (WFC) as in Gillet, Morin, Ndiaye, et al. (2022) to replicate their findings
obtained with the MWS (Clark et al., 2020). In addition, we examine the relations between
workaholism profiles and two new covariates closely linked to workaholism: harmonious
passion — HP — and obsessive passion — OP (Birkeland & Buch, 2015; Téth-Kirdly et al., 2021).
Third, we investigate whether the workaholism profiles will be replicated (i.e., their generaliz-
ability) across 12 subsamples of French employees: (a) working onsite or remotely (Sample 1),
(b) working full- or part-time (Sample 2), (c) working in the private or public sector (Sample 3),
(d) enrolled in a permanent or temporary position (Sample 4), (e) with a high (experienced
employees) or low (novice employees) tenure in their position (Sample 5), and (f) with or with-
out a supervisory role (Sample 6). In doing so, our aim is not to explore sample differences but
rather to conduct a robust test of the generalizability of workaholism profiles across samples dif-
fering meaningfully from one another.
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THEORETICAL PERSON-CENTERED SCENARIOS

Beyond replication and keeping in mind the importance of disaggregating the G/S components
of workaholism, a core challenge for scholars trying to better understand how different worka-
holism dimensions combine is linked to the absence of theoretical anchoring concerning the
nature of these profiles and their underlying psychological mechanisms. From a purely empiri-
cal perspective, we can see that despite relying on different methods, measures, and samples,
currently available evidence suggests three to four profiles, with the three most frequently iden-
tified profiles characterized by a low, moderate, and high workaholism configuration across
indicators. Yet, these profiles have not yet been theoretically grounded. Inspired by these previ-
ous empirical findings, we now propose three theoretically-driven scenarios to guide future
research in this area.

A first scenario focuses on Unplugged employees, displaying low G/S levels of workaholism.
These employees do not experience an internal pressure to drive them to intensely engage in
their work (i.e., low S-motivational workaholism) in a way that goes beyond their job require-
ments (i.e., low S-behavioral workaholism) (Clark et al., 2020). Without this pressure, they are
thus far less likely to experience frustration when unable to work (i.e., low S-emotional worka-
holism) and are more likely to maintain a mental distance from their work (i.e., low S-cognitive
workaholism). On the one hand, some of these employees can feel exposed to an under stimu-
lating work environment, lacking interesting challenging opportunities (Crawford et al., 2010;
Gillet et al., 2024; LePine et al., 2005). On the other hand, they might also feel exposed to high
levels of job demands that hinder their ability to attain their personal and professional goals
(Collewaert et al., 2016; Gillet et al., 2024). Over time, they might have learned that these
demands are impossible to overcome without expanding more of their personal resources
(Demerouti & Peeters, 2018; Hobfoll, 2011) than they can expect to be able to replenish on their
own or at work (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Petrou & Xanthopoulou, 2021). As a result, these
employees might have decided to adopt a healthy distance from their work as a way to protect
themselves against the depletion of their personal resources (Gillet, Morin, Ndiaye, et al., 2022).
However, this distancing may lead these employees experience feelings of boredom (Bruning &
Campion, 2018) and social isolation at work (Lazazzara et al., 2020), thus leading to adjustment
difficulties.

The second scenario characterizes Plugged In employees, displaying high G/S levels of work-
aholism. This high workaholism is likely to be primarily driven by internal pressures (i.e., high
S-motivational workaholism; Clark et al., 2020). For this reason, an intense work involvement
(i.e., high S-behavioral workaholism) may help reduce feelings of guilt, shame, and anxiety,
while improving self-esteem (Gillet et al., 2016). However, actions might also, to a lesser extent,
be driven by external challenges (Crawford et al., 2010; Gillet et al., 2024; LePine et al., 2005),
such as gaining prestige, admiration, or support (Sandrin, Gillet, Fernet, Leloup, & Depin-
Rouault, 2019), leading these employees to invest significant efforts in activities leading to rec-
these employees are also unlikely to feel forced to engage in their work at such an extreme level
without feeling exposed to a substantial level of hindering job demands (Crawford et al., 2010;
LePine et al., 2005). Gillet et al. (2024) showed that the dual exposure to challenge and hin-
drance demands was particularly problematic in terms of functioning.

This result raised interesting questions about the true benefits of challenges (LePine
et al., 2005), especially when they occur in combination with high levels of hindrances. Plugged
In employees might thus display high levels of G/S levels of workaholism because they face too

5UBD17 SUOWILLID AAIERID 3(qedl|dde auy Aq pausenoh ake saoiie YO ‘asn Jo sajn. o} Ariq i auljuQ A8IAA UO (SUONIPUOD-pUR-SWIB)/WO0" AB 1M Afeid 1BU1UO//:SdNY) SUOIIPUOD PUe SWB | aU) 89S *[GZ02/50/.2] Lo Ariqiautuo A8Ia ‘soueld aueiyoo) Aq 2100, sdde/TTTT OT/10p/wod A3 1M ARelgipuljuo's feuino -deel//:sdny woly pepeojumoq ‘€ ‘5202 *L650v9rT



6 of 37 APPLIED HE!! GILLET ET AL.

PSYCHOLOGY

many hindrances likely to interfere with their ability to meet challenges (Bakker &
Demerouti, 2017; Gillet et al., 2024). These hindrances may also interfere with autonomous
motivation (i.e., motivated desire, interest, or choice; Ryan & Deci, 2017), and lead to low
levels of work engagement and high levels of controlled motivation (i.e., internal and/or
external pressures; Ryan & Deci, 2017) and workaholism (van Beek et al., 2011). Indeed,
Plugged In employees might believe that no reasonable level of effort will be adequate to
meet the demands of their work life, leading them to expand resources (Hobfoll, 2011) that
could otherwise be used to handle more stimulating challenges (LePine et al., 2005). As a
result of this dual exposure to challenging and hindering job demands, Plugged In employees
come to operate in a state of increased negative activation (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2015), leading
them to experience negative emotions (stress and frustration) when unable to work as much
as they want (high S-levels of emotional workaholism). This negative activation makes it dif-
ficult for them to recover from work even after having physically left the workplace
(Hobfoll, 2011), leading them to remain concerned with, and invested in, their work when at
home (i.e., high S-cognitive workaholism).

A third scenario characterizes Moderately Unplugged employees, displaying average G/S
levels of workaholism corresponding to neither an Unplugged nor to a Plugged In scenario.
These individuals are assumed to work within the performance expectations of their organi-
zation, do not want to be role models, and generally behave in an acceptable manner. They
might be motivated to work primarily for instrumental reasons, may not want to invest
themselves in more challenging tasks, and may be lucky enough not to be experiencing any
undue external pressure for a more intensive work investment. Put another way, these
employees are likely to perceive their work as moderately demanding, without exposing
them to particularly threatening or stimulating opportunities (i.e., not particularly challeng-
ing nor demanding; Huyghebaert-Zouaghi et al.,, 2022). According to the job demands-
resources model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017), these levels of job demands should be easier
to incorporate in an ongoing work routine without requiring high levels of adaptation, chal-
lenges, and resources. As long as these employees can perceive a good congruence between
their values and those advocated by their organization, they will try to maintain this balance
and avoid getting involved in other tasks (Gillet, Morin, Ndiaye, et al., 2022). These individ-
uals should thus be able to allocate their resources, time, and energy across domains in a
balanced way, without allowing work to take a disproportionate place in their life (Gillet
et al., 2017). This is also consistent with prior person-centered research focusing on different
work-related constructs (e.g., Gillet et al., 2019; Morin et al., 2017) which has revealed that
for a substantial number of employees, work-related experiences do not involve extreme
types of behaviors but are suggestive of a more balanced routine.

A person-centered approach is required to test the validity of these scenarios. However,
considering that none of the previous studies used to guide the elaboration of these scenarios
has relied on the MWS (Clark et al., 2020), considering that the G/S disaggregation advocated
here should help us detect profiles with more obvious qualitative differences (Gillet, Morin,
Ndiaye, et al., 2022), and considering the slightly more distinctive set of profiles identified by
Schaufeli, Bakker, et al. (2009), we also expect other profiles with different G/S levels across
workaholism dimensions. More specifically, our reliance on a bifactor operationalization of
workaholism allows us to achieve a more accurate separation of the variance attributed to G
versus S levels of workaholism, and thus to achieve a more accurate understanding of the
unique and complementary role of S-facets of workaholism beyond their commonality (G;
Gillet, Morin, Huyghebaert-Zouaghi, et al., 2022). Statistically, when applying person-centered
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analyses to indicators known to present a G/S structure, Morin, Boudrias, et al. (2016), Morin
et al. (2017) clearly demonstrated that relying on profile indicators failing to properly differ-
entiate these G/S components led to the erroneous estimation of profiles characterized by
matching levels across indicators (i.e., differing only in G-levels of workaholism, thereby neg-
lecting the unique role played by S-facets). This is what happened in Gillet et al.’s (2017)
study, where the four profiles identified (i.e., Very Low, Very High, Moderately High, and
Moderately Low) differed only at the G-level. To properly understand the unique role of
motivational, cognitive, emotional, and behavioral workaholism, we need to consider their
specificity beyond the variance that they share with one another (Morin et al., 2017; Morin,
Boudrias, et al, 2016). Supporting this claim, while relying on a proper bifactor
operationalization of workaholism, Gillet, Morin, Ndiaye, et al. (2022) were able to identify
two (out of four) profiles showing clearer G/S differences. Unfortunately, these authors did
not rely on Clark et al.'s (2020) multidimensional representation of workaholism, thereby
precluding the assessment of the unique role of the motivational, cognitive, emotional, and
behavioral facets of workaholism.

Furthermore, Schaufeli, Bakker, et al. (2009) seminal investigation of workaholism profiles
also identified two profiles displaying differences across S-facets of workaholism differing from
our three main theoretical scenarios. The first one was characterized by moderately high levels
of WE and moderately low levels of WC, while the second one displayed moderately low
levels of WE and moderately high levels of WC. In line with these findings (Gillet, Morin,
Ndiaye, et al., 2022; Schaufeli, Bakker, et al., 2009) and statistical considerations (Morin
et al., 2017, Morin, Boudrias, et al., 2016), we expect to identify at least one profile displaying
variations across G/S components of workaholism. For instance, one such profile could reflect
an internalized form of workaholism (e.g., high cognitive and emotional workaholism,
corresponding to the WC component according to Schaufeli, Shimazu, and Taris, 2009),
whereas another one might reflect an externalized form of workaholism (e.g., dominated by
high levels of behavioral and motivational workaholism, matching the WE component of the
same conceptualization).

As mentioned earlier, person-centered research is cumulative (Meyer & Morin, 2016), mak-
ing it premature to develop a theoretical scenario in relation to these two possible profiles (or to
any different configuration of G/S workaholism; e.g., Gillet, Morin, Ndiaye, et al., 2022) until
we know whether they can be identified in other samples and replicated across samples. Rather,
we prefer to limit ourselves to three theoretical scenarios corresponding to the three profiles
most frequently identified in previous research (Gillet et al., 2017; Gillet, Morin, Ndiaye,
et al., 2022; Schaufeli, Bakker, et al., 2009) and hope that the scenarios proposed here, together
with our results and the inductive nature of person-centered analyses, may serve as an impetus
for further theoretical developments. On the basis of these theoretical propositions and empiri-
cal findings, we formulate the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1. At least four profiles will be identified.

Hypothesis 2. Three of these profiles will correspond to our Plugged In, Unplugged,
and Moderately Unplugged scenarios.

Hypothesis 3. At least one additional profile displaying a clearer differentiation
among the G/S workaholism dimensions will be identified.
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PROFILE MEMBERSHIP AND WFC

To replicate prior research on the construct validity of workaholism profiles (Gillet, Morin,
Ndiaye, et al., 2022) while considering our reliance on a more precise G/S operationalization of
the MWS, we consider WFC as a covariate of our workaholism profiles. WFC represents a direct
consequence of workaholism (Gillet et al., 2017) that itself predicts reduced levels of perfor-
mance as a result of the toll it takes on employees' personal life, which encourages them to
withdraw from their work role to avoid further losses of resources (Huyghebaert-Zouaghi
et al., 2022).

From the perspective of the conservation of resource theory (Hobfoll, 2011), we can expect
employees displaying high levels of workaholism to devote a great deal of effort, time, and
energy to their work (Clark et al., 2020). However, the resources able to maintain this important
involvement (van Beek et al., 2011) are limited (Hobfoll, 2011) and may become insufficient to
support workers' investment in other professional or personal domains. Possibly to account for
this resource depletion, the uncontrollable urge to work of employees displaying high levels of
workaholism often leads them to neglect other activities and to experience difficulties esta-
blishing healthy boundaries between work and other spheres of life (Clark et al., 2016). Because
they are constantly thinking about work, these employees often increase their own workload,
which tends to generate frustration and disappointment not only about their work but also
about life in general (Gillet, Morin, Ndiaye, et al., 2022). As a result, these Plugged In employees
should experience the highest levels of WFC (Gillet et al., 2021).

Matching these theoretical expectations, research reveals that higher G-levels of workahol-
ism or S-levels of motivational, cognitive, emotional, and behavioral workaholism were related
to more WFC (Clark et al., 2016; Gillet et al., 2021; Huyghebaert et al., 2018). Results of the few
person-centered investigations of workaholism are also relevant. Gillet et al. (2017) found the
highest levels of WFC in the Very High profile, followed by the Moderately High profile, then
by the Moderately Low profile, and finally by the Very Low profile. More recently, Gillet,
Morin, Ndiaye, et al., (2022, Study 3) showed that profiles characterized by lower G/S levels of
workaholism displayed the lowest levels of WFC. However, this third study was confounded by
the inclusion of psychological detachment as an additional profile indicator. Despite this limita-
tion, these results support the utility of considering G/S facets when examining associations
between workaholism profiles and WFC.

Taken together, these findings support the idea that the highest levels of WFC should be
observed among the Plugged In employees, followed by the Moderately Unplugged ones, and
finally by the Unplugged ones. This is also in line with Gillet, Morin, Ndiaye, et al.'s, (2022,
Study 3) findings showing that the Average G/S Workaholism profile (corresponding to our
Moderately Unplugged scenario) was associated with more positive outcomes (e.g., lower WFC
and emotional exhaustion) than a Plugged In profile and to less adaptive functioning than an
Unplugged profile. On the one hand, Unplugged employees have a limited level of investment in
their work and tend to distance themselves from it, making it unlikely that their work will
interfere with their family life. As a result, Unplugged employees have more time and energy to
invest in their family life, and do not feel that their job demands have a negative influence on
their family life (Gillet et al., 2017). On the other hand, past research based on self-
determination theory (Gillet et al., 2019) has highlighted the positive effects of a balanced
approach to work (i.e., close to average and aligned levels of G/S workaholism) rather than an
extreme or unbalanced one (e.g., Plugged In, Unplugged). Indeed, “balance across workaholism
facets may stem from a more thoughtful allocation of work resources, which may in turn limit
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work-related stress and conflicts, thus leading to more adaptive functioning” (Gillet, Morin,
Ndiaye, et al., 2022, p. 345).

Despite these theoretical considerations and empirical evidences, the dearth of person-
centered investigations of workaholism relying on a proper G/S representation of employees'
MWS responses makes it hard to formulate precise hypotheses about the characteristics of the
expected relations between the profiles and WFC, especially when the S-components of worka-
holism are considered. However, the limited previous person-centered (Gillet et al., 2017; Gillet,
Morin, Ndiaye, et al., 2022) and variable-centered (Clark et al., 2020; Huyghebaert et al., 2018)
findings allow us to expect that:

Hypothesis 4. Profiles with higher levels of workaholism (Plugged In) will display
the highest WFC, followed by profiles with average and balanced G/S levels of work-
aholism (Moderately Unplugged), and finally by profiles with lower levels of worka-
holism (Unplugged).

RELATIONS BETWEEN WORKAHOLISM PROFILES AND
WORK PASSION

To further investigate the construct validity of our workaholism profiles, while expanding upon
previous research, we considered associations between employees’ HP and OP for their work
and their workaholism profile. In the following paragraphs, we present theoretical arguments
to help us better understand the associations between the workaholism profiles, HP and OP.

Passionate workers devote a lot of time and effort to their work, see it as central to their
identity, love it, and consider it as significant (Vallerand & Houlfort, 2019). The dualistic model
of passion (Vallerand, 2015; Vallerand et al., 2003) also highlights the importance of differenti-
ating between harmonious (a strong psychological investment in an activity [job] that is freely
chosen by the individual) and obsessive (strong psychological investment in an activity [job]
that is motivated by internal or external reasons associated with the activity) passion. From
their perspective, HP should be anchored in autonomous forms of motivation, whereas OP
should be anchored in more controlled types of motivation, in addition to autonomous motiva-
tion (Wang et al., 2011).

HP workers deliberately decide to engage in a work that they love, which has been autono-
mously internalized into their identity. Work is a central, but not overpowering, part of their
identity. As a result, HP for work represents a strong, but controllable, motivational force that
can exist in harmony with other facets of employees' life (Vallerand & Houlfort, 2019).
Although Unplugged employees should be able to distance themselves from their work in a way
that allows it to coexist in harmony with other spheres of their life, their generally distanced
orientation to their work may not be fully compatible with the central place occupied by work
in the life of passionate employees (Vallerand, 2015). In contrast, Moderately Unplugged
employees should be those most likely to display higher levels of HP toward their work, as their
level of work investment is not overpowering, allowing them to also enjoy other parts of
their life (Gillet et al., 2017). In contrast, although OP employees also love their work, they feel
pressured to engage in it resulting from internal or external contingencies and pressures
(Vallerand, 2015). These contingencies might be a boost of self-esteem, social approval, or
avoiding negative emotions. As a result of this more controlled form of internalization, OP
entails an uncontrollable urge to work, leading OP workers, just like workaholics, to have
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difficulties drawing clear boundaries between work and life domains (Gillet et al., 2017;
Vallerand & Houlfort, 2019). For these reasons, Plugged In employees should be most likely to
display a high level of OP as they not only work hard but do so while retaining a constant con-
nection to their work that is likely to interfere with their ability to invest other spheres of their
life (Clark et al., 2020).

Prior studies have found OP to be associated with higher levels of workaholism
(Birkeland & Buch, 2015; Dalla Rosa & Vianello, 2020; Lajom et al., 2018; Omar et al., 2021).
In contrast, HP was generally found to share no significant associations with workaholism
(Birkeland & Buch, 2015) or to be negatively related to it (Dalla Rosa & Vianello, 2020; Lajom
et al., 2018; Omar et al., 2021). Indeed, unlike OP employees, workaholics do not necessarily
love their work (Smith et al., 2023) and are characterized by high levels of controlled motiva-
tion as their work involvement stems from feelings of obligation (van Beek et al., 2011). How-
ever, both workaholics and OP workers devote a lot of energy and time to their work, feel
compelled to work, and persevere when facing difficulties (Birkeland & Buch, 2015). They
also have trouble detaching from work (Gillet, Morin, Ndiaye, et al.,, 2022; Vallerand &
Houlfort, 2019). In contrast, although HP workers also invest a great deal of energy, effort,
and time in their work, the reasons behind their strong work involvement are different. More
specifically, HP workers are autonomously motivated, meaning that their work involvement
stems from the experience of enjoyable and satisfying work experiences (Vallerand, 2015). As
a result of their active work involvement, HP employees are unlikely to display an Unplugged
orientation, while the harmonious nature of their involvement is incompatible with a Plugged
In scenario, thereby allowing us to expect stronger connections between HP and the Moder-
ately Unplugged profile.

These past studies have typically focused on associations between work passion and multi-
ple covariates including workaholism (e.g., Birkeland & Buch, 2015) while specifically seeking
to document the discriminant and predictive validity of HP and OP. The present study seeks to
complement this previous evidence by assessing whether and how levels of OP and HP can be
differentiated according to the nature of workaholism profiles. However, the lack of previous
research and theory specifically focused on G/S components of workaholism as defined by the
MWS in relation to work passion makes it hard to formulate hypotheses about to
the S-dimensions of workaholism. In sum, existing theory and research suggest that:

Hypothesis 5. Profiles with higher levels of workaholism (Plugged In) should dis-
play higher levels of OP than profiles with lower levels of workaholism (Moderately
Unplugged and Unplugged).

Hypothesis 6. Profiles with very low (Unplugged) or very high levels of workahol-
ism (Plugged In) should display lower levels of HP than more balanced profiles
(Moderately Unplugged).

THE ROLE OF WORK CHARACTERISTICS

Prior studies have uncovered some variations in workaholism depending on employees work
contexts (Clark et al., 2016; Taris et al., 2012). As a robust test of generalizability, we examine
whether workaholism profiles and their associations with covariates generalize to employees
working: (a) onsite or remotely, (b) full-time or part-time, (c) in the public or private sector,
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(d) in a permanent or temporary position, (e) in their current job for at least 20 years (experi-
enced) or less than 1 year (novice), and (f) as a supervisor or without a managerial position.
Rather than simply assessing generalizability across samples of otherwise similar employees
(which would have been of limited utility as a test of generalizability), these work characteris-
tics were selected to provide robust test of generalizability because of their documented theoret-
ical or empirical relevance to workaholism.

For instance, working remotely is positively related to workaholism, emerging from
employees’ desire to give back to their organization because of the greater autonomy and
flexibility and autonomy it offers them (van Beek et al., 2011; Wang et al., 2021). In contrast,
onsite employees generally work more conventional hours, making it easier for them to limit
the place taken by their work in their personal life (Gillet, Morin, Huyghebaert-Zouaghi,
et al., 2022). Research also shows that temporary employees often feel more pressure to dem-
onstrate their value to the organization, with the hope of becoming permanent, which leads
them to devote more time to their work than they should, often to the detriment of their pri-
vate life (Chambel & Farina, 2015). In contrast, by spending less time at work than full-time
employees, part-time employees have more resources to devote to their personal life
(Chambel et al., 2017).

Public sector workers feel they have greater stability in their work because they do not face
the same market pressures as private sector workers (Urbanaviciute et al., 2018). They also feel
a greater sense of meaning at work than private sector employees, as their work offers services
that benefit the community as opposed to profit-seeking (Zeffane & Melhem, 2017). Moreover,
governmental offices can offer greater flexibility in scheduling work hours and part-time con-
tract to meet individual needs and improve work-family balance (Powell & Cortis, 2017). For
their part, more experienced employees have had more time to develop a work routine and
habits allowing them to maintain a balance between their work and personal lives, relative to
novice employees (Bradley, 2007). Finally, supervisors are faced with multiple job demands that
require them to devote a lot of time and energy at work, and thus tend to display higher levels
of workaholism (Clark et al., 2016).

Given our primary goal of testing generalizability, we do not offer specific hypotheses on
potential differences between workaholism profiles (and their links with covariates) as a func-
tion of these work characteristics. Rather, we expect results to be replicated across all subsam-
ples (even if it cannot be excluded that these differences in work characteristics may have a
significant effect).

METHOD
Participants

Sample 1 included 1340 employees (65.4% female) aged 18 to 67 (M,ge = 35.77; SDyge = 12.40),
including 738 onsite workers (Sample 1la) and 602 remote workers (Sample 1b). Sample
2 included 1274 employees (68.2% female) aged 18 to 66 years (Muge = 31.13; SDyge = 12.24),
including 672 full-time (Sample 2a) and 602 part-time (Sample 2b) employees. Sample
3 included 1536 employees (67.2% females) aged 18 to 65 years (Myge = 40.28; SDyee = 11.74),
including 616 private sector (Sample 3a) and 920 public sector (Sample 3b) employees. Sample
4 included 1182 employees (69.5% females) aged 18 to 69 years (M,ge = 33.11; SD,ge = 12.29),
including 639 permanent (Sample 4a) and 543 temporary (Sample 4b) employees. Sample
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5 included 1208 participants (56.8% females) aged 18 to 67 years (M,ge = 37.67; SDyge = 14.54),
including 509 experienced (Sample 5a: 20 years and more of tenure in the current position) and
699 novice (Sample 5b: less than 1 year of tenure in the current position) employees. Finally,
Sample 6 included 1404 participants (57.1% females) aged 20 to 65years (Myge = 43.22;
SD,ge = 9.51), including 695 managers (Sample 6a) and 709 non-managers (Sample 6b). Other
demographic characteristics are reported in Table 1 for all subsamples.

Procedure

Employees from multiple French organizations were contacted by research assistants via
social networks. They worked in a wide range of sectors (e.g., retail, industry, care) and occu-
pied very different positions within their organization (e.g. blue-collar, middle or senior man-
agement). Before completing our measures (i.e., 10 min), they were provided information on
the aims of the study. They were also told that participation was voluntary, that data would
remain confidential, and that they could freely interrupt their participation at any time. They
received no remuneration for their participation. These actions resulted in heterogeneous con-
venience samples of workers of unknown generalizability. Those who agreed to participate
completed an online questionnaire on the SurveyMonkey platform including screening ques-
tions (e.g., age, tenure, working time, and sector) and the scales described in the succeeding
discussions.

Measures

All questionnaires were previously validated in French and were administered in this language.
These French versions were found to display psychometric properties comparable to those of
the original versions (Gillet, Morin, Ndiaye, et al., 2022).

Workaholism was assessed with a 16-item scale developed by Clark et al. (2020); French
version by Gillet, Morin, Ndiaye, et al. (2022). This instrument assesses four dimensions of
workaholism, each with four items: Cognitive (e.g., “In general, I spend my free time think-
ing about work”; a = 0.87 to 0.88 across samples), motivational (e.g., “I work because there
is a part inside of me that feels compelled to work”; a = 0.72 to 0.77 across samples), behav-
ioral (e.g., “I tend to work beyond my job's requirements”; a = 0.77 to 0.82 across samples),
and emotional (e.g., “I am almost always frustrated when I am not able to work”; a = 0.80
to 0.83 across samples). Responses were reported on a 7-point scale (“Strongly disagree” to
“Strongly agree”).

WEFC was measured using three items (e.g., “My work schedule makes it difficult for me to ful-
fill my family obligations”; a = 0.84 to 0.89 across samples) from Huyghebaert et al. (2018; origi-
nally developed in French). Items were rated on a 7-point scale (“Strongly disagree” to “Strongly
agree”).

Work passion was measured using Philippe et al.'s (2017; originally developed in French)
measure covering HP (three items; e.g., “Work is in harmony with the other things that are part
of me”; a = 0.80 to 0.84 across samples) and OP (three items; e.g., “I have almost an obsessive
feeling for work”; a = 0.70 to 0.74 across samples). Items were rated on a 7-point scale (“Strongly
disagree” to “Strongly agree”).
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ANALYSES
Preliminary analyses

The psychometric properties of all multi-item measures were verified in preliminary factor ana-
lyses. Results of these analyses (factor structure, factor correlations, composite reliability, and
invariance across subsamples) are detailed in the online supplements (text and Tables S1-°S4).
The factor scores (estimated in standardized units with M = 0 and SD = 1) derived from these
measurement models were used in the main analyses (Meyer & Morin, 2016; Morin, Meyer,
et al., 2016). To enable valid group comparisons, factor scores were taken from the most invari-
ant models estimated across subsamples within each sample (Millsap, 2011). Factor scores
retain the structure of the measurement model (e.g., invariance; Morin, Boudrias, et al., 2016)
and are partially corrected for unreliability (Skrondal & Laake, 2001).

Model estimation

Analyses were conducted in Mplus 8.8 (Muthén & Muthén, 2022) using the maximum likeli-
hood robust (MLR) estimator. The limited amount of missing responses (Sample 1: 0% to 1.19%,
Sample 2: 0% to 1.02%, Sample 3: 0% to 0.46%, Sample 4: 0% to 1.10%, Sample 5: 0% to 0.91%,
and Sample 6: 0% to 1.78%) were handled using full information maximum likelihood (FIML;
Enders, 2010) procedures. Latent profile analyses were estimated with 5000 random starts, 1000
iterations, and 200 optimizations (Hipp & Bauer, 2006; Morin & Litalien, 2019).

Latent profile analyses (LPA)

LPA seeks to summarize the multivariate distribution of scores obtained on a set of profile indi-
cators by a set of latent profiles reflecting subpopulations of employees with distinct configura-
tions of scores (McLachlan & Peel, 2000). This approach is probabilistic in the sense that all
participants have a probability of membership in all profiles (thus forming prototypes),
resulting in a solution controlled for classification error (Morin et al., 2018). In each sample, we
estimated models including one to eight profiles separately across subsamples. The indicators'
means and variances were freely estimated in all profiles (Morin & Litalien, 2019).

Model comparison and selection

Selecting the optimal solution, in terms of how many profiles to retain, entails an examination
of each solution in terms of meaningfulness, theoretical alignment, and statistical adequacy
(Marsh et al., 2009; Morin, 2016). Statistical indices can also guide this decision by pointing a
range of possibly relevant solutions (McLachlan & Peel, 2000). Thus, lower scores on the Akaike
and Bayesian Information Criteria (AIC and BIC) and on their Consistent (CAIC) and sample-
size Adjusted counterparts (ABIC) indicate a better fit to the data. A statistically significant
Bootstrap Likelihood Ratio Test (BLRT and adjusted Lo et al.'s (2001) Likelihood Ratio Test
(aLMR) also indicate better fit relative to a solution with fewer profiles.

5UBD17 SUOWILLID AAIERID 3(qedl|dde auy Aq pausenoh ake saoiie YO ‘asn Jo sajn. o} Ariq i auljuQ A8IAA UO (SUONIPUOD-pUR-SWIB)/WO0" AB 1M Afeid 1BU1UO//:SdNY) SUOIIPUOD PUe SWB | aU) 89S *[GZ02/50/.2] Lo Ariqiautuo A8Ia ‘soueld aueiyoo) Aq 2100, sdde/TTTT OT/10p/wod A3 1M ARelgipuljuo's feuino -deel//:sdny woly pepeojumoq ‘€ ‘5202 *L650v9rT



16 of 37 APPLIED HE!! GILLET ET AL.

PSYCHOLOGY

Statistical research has demonstrated that the CAIC, BIC, ABIC, and BLRT were useful indi-
cators of the true number of profiles (e.g., Diallo et al., 2016, 2017). The aMLR and AIC are thus
only reported for purposes of transparency and will not be used in model comparisons. These
tests are all sample size dependent (Marsh et al., 2009). As a result, they often fail to support a
specific solution. However, they can be graphical displayed (i.e., an elbow plot) to locate inflex-
ion points in the decrease of the information criteria (Morin et al., 2011). In practice
(e.g., Morin, Boudrias, et al., 2016; Morin & Litalien, 2019), the statistical indicators are consid-
ered first to help pinpoint a range of acceptable solutions, which are then examined to eliminate
those that are statistically improper, before being contrasted in terms of meaningfulness and
theoretical alignment. Finally, the entropy summarizes the classification accuracy (0 to 1) of the
solution, although this indicator should not be used to select the optimal solution (Lubke &
Muthén, 2007).

Tests of profile similarity

As long as the same number of profiles is retained across subsamples within each sample
(Morin & Wang, 2016), subsample-specific solutions can be combined in a single multi-group
LPA model to test the similarity of these solutions across subsamples (Morin & Litalien, 2017;
Morin, Meyer, et al., 2016). Retaining the same number of profiles refers to the configural simi-
larity of the solution. Equality constraints are then included on the mean of the indicators
within matching profiles (structural similarity), on their variance (dispersion similarity), and
finally on the size of the profiles (distributional similarity). Each form of similarity is supported
when two indicators (out of the BIC, CAIC, and ABIC) decrease relative to the previous step in
the sequence (Morin, Meyer, et al., 2016).

Predictors and covariates of profile membership

Using the most similar multi-group model, we then tested whether the associations among pro-
files, demographic predictors (predictive similarity), and covariates (explanatory similarity) were
replicated across subsamples within each sample. For these tests, the demographic predictors'
(i.e., sex, age, marital situation, parental situation, education level, organization size, work sec-
tor, permanent or temporary contract, working full time or part time, supervisory role, tenure
in the current position, organizational tenure, and working remotely or onsite) and covariates
(i.e., HP, OP, and WFC) were included in the final (most similar) LPA solutions. For the predic-
tors, we contrasted three alternative models, each estimated while directly including the
predictors within the most similar LPA solution identified previously via a multinomial logistic
regression link (Morin & Litalien, 2019). First, a null effects model assumed no association
between the predictors and the profiles. Second, predictions were free to vary across subsam-
ples. Finally, predictions were free but constrained to equality across subsamples (predictive
similarity). Covariates were then also directly included in the within the most similar LPA solu-
tion identified previously. Levels on the covariates were thus simply allowed to differ as a func-
tion of profile membership. Explanatory similarity was tested by constraining these differences
to equality across subsamples. The significance of between-profile differences was assessed
using the multivariate delta method (Raykov & Marcoulides, 2004), corresponding to a test of
mean differences across profiles.
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RESULTS
Latent profile analyses (LPA)

The results from the subsample-specific LPA are reported in Table S6. They are also graphically
presented (elbow plots) in Figure S1 of the Supporting Information. Indicators failed to con-
verge on a dominant solution across subsamples. However, when some of these indicators
reached a lowest point, it was systematically to support solutions including four to six profiles
(with marked variations across subsamples and indicators)—a conclusion that was supported
by an examination of the elbow plots. These solutions (as well as adjacent solutions including
three and seven profiles) were thus more carefully examined. These solutions were already
quite similar across subsamples, thus providing early evidence of configural similarity. More-
over, this examination revealed that adding a fourth and a fifth profiles to the solution always
resulted in a theoretically meaningful contribution to the solution across all subsamples. In con-
trast, adding a sixth or seventh profile systematically resulted in the arbitrary separation of an
already identified profile into smaller ones with a comparable shape or in empty profiles. A
five-profile solution was thus retained across all subsamples.

The results from the tests of profile similarity conducted on this five-profile solution across sub-
samples within each of our six samples are reported in Table 2. In Samples 1-4, all equality con-
straints resulted in a systematic decrease in the value of the BIC, CAIC, and ABIC, and were thus
supported, leading us to retain a model of distributional similarity in these four samples. In Sam-
ples 5 and 6, the model of distributional similarity was associated with an increase in the value of
the BIC, CAIC, and ABIC and was thus rejected. These results suggest that the size of the profiles
differed between experienced and novice employees, and between managers and non-managers.

The final solutions retained for all samples are presented in Figure 1 (also see Table 1),
while parameters can be consulted in Tables S7 and S8. Consistent with the generally high
entropy associated with these solutions (0.705 to 0.818), the results (Table S8) suggest that they
all present a relatively high level of classification accuracy, ranging from 70.7% to 100% across
profiles and subsamples. The similarity in the nature of the profiles identified across samples is
noteworthy, revealing five virtually identical configurations across samples: Preoccupied
Employees with Very Low Global Levels of Workaholism, Disengaged Employees with Low Global
Levels of Workaholism, Motivated and Involved Employees with Moderately Low Global Levels of
Workaholism, Normative, and Preoccupied Employees with High Global Levels of Workaholism. A
summary of all results as they pertain to each of our hypotheses is provided in Table 4.

Demographic predictors

As indicated in Table 2, no associations were found between the demographic variables and
profile membership within our six samples. Indeed, for all samples, the BIC, CAIC, and ABIC
were systematically lower for the null effects model than for alternative models.

Covariates of profile membership

As indicated in Table 2, the results showed profiles—covariates relations that generalized across
subsamples within our six samples. Indeed, in all samples, the BIC, CAIC, and ABIC were
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FIGURE 1 Final five-profile solutions observed in all samples. Note. Profile indicators are factor scores
estimated in standardized units (M = 0; SD = 1); Profile 1: Preoccupied employees with very low global levels of
workaholism; Profile 2: Disengaged employees with low global levels of workaholism; Profile 3: Motivated and
involved employees with moderately low global levels of workaholism; Profile 4: Normative; and Profile 5:
Preoccupied employees with high global levels of workaholism.

lower for the model of explanatory similarity than for the alternative model allowing these asso-
ciations to differ across subsamples. These results are reported in Table 3 (also see Table 4). The
Preoccupied Employees with High Global Levels of Workaholism [5] profile displayed the highest
levels of WFC and OP, followed by the Normative [4] profile, while the lowest levels of WFC
and OP were found among Preoccupied Employees with Very Low Global Levels of Workaholism
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TABLE 4 Summary of hypotheses and results.

Hypotheses

Results Support

Hypotheses about the characteristics of workaholism profiles

H1 At least four profiles will be identified.

H2 Three of these profiles will correspond to
our plugged in, unplugged, and moderately
unplugged scenarios.

H3 At least one additional profile displaying a
clearer differentiation among the G/S
workaholism dimensions will be identified.

Five workaholism profiles were found: 1 - Full
preoccupied employees with very low global  support
levels of workaholism; 2 - disengaged

employees with low global levels of

workaholism; 3 - motivated and involved

employees with moderately low global

levels of workaholism; 4 - normative; and

5 - preoccupied employees with high global

levels of workaholism.

Partial
support

Profile 1 displayed very low G-levels of
workaholism in all samples. In most
samples, this profile was also accompanied
by low S-levels of motivational workaholism
(6/6 samples), low S-levels of behavioral
workaholism (5/6 samples), and close to
average S-levels of emotional workaholism
(5/6 samples). Across all samples, the
highest score observed in this profile was on
the S-levels of cognitive workaholism
(average to slightly above average).

Profile 4 displayed close to average levels
across all G/S dimensions of workaholism
in all samples.

Profile 5 displayed very high G-levels of
workaholism, moderately high S-levels of
cognitive workaholism, and close to average
S-levels on all other dimensions of
workaholism across all samples.

Profile 2 displayed low G-levels of Full
workaholism, moderately low to low support
S-levels of behavioral workaholism, and

close to average S-levels on the other

dimensions.

Profile 3 displayed moderately low G-levels

of workaholism, under average to

moderately low S-levels of cognitive and

emotional workaholism, and close to

average to moderately high S-levels of
motivational and behavioral workaholism.

Hypotheses about covariates of workaholism profiles

H4 Profiles with higher levels of workaholism
(plugged in) will display the highest WFC,
followed by profiles with average and
balanced G/S levels of workaholism
(moderately unplugged), and finally by
profiles with lower levels of workaholism
(unplugged).

Partial
support

Profile 5 displayed the highest levels of
WEFC followed by Profile 4 in all samples.
No other differences were observed in
sample 1, although the tendencies observed
in this sample in relation to the remaining
profiles were similar to those observed in
the other samples. In samples 2-4 and 5,
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TABLE 4 (Continued)

Hypotheses

H5 Profiles with higher levels of workaholism
(plugged in) should display higher levels of
OP than profiles with lower levels of
workaholism (moderately unplugged and
unplugged).

H6 Profiles with very low (unplugged) or very
high levels of workaholism (plugged in)
should display lower levels of HP than more
balanced profiles (moderately unplugged).

PSYCHOLOGY

Results Support

Profile 2 displayed the next highest levels of
WEC, although these levels did not differ
from those observed in Profile 3 in samples
3 and 5. Interestingly, Profile 3 was the one
displaying the next higher levels of WFC in
sample 6. The lowest levels of WFC were
found in Profile 1 in all samples, although
this profile did not differ from Profiles 2 and
3 in sample 1, Profile 3 in samples 2 and 4,
and Profile 2 in sample 6.

Partial
support

In all samples, OP levels were highest in
Profile 5, followed by Profile 4, and then
almost equally by Profiles 2 and 3 (in
samples 3 and 6, Profile 3 had higher levels
than Profile 2, whereas the opposite was
noted in sample 4). Across all samples, the
lowest levels of OP were found in Profile 1.

Partial
support

Levels of HP were highest in Profile 3, and
lowest in the Profile 5 in samples 1-4. In
contrast, levels of HP were highest in Profile
2, and lowest in Profile 5 in sample 6. In

sample 4, Profile 2 also reported higher HP
than Profile 4. Moreover, Profile 1 reported
the highest levels of HP in sample 5, and
higher HP than Profile 4 in sample 4.

Note: G: Global; S: Specific; WFC: Work-family conflict; HP: Harmonious passion; OP: Obsessive passion; Profile 1: Preoccupied
employees with very low global levels of workaholism; Profile 2: Disengaged employees with low global levels of workaholism;
Profile 3: Motivated and involved employees with moderately low global levels of workaholism; Profile 4: Normative; and Profile 5:
Preoccupied employees with high global levels of workaholism.

[1] in all samples. Levels of HP were highest in the Motivated and Involved Employees with Mod-
erately Low Global Levels of Workaholism [3] profile in Samples 1-4, and lowest in the Preoccu-
pied Employees with High Global Levels of Workaholism [5] profile in Samples 1-4 and 6.

DISCUSSION

The present research contributes to our theoretical understanding of workaholism via the iden-
tification of the G/S workaholism configurations observed among different profiles of workers.
To help guide practice into identifying which profiles are most likely to benefit from interven-
tion, we documented the relations between these profiles and WFC. To further assess the con-
struct validity of these profiles, we also tested their relations with OP and HP. Capitalizing on a
multi-sample design made it possible to examine the generalizability of these profiles and of
their relations with covariates across six samples, including 12 subsamples, of workers. Beyond
their practical implications, our results have theoretical implications for workaholism research.
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Workaholism profiles

Arguably, a key contribution of this research is the validation of the workaholism scenarios pro-
posed in the introduction. More precisely, we identified five profiles that corresponded closely
(i.e., Preoccupied Employees with Very Low Global Levels of Workaholism and Normative), or in
part (i.e., Disengaged Employees with Low Global Levels of Workaholism, Motivated and Involved
Employees with Moderately Low Global Levels of Workaholism, and Preoccupied Employees with
High Global Levels of Workaholism) with the scenarios outlined in the introduction. Thus, our
Unplugged scenario seemed to correspond to the Preoccupied Employees with Very Low Global
Levels of Workaholism, which displayed, in most samples, very low G-levels of workaholism
coupled with low to average S-levels of motivational, behavioral, emotional, and cognitive
workaholism. Similarly, the Moderately Unplugged scenario seemed to correspond to the
Normative profile of employees, who displayed average G/S levels of workaholism across
components.

Moreover, although our results only partially supported our second hypothesis as our profile
corresponding to the Plugged In scenario (i.e., Preoccupied Employees with High Global Levels of
Workaholism) did not display high S-levels of workaholism, all profiles were expected from the
findings of previous person-centered investigations (e.g., Gillet et al., 2017; Gillet, Morin,
Ndiaye, et al., 2022; Schaufeli, Bakker, et al., 2009). This similarity of findings, regardless of the
questionnaire used (i.e., DUWAS or MWS), highlights the robustness of our results and
the potential usefulness of interventions targeting particular profiles of workers. Beyond this
similarity across studies and measures, our results also provided evidence of replicability across
six samples, and 12 subsamples, of Western (i.e., from France) employees. These findings sug-
gest that these profiles may reflect overarching psychological mechanisms underpinning the
experience of workaholism, rather than ephemeral phenomena linked to specific sample char-
acteristics, irrespective of the components (or measure) used in their definition.

Our reliance on a bifactor (e.g., Morin et al., 2017; Morin, Boudrias, et al., 2016) disaggrega-
tion of G- and S-levels of workaholism as assessed by the comprehensive MWS (Clark
et al., 2020) allowed us to achieve an improved, and more differentiated, picture of workaholism
profiles relative to those previously found by Gillet et al. (2017) and Gillet, Morin, Ndiaye, et al.
(2022) using the DUWAS. Indeed, and challenging the generalizability of Gillet et al.'s (2017)
conclusion suggesting that there was only little value in differentiating among workaholism
dimensions, four of our profiles (with the sole exception of the Normative one) displayed a con-
figuration that differed across the G- and S-dimensions. Rather, our results support Gillet,
Morin, Ndiaye, et al.'s (2022) conclusions highlighting the value of disaggregating G/S compo-
nents of workaholism prior to the identification of the profiles. From a theoretical perspective,
such findings thus suggest that workaholism levels are not necessarily aligned across dimen-
sions once the variance shared among all components and absorbed into the G-factor is
considered.

This G/S disaggregation also revealed that the synergy between the G/S workaholism facets
alluded to in previous investigations (Gillet et al., 2017; Gillet, Morin, Ndiaye, et al., 2022;
Schaufeli, Bakker, et al., 2009) may not happen at high levels. Thus, the Preoccupied Employees
with High Global Levels of Workaholism displayed high G-levels of workaholism coupled with a
moderately high S-level of cognitive workaholism, but close to average levels on all other
S-dimensions of workaholism. These Plugged In employees thus seem to experience workahol-
ism in a more global manner than expected. However, it is noteworthy that these employees
still displayed slightly above average S-levels of cognitive workaholism. This result suggests that
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these highly workaholic employees may be constantly thinking about their work in a way that
matches the WC component of workaholism proposed by Schaufeli, Shimazu, and Taris (2009).
Members of the Normative profile also seemed to experience workaholism in a global manner,
while displaying an even more balanced configuration. This configuration suggests that these
employees may experience a moderately demanding work context that neither strongly hinders
their functioning nor stimulates their growth. According to the job demands-resources model
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2017), these more normative levels of job demands should be easier to
incorporate in an ongoing work routine without requiring high levels of adaptation. This is also
in line with past person-centered studies focusing on different work-related constructs
(e.g., Gillet et al., 2019; Morin et al., 2017), which has revealed that for a substantial number of
employees, work-related experiences do not involve extreme types of experiences but suggestive
of a more normative routine. These two profiles thus seem consistent with Gillet et al.'s (2017)
suggestion that there is little added value in distinguishing the different components of worka-
holism, while highlighting that this conclusion primarily applies to average and high levels of
workaholism.

Conversely, employees characterized by moderately low (Motivated and Involved Employees
with Moderately Low Global Levels of Workaholism) or very low (Preoccupied Employees with
Very Low Global Levels of Workaholism) G-levels of workaholism tended to display a more
unbalanced (higher or lower) configuration on the S-components of workaholism. More pre-
cisely, when employees display very low G-levels of workaholism (Preoccupied Employees with
Very Low Global Levels of Workaholism), they also tend to display low S-levels of motivational
and behavioral workaholism. This result suggests that when G-levels of workaholism are very
low, employees may even lack the drive and ability to fully engage their work. In contrast, at
moderately low G-levels of workaholism, S-levels of motivational workaholism remain closer
to, or slightly higher than, average and can be accompanied by either low (Disengaged
Employees with Low Global Levels of Workaholism) or high (Motivated and Involved Employees
with Moderately Low Global Levels of Workaholism) S-levels of behavioral workaholism. These
findings suggest that S-levels of motivational workaholism may start to increase before the
other dimensions (perhaps reflecting a feeling of obligation to engage in one's work), and some-
times be coupled with a similar increase in S-levels of behavioral workaholism. In turn, high
S-levels of cognitive workaholism only seem to emerge at higher G-levels. In contrast, emo-
tional workaholism does not seem to deviate from G-levels of workaholism in any of the pro-
files, suggesting that this dimension has more value as an indicator of participants’ G-levels of
workaholism than as a conceptually distinct facet of workaholism.

It is finally important to note that the Preoccupied Employees with Very Low Global Levels of
Workaholism profile was systematically the smallest (corresponding to 0.4% to 8.9% of the
employees across subsamples), with the exception of Sample 4 where it came second. As this
profile was linked to some of the most favorable covariates, this observation is worrisome. For-
tunately, the Preoccupied Employees with High Global Levels of Workaholism profile was also
reasonably small, corresponding to 8.0% to 17.5% of all employees, although it was slightly more
prevalent among experienced employees (23.2%) in Sample 5 and managers (30.5%) in Sample
6. These results suggest that both very low and very high G-levels of workaholism are not very
prevalent, with the exception of experienced employees and managers who seem more numer-
ous to approach work with a high G-levels of workaholism. This last finding is in line with pre-
vious research showing that these types of employees do indeed tend to spend too much time
on work activities, to work more than what is expected of them, and to be preoccupied with
work even outside working hours (Clark et al., 2020). It should be acknowledged that managers
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and experienced employees are also those most likely to experience increased responsibilities
and shorter deadlines resulting from the recently observed work intensification phenomenon
(Huyghebaert-Zouaghi et al., 2022).

Covariates of profile membership

Some profiles were more desirable in terms of covariates, although associations differed across
covariates. For instance, Preoccupied Employees with Very Low Global Levels of Workaholism
consistently displayed the lowest levels of WFC (together with the Disengaged Employees with
Low Global Levels of Workaholism and the Motivated and Involved Employees with Moderately
Low Global Levels of Workaholism), whereas WFC levels were the highest among Preoccupied
Employees with High Global Levels of Workaholism. The Normative profile fell in between these
two extremes with few additional noteworthy differences. Interestingly, Preoccupied Employees
with Very Low Global Levels of Workaholism displayed lower levels of WFC than Disengaged
Employees with Low Global Levels of Workaholism in five out of six samples, and than Motivated
and Involved Employees with Moderately Low Global Levels of Workaholism in three out of six
samples.

These results support the harmful effects of high levels of workaholism (Clark et al., 2016,
2020) and the usefulness of accounting for G/S components of workaholism. Although G-levels
of workaholism might be a central driver of WFC (Clark et al., 2016), G-levels cannot be consid-
ered in isolation from S-facets. For example, the Motivated and Involved Employees with Moder-
ately Low Global Levels of Workaholism displayed lower levels of WFC in Samples 2 and 4 than
the Disengaged Employees with Low Global Levels of Workaholism. Thus, although the Motivated
and Involved Employees with Moderately Low Global Levels of Workaholism displayed higher
G-levels of workaholism, their lower S-levels of cognitive and emotional workaholism coupled
with their higher S-levels of motivational and behavioral workaholism seemed to carry benefits
from a WFC perspective. These findings suggest that high S-levels of motivational and behav-
ioral workaholism (i.e., WE) might buffer the negative effects of more widespread G-levels of
workaholism.

In relation to work passion, the Preoccupied Employees with High Global Levels of Workahol-
ism displayed the lowest levels of HP, whereas the Motivated and Involved Employees with Mod-
erately Low Global Levels of Workaholism displayed the highest levels of HP. Similarly, the
Preoccupied Employees with Very Low Global Levels of Workaholism and Disengaged Employees
with Low Global Levels of Workaholism displayed higher levels of HP than those from the Nor-
mative profile. Moreover, the Preoccupied Employees with High Global Levels of Workaholism
displayed the highest levels of OP, followed by those with a Normative profile, by the Disen-
gaged Employees with Low Global Levels of Workaholism, and by the Motivated and Involved
Employees with Moderately Low Global Levels of Workaholism. OP levels were the lowest among
Preoccupied Employees with Very Low Global Levels of Workaholism. These results further docu-
ment the construct validity of our workaholism profiles, while expanding upon previous
research (Birkeland & Buch, 2015; Lajom et al., 2018). They also confirm that G-workaholism is
negatively linked to HP (Dalla Rosa & Vianello, 2020; Omar et al., 2021) as employees with high
G-levels of workaholism, contrary to HP workers, feel compelled or driven to work and also
have trouble detaching from work (Gillet, Morin, Ndiaye, et al., 2022; Vallerand &
Houlfort, 2019). In contrast, our results also confirm that G-workaholism is positively linked to
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OP (Birkeland & Buch, 2015; Omar et al., 2021) as workaholics and OP workers both display
high levels of controlled motivation (Vallerand, 2015; van Beek et al., 2011).

However, our reliance on Clark et al.'s (2020) more comprehensive operationalization of
workaholism, coupled with our bifactor disaggregation of the G/S factors encompassed in this
operationalization, allowed us to better understand the nature of associations between worka-
holism profiles and work passion. More specifically, when combined with moderately low
G-levels of workaholism, average to moderately high S-levels of motivational and behavioral
workaholism were associated with higher levels of HP. Indeed, Motivated and Involved
Employees with Moderately Low Global Levels of Workaholism displayed characteristics similar
to those of harmoniously passionate workers as they invested a great deal of effort in their work
while retaining a certain amount of control over it to ensure that it does not take up an inordi-
nate amount of space in their life (Vallerand, 2015). Interestingly, Preoccupied Employees with
Very Low Global Levels of Workaholism displayed lower levels of OP than Disengaged Employees
with Low Global Levels of Workaholism. Not surprisingly, Preoccupied Employees with Very Low
Global Levels of Workaholism had lower G-levels of workaholism, while also displaying lower
S-levels of motivational workaholism. This is aligned with the fact that obsessively passionate
workers have a strong inner drive to work at all times and thus unable to maintain a healthy
work-life balance (Vallerand & Houlfort, 2019).

Generalizability across samples

Our results also supported the generalizability of the profiles and of their relations with the
covariates across most samples and subsamples considered in this multi-sample investigation.
However, some differences in profile size were observed in Samples 5 (experienced vs novice
employees) and 6 (managers vs non-managers). More specifically, experienced employees were
under-represented in the Normative profile, while managers were over-represented in the Preoc-
cupied Employees with High Global Levels of Workaholism profile. These results can be explained
by the fact that experienced employees may have followed nonlinear and extremely diverse
career paths, which implies a high degree of heterogeneity and a lower probability of presenting
a balanced profile. In addition, managers have many responsibilities and have to cope with a
heavy workload. They are also often required to work outside normal working hours to face all
of their job demands, making it harder for them to stop thinking about work. Not surprisingly,
they are thus more likely to display high G-levels of workaholism and S-levels of cognitive
workaholism (Clark et al., 2016).

It is noteworthy that these differences were restricted to a limited number of comparisons
and did not change the overall picture and generalizability of our findings. In this regard, these
results contrast with previous studies suggesting that workaholism may depend on the charac-
teristics of work contexts (Clark et al., 2016; Taris et al., 2012). However, our results remain
aligned with past studies highlighting the harmful influence of a profile with high G-levels of
workaholism on covariates in very distinct work settings (Gillet, Morin, Ndiaye, et al., 2022).
More generally, by providing evidence of generalizability across six samples and 12 subsamples,
our results contribute to the workaholism literature, supporting the desirability of generic inter-
ventions potentially useful for many workers without worrying that the nature of the profiles
would vary across different types of employees. Our findings thus confirm that the person-
centered results do not refer to ephemeral phenomena and can be used to guide generic inter-
ventions aiming to decrease workaholism (e.g., Meyer & Morin, 2016). However, future
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research should more systematically test whether and how proposed interventions are effective
in developing more adaptive profiles.

It also remains important to investigate whether and how similar profiles will be identified
in other occupational groups (e.g., teaching, industry), cultures (e.g., Asia, Eastern Europe, and
South America), research designs, or measures. For instance, numerous European and devel-
oped Western countries have recently implemented policies seeking to protect employees’ per-
sonal life against intrusions from the work domain (e.g., flexible work arrangements, accessible
and affordable daycare, the right to disconnect; Drobnic et al., 2010) which are likely to help
limit workaholism (Clark et al., 2016) and support better work recovery (Sonnentag &
Fritz, 2015). In contrast, in many Asian and developing countries, work tends to be character-
ized by long working hours and inflexible workplace policies that may increase employees'
workaholism (Clark et al., 2020) and do not allow them to properly recover from their work-
related efforts during off-time hours (Zeng & Chen, 2020). It is thus possible that the likelihood
of identifying profiles characterized by low G-levels of workaholism (e.g., Preoccupied
Employees with Very Low Global Levels of Workaholism) might be lower in Asian and non-
WEIRD countries than in developed Western countries. In addition, in some other countries,
such as Russia, social policies do not guarantee the same level of freedom and liberty as in other
Western or Asian countries (House et al., 2004). Employees working in these more restrictive
cultures may thus be more likely to accept an organizational culture promoting presenteeism
and/or competition (Simpson, 1998), which in turn might result in profiles characterized by
higher workaholism (Gillet et al., 2017).

Limitations and future directions

There are some limitations to this study. First, we relied on self-reported data, which potentially
increases the risk of self-report and social desirability biases. Future studies would do well to
incorporate objective measures (e.g., organizational data on work performance and absentee-
ism) and multi-source data (e.g., supervisors, colleagues, and spouse). Second, we mobilized six
samples of French employees. Future studies are thus needed to generalize our findings to dif-
ferent cultures, countries (especially non-WEIRD countries), and languages. They could also
test whether cultural factors (e.g., attitudes toward work-life balance) might shape the preva-
lence or characteristics of certain profiles. Third, we used a cross-sectional research protocol
that precludes assessment of the temporal stability of the workaholism profiles or the establish-
ment of directionality or causality. Even if investigations provide support for some of the pro-
posed associations (e.g., Clark et al., 2016; Gillet et al., 2017), reciprocal or inverse associations
may also exist (Cole & Maxwell, 2003). Future studies should examine the nature of these rela-
tions using longitudinal methodologies better suited to substantiate the temporal ordering of
the observed associations. Finally, we only considered the predictive role of demographics (sex,
age, marital situation, parental situation, education level, organization size, work sector, tenure
in the current position, organizational tenure, permanent or temporary contract, working full
time or part time, supervisory role, and working remotely or onsite). It would be interesting for
future research to incorporate other demographics (e.g., socio-economic status), individual
characteristics (e.g., self-efficacy and psychological capital), and challenge (e.g., role complexity
and responsibility), and hindrance (e.g., ambiguity, overload, and role conflict) demands as pre-
dictors, as well as a more diverse set of outcomes (e.g., burnout, job satisfaction and actual
turnover).
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Practical implications

Our results suggest that practitioners need to pay close attention to Preoccupied Employees with
High Global Levels of Workaholism, which displayed the worst outcomes in this study. These
employees displayed low levels of HP, suggesting that interventions to increase HP could be
proposed to help employees stay away from this least desirable profile (especially managers and
experienced workers who are more likely to display this profile), and more generally to support
better functioning. Forest et al. (2012) tested the effect of an intervention aimed at developing
employees’ knowledge and use of their signature strengths at work. This intervention involved
three activities: 1 - Identifying your five signature strengths; 2 - describing yourself at your per-
sonal best at work; and 3 - using two signature strengths in new ways at work. Results showed
that this intervention successfully increased employees' use of signature strengths, which in
turn were related to increases in HP and well-being.

Changes designed to increase work-home segmentation could also be leveraged. For
instance, it may be interesting to state clear segmentation norms to help employees maintain
healthy and balanced lifestyles, and to prevent the harmful effects of hyperconnectivity on
workers' functioning (Kreiner, 2006). Offering flexible work arrangements (e.g., location and
schedule flexibility, and supporting working parents) could also be an interesting avenue. Fur-
thermore, modifications to decrease workload sustainably may help decrease the prevalence of
Preoccupied Employees with High Global Levels of Workaholism over time (Huyghebaert
et al., 2018). Particular attention needs to be paid to managers and experienced employees, to
ensure that they do not become overwhelmed with responsibility and the associated workload.
Interventions seeking to improve organizational support might also be useful. To nurture per-
ceptions of organizational support, it may be helpful to promote a supportive culture to help
supervisors break down the walls between themselves and employees. In such environments,
supervisors and employees come to share power and to be more attuned to each other identity
and culture, resulting in higher opportunities for the co-creation of learning experiences and
knowledge. Promoting procedural justice is also a meaningful way to increase organizational
support (Kurtessis et al., 2017). Finally, counseling or coaching should help reduce workahol-
ism at the individual level (Van Gordon et al., 2017).

Moreover, given the more desirable levels of WFC observed among Preoccupied Employees
with Very Low Global Levels of Workaholism, it would be important for organizations, supervi-
sors, and the society more generally to consider implementing actions to help decreased
employees' workaholism. Consulting the few non-workaholics may make it possible to identify
the most useful (or harmful) practices in this regard. Such interventions may subsequently be
expanded to help employees displaying other profiles to increase their likelihood of maintaining
or developing a more desirable profile. Interventions may also be offered to employees with the
most adaptive profile (i.e., Preoccupied Employees with Very Low Global Levels of Workaholism)
to help them decrease their likelihood of eventually experiencing a rise in workaholism. Preoc-
cupied Employees with Very Low Global Levels of Workaholism are characterized by very low
G-levels of workaholism together with low S-levels of motivational and behavioral workahol-
ism. Yet, prior research has shown that these workaholism components may be reduced by
abandoning organizational cultures based on harsh competition and bonus systems (e.g., Clark
et al., 2016). Managers must also question their own behaviors and set a good example to their
subordinates by fostering an overall organizational environment that rejects all forms of exces-
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job demands through job redesign or realistic goal setting may be useful to maintain low levels
of workaholism (Clark et al., 2021).
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