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Taking the Resources-Experiences-Demands Model (RED Model) by Salanova and colleagues as our
starting point, we tested how work self-efficacy relates positively to negative (i.e., work overload and
work-family conflict) and positive outcomes (i.e., job satisfaction and organizational commitment),
through the mediating role of workaholism (health impairment process) and work engagement
(motivational process). In a sample of 386 administrative staff from a Spanish University (65% women),
Structural Equation Modeling provided full evidence for the research model. In addition, Multivariate
Analyses of Variance showed that self-efficacy was only related positively to one of the two dimensions
of workaholism, namely, working excessively. Finally, we discuss the theoretical and practical contributions
in terms of the RED Model.
Keywords: self-efficacy, workaholism, work engagement.
Tomando como base teórica el Modelo de Recursos-Experiencias-Demandas (Modelo RED) de Salanova
y colegas, analizamos cómo la autoeficacia laboral se relaciona positivamente con resultados negativos
(i.e., sobrecarga cuantitativa y conflicto trabajo-familia) y con resultados positivos (i.e., satisfacción laboral
y compromiso organizacional), a través del rol mediador de la adicción al trabajo (proceso de erosión)
y el engagement o vinculación laboral (proceso motivacional). En una muestra de 386 trabajadores PAS
(Personal de Administración y Servicios) de una Universidad Española (65% mujeres), utilizando
Ecuaciones Estructurales obtuvimos evidencia total para el modelo de investigación propuesto. Además,
diversos Análisis Multivariados de Varianza mostraron que la autoeficacia se relacionaba positivamente
solo con una de las dos dimensiones de la adicción al trabajo, esto es, trabajar excesivamente. Finalmente,
discutimos las contribuciones teóricas y prácticas del estudio basándonos en el Modelo RED.
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Globalization of markets, demands from the environment,
and the economic crisis are all indicators that society is in
a state of continuous change. Those who are able to adapt
to the changes taking place have more opportunities to
improve their skills and perceive these changes as challenges.
The extent to which people believe in their own capabilities
is a crucial aspect in order to achieve this adaptation,
especially in organizations which are continuously optimizing
their procedures to obtain maximum profits. In this context,
employees need to have confidence in themselves in order
to perform and feel well. This confidence in one’s capabilities
has been called self-efficacy and, according to Social
Cognitive Theory (SCT), it is defined as the “beliefs in one’s
capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action
required to produce given attainments” (Bandura, 1997, p.
3). Self-efficacious people are those who believe that they
have the power to produce the desired effects by their own
actions, to be motivated to act, to persevere in the face of
difficulties, and to be resilient in the face of adversity.
A growing body of research attests the impact of selfefficacy on positive consequences such as performance
(Stajkovic, Lee, & Nyberg, 2009), affect (Salanova, Llorens,
& Schaufeli, 2011) and work engagement (Llorens,
Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 2007; Salanova, Llorens et
al., 2011; Salanova, Lorente, Chambel, & Martínez, 2011).
However, although past research has confirmed the existence
of links between self-efficacy and positive consequences,
other scholars are focusing on the impact of self-efficacy
on negative consequences. For example, Vancouver,
Thompson, Tischner and Putka (2002) conducted two
studies which show that by manipulating self-efficacy in
an analytic game, it negatively relates to performance in
the next trial. Specifically, a manipulation designed to
increase self-efficacy increased self-efficacy but had no
overall relation to performance at the between-person level.
However, at the within-person level, the manipulation not
only increased self-efficacy but also decreased performance
in the next game. The explanation is that self-efficacy leads
to overconfidence and, hence, increases the likelihood of
committing cognitive errors during the game. In a similar
vein, Vancouver and Kendall (2006) take control theory as
their basis to claim that when self-efficacy is relatively high
it is likely to play a negative role on resource allocation,
which may adversely affect performance. Specifically, selfefficacy negatively related to motivation and exams
performance at the intra-person level of analysis despite a
significant positive relationship with performance at the
between-persons level. The authors explained that when
self-efficacy is relatively high, we may expect individuals
to use fewer resources (e.g., spending less time studying)
because their discrepancy between the desired level of
preparedness and the perception of preparedness, is smaller
compared to when their self-efficacy is lower.
More research is required to investigate the simultaneous
relationships between self-efficacy and its potential positive
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as well as negative consequences. The current study is
innovative because we show how work self-efficacy
positively relates to an intrinsically positive construct such
as work engagement, but also to an intrinsically negative
concept like workaholism. Work engagement is defined as
“a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is
characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption in the
activity” (Salanova, Schaufeli, Llorens, Peiró, & Grau, 2000,
p. 119; Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Romá, & Bakker,
2002), while workaholism is defined as “the tendency to
work excessively hard in a compulsive way” (Schaufeli,
Taris, & Bakker, 2008, p. 204). Moreover, for the very first
time, we investigate how work self-efficacy relates to
positive (i.e., job satisfaction and organizational commitment)
and negative outcomes (i.e., work overload and work-family
conflict) through the mediating role of work engagement
and workaholism, respectively. Another innovation of this
study is that it proposes an extension of the ResourcesExperiences-Demands (RED) Model (it will be explained
below, p. 5) (Salanova, Cifre, Martínez, & Llorens, 2007;
Salanova, Cifre, Martínez, Llorens, & Lorente, 2011), since
we specify the relationship among work self-efficacy, work
engagement, workaholism, and positive as well as negative
outcomes. More particularly, we include two proximal
consequences of self-efficacy (i.e., work engagement and
workaholism) as well as four distal outcomes (i.e., work
overload, work-family conflict, job satisfaction, and
organizational commitment). In addition, again for the first
time, we test the relationship among self-efficacy and two
different psychological constructs (Schaufeli, Taris, &
Bakker, 2006; Schaufeli, Taris, & Van Rhenen, 2008),
namely work engagement and workaholism, which are
analyzed simultaneously.
To sum up, the objective of this study is to analyze the
role played by work self-efficacy in these two different
phenomena (i.e., work engagement and workaholism) and
positive (i.e., job satisfaction and organizational commitment)
as well as negative outcomes (i.e., work overload and workfamily conflict), respectively, under the assumptions of the
RED Model (Salanova et al., 2007; Salanova, Cifre et al.,
2011).

Explaining self-efficacy, workaholism and work
engagement: the RED Model

The RED Model (Salanova et al., 2007; Salanova, Cifre
et al., 2011) constitutes an extension of previous models,
such as the Job Demands-Control Model (JDC; Karasek,
1979) and the Job Demands-Resources Model (JDR)
(Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001;
Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). The distinctive element of the
RED Model is that it considers that the psychological health
of employees depends not only on job demands (e.g., role
conflict) and job resources (e.g., social support), but also
on personal resources. In fact, the RED Model considers
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personal resources in general, and (work) self-efficacy in
particular, as the cornerstone in the perception of job
demands and job resources: employees interpret their social
and work environment (i.e., job demands and job resources)
in terms of their levels of work self-efficacy (Salanova,
Lorente, & Vera, 2009).
In accordance with the RED and the JD-R Models, job
demands are those physical, psychological, social, or
organizational aspects of work that require a physical and/or
psychological effort (cognitive or emotional) and are therefore
associated with certain physiological and/or psychological
costs. Inversely, job resources refer to those physical, social,
or organizational aspects of the job that may: (1) reduce job
demands and the associated physiological and psychological
costs, (2) be functional for achieving work goals, or (3)
stimulate personal growth, learning, and development. Finally,
personal resources are defined as such aspects of the self
that are generally linked to resiliency and refer to individuals’
sense of their ability to control and impact upon their
environment successfully (Hobfoll, Johnson, Ennis, &
Jackson, 2003).
Based on the assumptions of the RED Model, the
combination of job demands as well as job and personal
resources (i.e., self-efficacy) evokes two relatively
independent psychological processes (i.e., health impairment
and motivation). According to the health impairment
process, when employees have low levels of self-efficacy,
they believe that they do not control the work environment
in an effective way. This situation requires a sustained effort
and consequently may exhaust employees’ resources and
lead to energy depletion and subsequent health problems
(see Caplan, Cobb, French, Harrison, & Pinneau, 1975).
For example, different scholars have argued that, in
accordance with the health impairment process, employees
in various occupational groups with low levels of selfefficacy perceive more specific job demands in the work
context (e.g., work overload or emotional demands), which
in turn predict exhaustion (i.e., severe fatigue) among
various occupational groups (e.g., Bakker, Demerouti, &
Euwema, 2005; Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2003).
In contrast, in accordance with the motivational process,
the availability of self-efficacy acts as a motivational
mechanism which leads to the perception of more job
resources. When self-efficacy is high, employees believe
that they are controlling their environment in a correct way
and they are more likely to experience fewer demands and
more resources. Thus, the higher work self-efficacy is, the
more likely it is that job demands will be seen as challenges
(and not as hindrances or stressors) and the more favorable
the perception of the job will be. The (intrinsic and extrinsic)
motivational potential of job resources pushes employees
to meet their goals and to experience positive outcomes such
as work engagement, which is exemplified by high effort,
persistence, dedication and absorption at work (Llorens,
Bakker, Schaufeli, & Salanova, 2006; Salanova, Schaufeli,

Xanthopoulou, & Bakker, 2010) and more opportunities to
recovery (Eden, 2001; Sonnentag & Kruel, 2006). It also
encourages them to be committed to their job because they
derive fulfillment from it (Hackman & Oldham, 1980).
In conclusion, self-efficacy appears in the RED Model
as a key element predicting employees’ psychological health
(e.g., workaholism and work engagement) as well as
positive and negative outcomes, and it plays a crucial role
in both parallel processes: the health impairment and the
motivational processes.

The health impairment process of self-efficacy and
workaholism

In accordance with the RED Model, work self-efficacy
relates to workaholism by the health impairment process.
Although various definitions of workaholism have been
proposed since the term was coined by Oates (1971), we
agree with those who proposed that workaholism can be
considered as being negative in nature (Schaufeli, Taris et
al., 2006). Also Kanai (2009) refers to it as an undesirable
consequence, and Killinger (1992) states that it is a complex
negative process that eventually affects the person’s ability
to function properly. We adopt the definition of Schaufeli,
Taris, and Bakker (2008) that describes workaholism as
“the tendency to work excessively hard in a compulsive
way” (p. 204). More specifically, workaholism is composed
of two dimensions, namely: working excessively and
working compulsively. On the one hand, working excessively
(the behavioral component) points to the fact that
workaholics tend to allocate an exceptionally large amount
of time to work and that they work beyond what is
reasonably expected of them in order to meet organizational
or economic requirements. On the other hand, working
compulsively (the cognitive component) refers to the fact
that workaholics are obsessed with their work and
persistently and frequently think about work, even when
they are not working. This definition agrees with the most
recent analysis of scholarly definitions that concludes that
working hard at the expense of other important life roles
and a strong internal drive to work are two key aspects of
workaholism (Ng, Sorensen, & Feldman, 2007). Thus,
workaholism can be understood as the result of the
combination of both a behavioral and cognitive components.
Even though the literature shows that self-efficacy
generates well-being through appropriate responses to the
demands (e.g., Salanova, Grau, Llorens, & Schaufeli, 2001),
the relationship between work self-efficacy and workaholism
seems to be positive, and high levels of self-efficacy could
be related to high levels of workaholism (Ng et al., 2007).
Only one study has been conducted to investigate the
influence of self-efficacy on workaholism. Burke,
Matthiesen, and Pallesen (2006) examined the effects of
self-efficacy (i.e., a generalized measure of self-efficacy)
on workaholism which was measured by work involvement,
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feeling a drive to work because of internal pressures and
work enjoyment, as proposed by Spence and Robins (1992).
Results showed that self-efficacy related positively and
significantly to workaholism, i.e., the more self-efficacious
the employee is, the more workaholic, and vice versa.
Given the scarcity of studies conducted on the
relationship between self-efficacy and workaholism, more
specific studies are needed to determine the process behind
the development of workaholism. According to Bandura
(2001), rather than general, specific measures of self-efficacy
should be used because these show more consistent and
robust relationships with psychosocial health variables (Grau,
Salanova, & Peiró, 2000; Pajares & Miller, 1995; Salanova,
Peiró, & Schaufeli, 2002). In this context, Parker (2000)
showed that breadth self-efficacy is perhaps a more useful
measure than specific task-based self-efficacy. Seemingly,
a meta-analysis of self-efficacy and work performance (i.e.,
Judge, Jackson, Shaw, Scott, & Rich, 2007) also suggested
that task-specific efficacy may not be the optimal way to
conceptualize the concept depending on the characteristics
of the sample. Hence, in the present study we tested the
relationship between specific (no task-based) self-efficacy
(i.e., work self-efficacy) and workaholism. Furthermore, and
following the health impairment process proposed by the
RED Model, the relationship between workaholism and two
relevant negative outcomes, i.e. work overload and workfamily conflict, was also tested. Research (e.g., Kanai &
Wakabayashi, 2001; Kanai, Wakabayashi, & Fling, 1996;
Snir & Harpaz, 2004) has shown that workaholics perceive
these two job demands as negative consequences of their
excessive and compulsive work, and thereby they are
considered as outcomes in our study.
Hence, in accordance with previous research and our
theoretical model (see Figure 1) we expect to find that:
Hypothesis 1. Work self-efficacy relates positively to
workaholism, which in turn relates positively to work
overload and work-family conflict through the health
impairment process.

The motivational process of self-efficacy and work
engagement

According to the second proposition of the RED Model,
self-efficacy could regulate work engagement by means of
a motivational process. Despite the existence of different
meanings of the concept of work engagement (Macey &
Schneider, 2008), the most widely accepted definition is the
one which considers work engagement as “a positive,
fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is characterized by
vigor, dedication, and absorption in the activity” (Salanova
et al., 2000, p. 119; Schaufeli, et al., 2002). Vigor is
characterized by willingness to invest effort in one’s work,
persistence in the face of difficulties, and high levels of
energy and mental resilience while working. Dedication refers
to a particularly strong work involvement and identification
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with one’s job. And finally, absorption denotes being fully
concentrated and engrossed in one’s work, whereby time
passes quickly and one has difficulties detaching oneself
from work (see also Salanova & Schaufeli, 2009).
Engaged employees have a sense of energetic and
effective connection with their work activities and they see
themselves as able to deal well with the demands of their
job. Unlike workaholics, they enjoy doing things outside
work, they do not feel guilty when they are not working,
and they do not work hard because of a strong and
irresistible inner drive, but because work is fun for them
(Schaufeli, Taris et al., 2006). Thus it seems that the
correlates of workaholism and work engagement are
different. Engaged employees usually have good social
relationships, they do not have any problems with their
family derived from the long hours they spend working,
and they do not have any physical or mental health
problems derived from their job (Salanova & Schaufeli,
2009; Schaufeli, Taris, & Van Rhenen, 2008).
There are many studies that link self-efficacy with positive
outcomes and consequences. For instance, Latham (2005)
found positive relationships among self-efficacy, motivation,
commitment and job performance, and Judge and Bono (2001)
documented the positive intercorrelation of self-efficacy on
levels of job satisfaction. Positive relationships also have been
found between academic self-efficacy and academic
performance (Ellias & MacDonald, 2007). And in another
study, Salanova, Llorens et al. (2011) revealed that efficacy
beliefs were associated with positive emotions (especially
enthusiasm) and work engagement. Thus, due to high levels
of self-efficacy, the levels of work engagement in the
workplace can be increased in the long term via positive affect
(i.e., enthusiasm, comfort and enthusiasm) in gain cycles and
spirals of efficacy beliefs, affect and engagement.
The relationship between self-efficacy and work
engagement has received more attention (e.g., Schaufeli &
Salanova, 2007a) than the relationship between self-efficacy
and workaholism. Different scholars have revealed that selfefficacy and work engagement are positively related (Llorens
et al., 2007; Salanova, Llorens, Cifre, Martínez, & Schaufeli,
2003; Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2007).
For instance, in a longitudinal study, Llorens et al. (2007)
found that the higher self-efficacy was, the higher work
engagement was three weeks later. Furthermore, in a sample
of highly skilled Dutch technicians, Xanthopoulou et al. (2007)
found evidence that engaged employees are highly selfefficacious. Results showed that they believe they are able
to meet the demands they face in a broad array of contexts.
These findings were replicated and expanded in a 2-year
follow-up study (Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Heuven, Demerouti,
& Schaufeli, 2008). For a review of recent research on selfefficacy and work engagement, see Salanova et al. (2010).
Despite the evidence for the positive relationship between
self-efficacy and work engagement, further research is
necessary to confirm the results obtained in these previous
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studies and to understand the process of work engagement by
using the RED Model. In order to gain a better understanding
of this process, in the present study we tested the relationship
between work self-efficacy and work engagement. Furthermore,
and following the motivational process proposed by the RED
Model, we also tested the relationship between work
engagement and two relevant positive outcomes, i.e. job
satisfaction and organizational commitment.
Thus, in accordance with previous research and our
theoretical model (see Figure 1) we expect to find that:
Hypothesis 2. Work self-efficacy relates positively to
work engagement (i.e., vigor, dedication and absorption),
which in turn relates positively to job satisfaction and
organizational commitment through a motivational process.

Method

Participants and procedure

The sample consisted of 386 administrative staff from
a Spanish University. Employees had work experience
ranging from 1 to 45 years and the mean number of years
worked was 14 (SD = 7.2). They answered an on-line
questionnaire drawn up in order to implement an evaluation
of psychosocial risks. Firstly, we met with the stakeholders
of employees in order to explain the phases of the evaluation
(e.g., objectives, procedure, diagnosis, etc.). Secondly, we
generated several user-identifications and passwords that
were confidentially and anonymously distributed among
employees. Finally, we informed the stakeholders of the
results by means of a professional report and they explained
the main conclusions to the rest of the employees.

Measures

Work self-efficacy. We measured work self-efficacy using
four items from RED.es (Salanova et al., 2007), which reflect
specific staff beliefs in their future capacities to produce
accurate levels of performance. An example of the items is:
‘I can do my job well although I have to solve difficult
problems’. Workers were asked to indicate the extent to
which they agreed with each sentence on a seven-point rating
scale ranging from 0 (‘never’) to 6 (‘always/everyday’).
Workaholism. We measured workaholism by the short
Spanish version (10 items) (Del Líbano, Llorens, Salanova,
& Schaufeli, 2010) of the DUWAS (DUtch Work Addiction
Scale; Schaufeli, Shimazu, & Taris, 2009), which includes
two dimensions: working excessively (five items; e.g., ‘I
stay busy and keep my irons in the fire’) and working
compulsively (five items; e.g., ‘I often feel that there’s
something inside me that drives me to work hard’). Scores
ranged from 1 (‘almost never’) to 4 (‘almost always’).
Work engagement. We measured work engagement using
the short Spanish version (nine items) of the UWES (Utrecht

Figure 1. Research model

Work Engagement Scale; Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova,
2006), which includes three dimensions: vigor (three items;
e.g., ‘At my work, I feel bursting with energy’), dedication
(three items; e.g., ‘I am enthusiastic about my job’) and
absorption (three items; e.g., ‘I feel happy when I am working
intensely’). Scores ranged from 0 (‘never’) to 6 (‘always’).
"egative outcomes. We measured negative outcomes
by two dimensions: work overload and work-family conflict.
We assessed work overload using an adapted version of
the Beehr, Walsh, and Taber (1976) scale composed of four
items. An example of the items is ‘I have more work that
I can do’. Work-family conflict was measured using the
RED.es scale by Salanova et al. (2007) composed of four
items. An example of the items is ‘I am so worried about
work matters that I forget my personal affairs’. Scores
ranged from 0 (‘never’) to 6 (‘always’).
Positive outcomes. We measured positive outcomes by
job satisfaction and organizational commitment. Job
satisfaction was measured by four items from the RED.es
questionnaire (Salanova et al., 2007) referring to satisfaction
with job, colleagues, and supervisor. To answer the items
a seven-face scale was used (Kunin, 1955), an affect-based
measure. An example of the items used is: ‘What is your
level of satisfaction with the work you do in your job?’
Organizational commitment was measured by three items
from RED.es (Salanova et al., 2007). An example of the
items is: ‘The problems I have in my company are “my”
problems’. Scores ranged from 0 (‘never’) to 6 (‘always’).

Data analyses

Firstly, we computed the internal consistencies (Cronbach’s
α), descriptive analyses, and intercorrelations among the
variables with the PASW 18.0 program. Secondly, we
computed Harman’s single factor test with Confirmatory
Factor Analyses (CFA) (e.g. Iverson & Maguire, 2000; cf.
Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003) using the
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Table 1
Means (M), Standard Deviations (SD), Internal Consistencies (Cronbach’s α on the diagonal) and zero-order correlations
in the sample (" = 386)
University Staff
M
SD

Dimension
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Self-efficacy
Working Excessively
Working Compulsively
Vigor
Dedication
Absorption
Work Overload
Work-Family conflict
Job satisfaction
Org. Commitment

Notes. * p < .05, ** p < .01

4.48
2.28
3.6
4.63
3.74
3.66
3.3
2.16
3.74
3.64

.91
.62
1.8
.87
1.24
1.02
1.15
1.45
1.04
1.08

(1)

.94
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—

.20**
.73
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—

AMOS (Analysis of MOment Structures) software package
(v. 18.0) for the study variables in order to test for bias due
to common method variance. Thirdly, the AMOS was
employed to implement Structural Equation Modeling (SEM)
methods by using Maximum Likelihood Estimation methods
to establish the relationships between the model variables
(Byrne, 2001). We used seven variables (i.e., self-efficacy,
workaholism, work overload, work-family conflict, work
engagement, job satisfaction and organizational commitment)
as latent variables in our model. Each latent variable was
composed of two or more observed variables.
We tested the fit of the research model to the data by
means of the chi-square difference test (Jöreskog & Sörbom,
1986). In addition to the chi-square statistic, the analyses
also assessed the Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI), the Root
Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) and the
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI). Furthermore, AMOS provides
several fit indices that reflect the discrepancy between the
hypothesized model and the baseline Null model. We also
included the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) (Browne &
Cudeck, 1993). Marsh, Balla, and Hau (1996) recommended
the latter because it is less dependent on sample size than
the chi-square statistics and the GFI. Since the distribution
of the GFI is unknown, there is no statistical test or critical
value available (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1986). In general,
models with fit indices greater than .90 and an RMSEA
smaller than .08 indicate a good fit (Hoyle, 1995).

Descriptive statistics

Results

Table 1 displays the results of the descriptive analyses;
that is, means, standard deviations, internal consistencies
(α) and intercorrelations of the scales. All alphas meet the

(2)

(3)

.04
.49
.74
—
—
—
—
—
—
—

(4)

.41**
.14**
.07
.84
—
—
—
—
—
—

Correlations
(5)
(6)

.22**
.19**
–.10*
.59**
.92
—
—
—
—
—

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

.32** .08
.08 .15** .12*
.21** .65** .61** .15** .08
.14** .35** .42** –.22** .62
.51** .07
.07 .49** .33**
.51** .11*
.08 .57** .35**
.79
.09 .18** .28** .27**
—
.90 .48** –.16** –.05
—
—
.72 –.21** –.04
—
—
—
.66 .43**
—
—
—
—
.76

.70 criterion (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994), except job
satisfaction, which nevertheless approaches that criterion
with a value of .66. As expected, the pattern of correlations
shows that variables correlate significantly with each other
in 75% of the cases, that is to say, work self-efficacy is
positively and significantly related to workaholism (i.e.,
working excessively), to work engagement (i.e., vigor,
dedication and absorption), and to job satisfaction and
organizational commitment, and it is negatively related to
work overload and to work-family conflict. Only one
unexpected result is obtained, that is, the non-significant
relationship between work self-efficacy and one of the
dimensions of workaholism, i.e. working compulsively.
Furthermore, the results of Harman’s single factor test with
CFA (e.g., Iverson & Maguire 2000; cf. Podsakoff et al.,
2003) reveal a significantly lower fit to the data, χ2(35) =
2047.55, RMSEA = .23, CFI = .34, IFI = .35, TLI = .23,
AIC = 2107.55. In order to avoid the problems related to
the use of Harman’s single factor test (see Podsakoff et al.,
2003), we compared the results of the one latent factor, M1,
with multiple latent factors, M2, (i.e., work self-efficacy,
workaholism, work engagement, work overload, work-family
conflict, job satisfaction, and commitment). The results show
significantly lower fit of the model with one single factor
when compared to the model with multiple latent factors,
Delta χ2(10) = 1780.23, p < .001. Hence, one single factor
could not account for the variance in the data. Consequently,
it seems that common method variance is not likely to have
occurred in our dataset.

Model fit: Testing the hypotheses

In order to test our hypotheses, the hypothesized model
was tested using SEM. First, we tested the proposed model,
Model 1; M1, which assumed that, on the one hand, work
self-efficacy relates positively to workaholism, which in
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Table 2
Fit indices of two Structural Equation models (" = 386)
Model

1. M1. Hypothetical model
2. M2. Final model
Difference between M2 & M1

χ2

342.08
301.82

df

83
82

GFI RMSEA TLI
.90
.91

.09
.08

.89
.91

CFI
.91
.93

χ2diff

Gdf

40.26***

1

∆GFI ∆RMSEA ∆TLI ∆CFI
.01

.01

.02

.02

"otes. χ2 = Chi-square; df = degrees of freedom; GFI = Goodness-of-Fit Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation;
TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index; CFI = Comparative Fit Index.

turn relates positively to work overload and work-family
conflict (the health impairment process). On the other hand,
work self-efficacy relates positively to work engagement,
which in turn relates positively to job satisfaction and
organizational commitment (the motivational process).
Second, based on the Modification Indexes, we significantly
improved, Delta χ2(1) = 40.26, p < .001, the hypothesized
model, Model 2; M2, by assuming an extra direct
relationship between workaholism and job satisfaction. Thus
workaholism is negatively related to the employees’
perception of the workplace in terms of satisfaction.
Table 2 displays the overall fit indices of the models.
The results show that M2 fits the data better than M1, Delta
χ2(1) = 40.26, p < .001. The SEM show a best model, M2,
in which work self-efficacy relates positively to both

workaholism and work engagement via the health
impairment and the motivational processes. All indicators
of the variables included have loadings on the intended
latent factors ranging from .14 to .97. Specifically, high
work self-efficacy relates positively to workaholism, β =
.21, p < .001, which in turn relates positively to negative
outcomes, i.e., work overload, β = .75, p < .001, and workfamily conflict, β = .74, p < .001, following the health
impairment process. Furthermore, work self-efficacy also
relates positively to work engagement, β = .40, p < .001,
which in turn relates positively to positive outcomes, i.e.,
job satisfaction, β = .86, p < .001, and organizational
commitment, β = .48, p < .001, through the motivational
process. As previous research has shown (e.g., Schaufeli,
Taris, & Van Rhenen, 2008), the double loading of

Figure 2. Structural Equation Model 2 (N = 386). "ote. All the values are significant at .001
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absorption on workaholism, β = .14, p < .001, and work
engagement, β = .59, p < .001, is also assumed. Moreover,
a negative relationship between workaholism and job
satisfaction was also obtained, β = -.34, p < .001.
It is interesting to note that, although the effect of work
self-efficacy on workaholism and work engagement is
significant in both cases, the impact of work self-efficacy on
work engagement is higher, R2 = 14%, than on workaholism,
R2 = 4%. The analysis of the explained variance also reveals
workaholism accounts for 55% of work overload and 56%
of work-family conflict variances, while work engagement
accounts for 23% of organizational commitment and 53% of
job satisfaction (workaholism accounts for 27% of job
satisfaction) variances. The final model with only the
significant paths is depicted in Figure 2.

Further analyses

Finally, in order to conduct an in-depth study of the
relationship between self-efficacy and the dimensions of
workaholism and work engagement, MANOVAs were
performed, using work self-efficacy as the independent
variable and vigor, dedication, absorption, working
excessively and working compulsively as the dependent
variables (see Table 3). Two groups of self-efficacious
employees were created, the first consisting of employees
with levels of self-efficacy above the mean and the second
including those with self-efficacy levels below the mean.
Analyses show significant multivariate effects in vigor, F(1,
385) = 36.11, p < .001, dedication, F(1, 385) = 12.05, p <
.001, and absorption, F(1, 385) = 20.69, p < .001.
Employees with above-average levels of self-efficacy score
higher in these three dimensions than employees who score
below average. There are also significant multivariate effects
in the working excessively dimension, F(1, 385) = 8.77, p
< .05. Employees with above-average levels of self-efficacy
score higher in this dimension than employees who score
below average. A non-significant multivariate effect is found
with the working compulsively dimension, F(1, 385) = 1.92,
p = .17.
Table 3
Multivariate analysis of variance (MA"OVA) with selfefficacy as the independent variable (" = 386)
Variable

1. Vigor
2. Dedication
3. Absorption
4. Working Excessively
5. Working Compulsively

1,
1,
1,
1,
1,

df

385
385
385
385
385

F

36.11
12.05
20.69
8.77
1.92

P

.000
.001
.000
.003
.167

ŋ2

.086
.030
.051
.022
.005

"otes. df = degrees of freedom, F = Effect size, p = probability,
ŋ2 = Eta
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In this study, we tested a structural model of work selfefficacy, workaholism, and work engagement, as well as
negative and positive outcomes in a sample of administrative
staff from a Spanish University following the expectations
from the RED Model. Specifically, the aim of this study
was to analyze the role played by work self-efficacy as a
possible antecedent of two different psychological
constructs: workaholism (an intrinsically negative construct)
and work engagement (an intrinsically positive construct),
and some of its positive (i.e., job satisfaction and
organizational commitment) and negative (i.e., work
overload and work-family conflict) outcomes under the
assumptions of the RED Model (Salanova, Cifre et al.,
2011). Generally speaking, the results of the present study
contribute to our understanding of the key role of work
self-efficacy in workaholism and work engagement and its
outcomes, following the health impairment and the
motivational processes of the RED Model.
Our findings obtained by SEM show that work selfefficacy relates positively to workaholism, which in turn
relates positively to negative outcomes (i.e., work overload
and work-family conflict) through the health impairment
process. Consequently, our results confirm Hypothesis 1.
More specifically, work self-efficacy relates positively and
significantly to workaholism, which is characterized by high
levels of working excessively and working compulsively.
Interestingly and as expected, workaholism in turn relates
positively to two negative outcomes, i.e., work overload and
work-family conflict. Specifically, the more self-efficacious
an employee is, the more workaholic he or she is and,
consequently, the greater the perception of work overload
and work-family conflict. Moreover, we found a negative
relationship between workaholism and job satisfaction, which
again shows the negative quality of this health impairment
process. Workaholics work so hard and so compulsively
that they have not time to enjoy of their job and,
consequently, they do not feel job satisfied.
The positive relationship between work self-efficacy and
workaholism is in line with studies that claim that efficacy
beliefs not only have positive consequences for employees’
well-being, but might also have negative consequences
depending on the context and the level of analysis used
(Salanova, Lorente, & Martínez, in press; Vancouver &
Kendall, 2006; Vancouver, Thompson, & Williams, 2001).
For instance, recent studies showed that self-efficacy relates
to low performance and low resource allocation (Vancouver
& Kendall, 2006; Vancouver et al., 2002).
But how is work self-efficacy associated with the two
dimensions of workaholism? Our findings showed that high
levels of work self-efficacy in workaholics imply that they
work more hours (excessively), without –apparentrelationship with working in a compulsive way. This result
leads us to ask whether the excess of self-efficacy will be
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a possible cause triggering the process of workaholism: is
the perception of control directly implicated in spending
more time working?
Based on the predictions by Ng et al. (2007) and
Bandura (1997), we could speculate that those individuals
who have higher levels of self-efficacy in work activities
than in non-work activities are more likely to become
workaholics. Because these individuals believe that they
are better at dealing with work than with non-work
activities, they may devote as much time as they can to
work activities and thereby avoid non-work activities at
which they are less skilled. Thus, although on the basis of
evidence from previous research we cannot assure that the
excess of self-efficacy is an important factor that is related
to workaholism, it seems that the difference between selfefficacies in different contexts plays an important role.
In a similar way, it is also necessary to consider what
psychological mechanism is explaining working compulsively.
Compulsive behavior has been studied extensively, especially
in the field of clinical psychology, and the general conclusion
indicates that its presence depends on personality traits (e.g.,
McCrae & Costa, 2003). For instance, there is evidence that
low conscientiousness is associated with obsessive-compulsive
disorder (Rector, Hood, Richter, & Bagby, 2002). This link
between compulsive behavior and personality leads us to the
possible relationship between workaholism and a Type A
behavior pattern of personality. Seybold and Salomone (1994)
argued that people who exhibit a Type A behavior pattern
and also obsessive-compulsive traits are the most likely to
become workaholics. Schwartz (1982) also linked compulsive
behavior, Type A behavior and workaholism and he stated
that people with a Type A behavior pattern and with an
obsessive style are commonly workaholics. Thus, future
studies would have to take a renewed look at the assessment
of personality traits to confirm whether they can be
responsible for the compulsive behavior of workaholics.
Furthermore, the results confirm the notion that work
overload and work-family conflict are considered negative
outcomes for workaholics (e.g., Schaufeli, Taris, & Bakker,
2008; Snir & Harpaz, 2004). They also confirm that
workaholics, in their attempts to continue working, may
go as far as to actively create more work for themselves.
For instance, they may make projects more complicated
than necessary or refuse to delegate work (Machlowitz,
1980). They are able to increase their work overload day
by day and devote less time to social and recreational
activities, which are sacrificed in return for spending more
time on work (Bonebright, Clay, & Ankenmann, 2000).
This implies that they will often have problems with their
families and thus perceive a work-family conflict. Related
to this, Bonebright et al. (2000) also found that workaholics
had greater work-family conflicts than other non-workaholic
employees. Robinson, Flowers, and Carrol (2001) also found
that workaholism was associated with more marital
problems. Moreover, work overload and work-family

conflict can result in other problems such as poor physical
health or exhaustion (e.g., Frone, 2003). Therefore, events
(both positive and negative) which happen within work and
non-work contexts affect one another (e.g., MacEwen &
Barling, 1994), although the interference of work with
non-work activities appears to be more common (e.g.,
Grzywacz & Marks, 2000).
In sum, we have extended the RED Model (Salanova,
Cifre et al., 2011) by including work self-efficacy as an
antecedent of workaholism, that is, following the propositions
of the model, we can explain how work self-efficacy relates
to workaholism, which is also related to work overload and
work-family conflict following the health impairment process.
With regard to Hypothesis 2, which proposed that work
self-efficacy was positively related to work engagement,
which in turn relates positively to job satisfaction and
organizational commitment through a motivational process,
the results of the SEM showed the expected relationships
and thus the second hypothesis was confirmed. On the one
hand, work self-efficacy relates positively and significantly
to work engagement. According to the RED Model
(Salanova, Cifre et al., 2011), people with higher levels of
self-efficacy perceive more job resources, fewer job demands
and they experience more work engagement than people
with low levels of self-efficacy. In fact, the positive
relationship between self-efficacy and work engagement has
been found in previous studies (e.g., Llorens et al., 2007;
Schaufeli & Salanova, 2007b), which confirms the robustness
of our results. Therefore, our analyses confirm that work
self-efficacy may produce work engagement following a
motivational process in accordance with the RED Model.
On the other hand, work engagement relates positively
and significantly to job satisfaction and organizational
commitment. Work engaged employees are more satisfied
and more committed in their jobs than workers who are
not engaged, thus showing the positive effects of promoting
work engagement in the workplace. This result is similar
to others found in recent research where it has been shown
that engaged employees often experience positive emotions
(Schaufeli & Van Rhenen, 2006) and feel job satisfied (e.g.,
Siu, Spector, Cooper, & Lu, 2005) . Happy people are more
sensitive to opportunities at work, more outgoing and helpful
to others, as well as more confident and optimistic
(Cropanzano & Wright, 2001). These aspects impact
positively on the organization and must therefore be taken
into account by managers in order to implement policies
that promote work engagement and job satisfaction.

Theoretical contribution

Our findings suggest two main contributions. The first
one is that we extend the RED Model to explain the role
played by work self-efficacy on workaholism and thus, we
contribute to the better understanding of the construct, which
clearly has a place within the spectrum of occupational
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health, following the health impairment process. Overall,
our results show that work self-efficacy is associated with
workaholism and work engagement, which are associated
with work overload and work-family conflict, and job
satisfaction and organizational commitment, respectively.
In this way, although the nature of the analyses performed
does not allow us to establish causal relationships, the logical
reasoning is that, on the one hand, the higher the levels of
work self-efficacy are, the more workaholism, work overload
and work-family conflict there will be. On the other hand,
the higher the levels of work self-efficacy are, the more
work engagement there will be, which in turn will enhance
job satisfaction, and organizational commitment.
The second contribution of the study refers to the
negative condition of workaholism. Our results show a
negative relationship between workaholism and job
satisfaction, which has also been found in previous studies
(e.g., Brady, Vodanovich, & Rotunda, 2008; Burke, 1999).
At the same time this adds weight to other results obtained
in this study concerning the effects of work self-efficacy
on workaholism, because it proves that workaholism is
actually a negative concept with negative consequences
(e.g., Porter, 1996, 2001). In addition, this result means that
work self-efficacy may also have negative effects on the
psychosocial health of employees. Therefore, promoting
self-efficacy in the job context does not always have to be
a good strategy to improve well-being, particularly if
organizations are not aware of the possibly negative role
of self-efficacy (for example, also generating workaholism),
depending on the circumstances.
In conclusion, this study shows that work self-efficacy
can be considered an important variable in understanding
and predicting the development of workaholism using the
RED Model (Salanova, Cifre et al., 2011).

Implications for future research and for practice

It is important for future research to examine the effects
of work self-efficacy in the workplace in general, and in
workaholism in particular. Although in many studies selfefficacy relates positively to positive constructs, our results
indicate that it can also be positively related to negative
constructs such as workaholism. For this reason, more
research is necessary to test if work self-efficacy may be a
possible cause triggering the process of workaholism.
Moreover, it is very important for organizations to complete
self-efficacy training with information about its possible
negative consequences and also with instruction in other
relevant aspects such as how to maintain a healthy balance
between work and non-work environments. Only with this
extra information, organizations will be able to promote selfefficacy with less risk to experience negative consequences.
Hence, this result contributes to the study of workaholism
by showing how self-efficacy also has a dark side that can
become the ‘on button’ in the workaholism process.
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Moreover, despite the remarkable importance of our
findings in relation to work self-efficacy effects on
workaholism, future research might find other variables that
have an influence on workaholic behavior, such as the Type
A behavior pattern, for instance. It can be speculated that
underlying psychological mechanisms, such as motivational
systems, would exert an influence on workaholism. More
particularly, and considering workaholism and work
engagement, workaholics are likely to be motivated by socalled performance goals, whereas engaged workers are
motivated by mastery goals (Elliot, 2005; Elliot & Murayama,
2008). The former are competitive, other-referenced, and
extrinsic, whereas the latter are directed at self-enhancement,
self-referenced, and intrinsic. Similarly, it can be argued that
the behavior of workaholics is primarily regulated by a
prevention focus, whereas the behavior of engaged employees
is regulated by a promotion focus. Based on regulatory focus
theory (Higgins, 2005; Scholer & Higgins, 2008), it can be
speculated that workaholics work excessively and
compulsively because they want to avoid feeling bad (i.e.,
guilty or worthless) when they are not working (avoidance
motivation). However, engaged workers work because it
fosters possibilities for learning and development (approach
motivation).

Weaknesses and strengths of the study

One weakness of this study is that the results were
obtained by self-report measures, and consequently may be
contaminated by the common method variance and by the
wish to answer consistently (Conway, 2002). In order to
control for this, we checked the potential impact of common
method variance in our data (see Podsakoff et al., 2003).
Although we cannot completely rule out the possibility that
the common method variance bias is playing a role, our
check for it proved negative.
Another weakness of this study is that we assumed a
unidirectional view of the relations among the variables
measured. Structural models such as the RED Model focus
on specific aspects of the complex psychosocial work
environment in order to explain how individuals perceive
and react to their job and to postulate that the relations
between personal resources and workaholism or work
engagement, for instance, are unidirectional. Therefore, it
would be useful to develop longitudinal designs instead of
cross-sectional designs in order to uncover reciprocal causal
relationships. This type of studies would also be useful to
examine the spirals proposed by the RED Model (see
Salanova, Cifre et al., 2011).

Final Remark

To sum up, the current study shows the twofold role of
work self-efficacy. It is related not only to work engagement
and its positive outcomes (e.g., job satisfaction and
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organizational commitment), but also to workaholism and
its negative outcomes (e.g., work overload and work-family
conflict) following the motivational and the health
impairment process. Thus, this study contributes to our
understanding about the potential dark and bright sides of
self-efficacy: workaholism and work engagement.
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