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In the study of individual and behavioral characteristics, the need emerges to use observer ratings
as well as self report type instruments in order to limit the intrinsic errors in both of the research methodologies. The present study looks deeper into the role of observer ratings in measuring workaholism.
In particular, we evaluate the metric properties of a scale of observer rating of work addiction
(DUWAS-OR) in terms of validity and reliability, and we determine its effectiveness in terms of distinguishing between workaholic workers. A questionnaire was administered to a sample of 243 couples
of husband/wife or partners (N = 486) including scales of self report and observer rating of the partner,
together with scales measuring workload and work-family conflict. A confirmatory factor analysis of
the DUWAS-OR highlighted a two factor model of the scale, which presents good fit indexes; the
analysis of the correlations between variables suggests good properties in terms of discriminant and
convergent validity. Finally, using McNemar’s test it was possible to determine that the number of participants identified as workaholic does not differ between the two methods, with a percentage of perfect
correspondence of more than 80%. These results suggest the opportuneness of using an integrated approach to measure workaholism.
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INTRODUCTION
Traditionally, in the field of Industrial-Organizational Psychology (I-O Psychology), individual differences and behaviors are measured through self report instruments. This approach
guarantees numerous advantages. In the first place, it is easy for the researcher or the practitioner
to obtain a rating directly from the worker who is the object of the research (Oh, Wang, & Mount,
2011). Some individual dimensions are, moreover, so intimate that it is difficult for an external
observer to evaluate them (e.g., emotional stability; Spain, Eaton, & Funder, 2000), which makes
self report the most suitable instrument to reveal them. Finally, self report measures of individual
differences are able to predict numerous job-related outcomes such as, for instance, job performances (Le et al., 2011), job satisfaction (Heller, Ferris, Brown, & Watson, 2009), job burnout
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(Swider & Zimmerman, 2010) and psycho-physical strain (Löckenhoff, Duberstein, Friedman, &
Costa, 2011).
However, some authors have criticized the exclusive use of self evaluation to measure
individual differences (Oh et al., 2011). Colbert, Judge, Choi, and Wang (2012) identify two
reasons why self report measures of individual differences can be biased: self deception, and
faking. Judge, Erez, and Thoresen (2000) define self deception as an unconscious tendency to
see oneself in a positive light, at the same time denying information that threatens the self. According to this perspective, individuals may not have the necessary self-insight to accurately
evaluate their own traits. Faking refers to an intentional effort to respond in a socially desirable
manner on a personality test with the aim of giving a positive image of oneself (Berry &
Sackett, 2009). The tendency to distort (misrepresent) responses can be particularly evident in
some subjects (e.g., subjects with low conscientiousness, high neuroticism; Morgeson et al.,
2007), or in the case where self ratings occur in a competitive setting (e.g., personnel selection;
Ployhart, 2006).
These considerations have led some authors to raise doubts about the validity of self report measures of individual differences (Morgeson et al., 2007; Oh et al., 2011).
A possible alternative suggested by the literature refers to the use of observer rating to
reveal individual differences (Chang, Connelly, & Geeza, 2012; Colbert et al., 2012; Sackett &
Lievens, 2008). While self report measures are influenced by the tendency of the respondents to
present, consciously or unconsciously, a positive image of themselves, it is proposed that observer ratings are less or not at all affected by this bias. In the first place, observers should not be influenced by the self deception of the observed subject. Moreover, observers are not expected to
be inclined to exaggerate the ratings of the individuals, as they would not obtain any benefit from
inflating the test scores (Zimmerman, Triana, & Barrick, 2010).
The topic of observer rating is not new to I-O Psychology. It has already been used with
good results, for example, to assess job stressors (e.g., job control, time pressure, job barriers;
Grebner, Semmer, & Elfering, 2005; Greiner & Krause, 2006), psycho-physical strain (Falco et
al., 2012; Waldenström et al., 2008), leadership (Fleenor, Smither, Atwater, Braddy, & Sturm,
2010), and job-related outcomes (e.g., job performance, Heidemeier & Moser, 2009; citizenship
performance, Kamdar & Van Dyne, 2007).
Connelly and Ones (2010), in a meta-analysis on about 200 studies, examined the accuracy of observer ratings of individual differences, in terms of correlation between two or more observer ratings (i.e., interrater reliability), correlation between self and observer rating (i.e., convergence), and correlation between observer rating and relevant behavior and outcomes (job performance, i.e., criterion-related validity). In general, medium values emerged for interrater reliability
and convergence (both between .39 and .51), once the effect of error measure had been controlled.
These values vary in function of the difference observed (more or less easy to observe, i.e., visibility; more or less subject to social desirability, i.e., evaluativeness) and of the characteristics of the
observer (level of familiarity of the observer with the observed subject, i.e., acquaintance).
These results are in line with those reported in another meta-analysis, carried out by
Connolly, Kavanagh, and Viswesvaran (2007). This suggests that, although there is an overlap
between constructs measured through self and observer rating (i.e., redundancy), there is, however, a quota of unique variance associated with each perspective, and that the differences between
self ratings and observer ratings are substantive and not due to a statistical artifact (Zimmerman
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et al., 2010). This can be explained in light of the fact that self and observer ratings capture different aspects of the individual. Self rating assesses the perception that an individual has of
him/herself (i.e., individual’s identity), while observer rating reveals the perception that others
have of the individual, which is primarily based on the individual’s previous behavior (i.e., reputation; Tett & Burnett, 2003).
Finally, Connelly and Ones (2010) examined the relation between observer rating of individual differences and job performance, evaluated by an independent observer (different from
the one who carried out the evaluations of personality/individual differences). The results were
compared with those emerging in previous meta-analyses, in which individual differences were
assessed using self report (Barrick, Mount, & Judge, 2001). More intense correlations emerged
between job performance and observer rating of individual differences with respect to those between job performance and self rating. The authors concluded that observer rating provides a
stronger validity for predicting job performance than self report measures, and that the studies
carried out up to now, based prevalently on self-report of individual differences, have underestimated the relation between individual differences and job related outcomes.
Furthermore, there is a rising interest for observer rating, especially for diagnosis, in the
evaluation of behavioral addictions, such as — for example — pathological gambling, compulsive buying, and compulsive exercise (Albrecht, Kirschner, & Grüsser, 2007; Grant, Levine,
Kim, & Potenza, 2005; van Elburg, Hoek, Kas, & van Engeland, 2007).
However, also observer rating is not devoid of criticism (Colbert et al., 2012). The external expression of an individual difference may be influenced by external factors such as, for example, the cultural norms existing in a particular social context. For example, in evaluating work
addiction it is possible that supervisors or the whole organization evaluate work addicted type behaviors positively, in that they are considered effective in reaching organizational aims (Ng,
Sorensen & Feldman, 2007). This can therefore encourage the expression of these behaviors.
Moreover, situational cues are needed to trigger the (observable) expression of a latent
individual difference, without which it is difficult for the evaluated trait to express itself and as a
consequence be evaluated. It is also possible that observer rating, like self report, is subject to
systematic distortions (Oh et al., 2011). For example, it may happen that observers intentionally
minimize socially undesirable characteristics of the worker (e.g., being anxious) or exaggerate
socially desirable characteristics (e.g., being a hardworker). Finally, the observer might attribute
the behavior of the observed individual to dispositional more than situational factors (i.e., fundamental attribution error; Ross, 1977). This can result in an overestimation of desirable traits when
the observed individual achieves good results (e.g., high job performance) or, vice versa, to an
underestimation of desirable traits when the observed individual achieves poor results, even if
these results (good and negative) can be attributed to situational factors, and therefore out of the
individual’s control. Within the I-O Psychology a construct that could have benefit from the
combination between self-report and observer ratings is workaholism, defined by Schaufeli,
Taris, and Bakker (2008) as “the tendency to work excessively hard in a compulsive way” (p.
204). Even though the literature on the topic is now particularly vast (e.g., Ng et al., 2007;
Schaufeli, Bakker, van der Heijden, & Prins, 2009; Schaufeli, Taris, & Bakker, 2006) the usually
does not include studies using the combination of self report and observer ratings of the construct, nor studies which evaluate workaholism using different self report instruments, with two
significant exceptions. The first study, by Robinson and Kelley (1998), uses a modified version
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of the Work Addiction Risk Test-WART (Robinson, 1989) so that participants can retrospectively evaluate the level of workaholism of their own parents: a limit of the study, recognized by the
authors themselves, is that the WART was not designed for observer rating of workaholism. The
second study (Chamberlin & Zang, 2009), uses the only scale of observer rating of workaholism
present in the literature, the CWST — The Children of Workaholic Parents Test (Robinson &
Carroll, 1999), whose psychometric characteristics, however, cannot be traced or evaluated. A
limit of Chamberlin and Zang’s study is that the scales, both of self report and observer rating,
are compiled by the participants, who are requested to judge themselves and their parents. So, despite the attempt at combining methods, a single source of rating was used.
In this context, the present study proposes to look deeper into the role of observer rating
in measuring workaholism, through the involvement of a sample of couples (husband/wife or
partners). The choice of a measure of workaholism within the family and not inside an organization (e.g., considering the observer rating by colleagues) is due to the fact that the excesses of
workaholism are likely to be observed to a greater extent outside the workplace. On the one hand,
in fact, Ng et al. (2007) underline that often workaholic behaviors are not discouraged by organizations, on the other it is easy to imagine that it is precisely the husband/wife or partner who is in
a privileged position to witness the typical behavior of a workaholic, such as, for instance, working weekends, always coming back home very late, not being able to relax or dedicate time to activities outside of work.

OBJECTIVES
The aim of the present work consists of testing the psychometric properties of the observer rating version (DUWAS-OR) of the DUWAS-R scale (Kravina, Falco, Girardi, & De Carlo, 2010). The DUWAS-R scale represents the revised Italian version of the DUWAS – Dutch
Workaholism Scale (Schaufeli et al., 2006), which keeps stable the two factor structure of the
original scale (composed of two subscales: Work Excessively – WE, and Work Compulsively –
WC), but differentiates itself in terms of the number of items and the type of response scale used.
In particular, we expect: a) the structure of the observer rating scale of workaholism (DUWASOR) to mirror the two factor structure of the self report scale (DUWAS-R), described in Kravina
et al. (2010); b) the DUWAS-OR scale to provide good results in terms of reliability and validity;
c) that the number of participants identified as workaholic do not vary when the method used to
assess them varies (self report vs. observer rating).

METHOD
Participants and Procedure
A questionnaire was administered to a convenience sample of 243 couples (husband and
wife/partners), corresponding to a total of N = 486 participants, including the scales described in
the section Materials. Personal information concerning participants, including gender, age, qualifications and work position, are summarized in Table 1.
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TABLE 1
Personal details of the participants in the study (N = 486)

Variable

Frequency

% valid

Missing values

Gender
Female
Male

486
243
243

–
50.0
50.0

0

Educational level
Compulsory school certificate
High school diploma
University degree

482
132
215
135

–
27.4
44.6
28.0

4

Position held
Top-level manager
Mid-level manager
Office worker
Blue-collar
Other kinds of employment (e.g., freelancer)

454
77
47
157
102
71

–
17.0
10.3
34.6
22.5
15.6

Age

N
486

Mean
54.7

–

–
32

–

SD
6.72

Every member of the couple was asked to compile the self report scales of workaholism,
workload, and work-family conflict, so as the scale of observer rating of work addiction their
partner. Regarding this last scale, explicit instructions were given to, each member of the couple
of spouses/partners asking them to evaluate their own husband or wife/partner. A necessary condition to take part in the sample was to be currently employed in paid work: therefore the couples
in which one or both of the people were pensioners, housewives or unemployed were excluded a
priori from the sample.
The questionnaire was compiled anonymously in the presence of a researcher. Each couple was assigned a specific code number, in a way that for each participant the data of the selfevaluation and those of the hetero-evaluation given by their partner would be on the same row of
the data-set. The data deriving from self report and the data from the evaluation compiled by the
husband/wife or partner correspond to the same line of the data-set.

Materials
The questionnaire administered to the participants was made up of four sections: the first
was dedicated to the self report of workaholism; the second included the observer rating of
workaholism by the husband or wife/partner; the third was aimed at detecting some possible effects of work addiction, such as workload and work-family conflict at an individual level; the
fourth, finally, was dedicated to collecting some personal details of the participants.
Workaholism — self report. Self report of workaholism was performed using the
DUWAS-R scale (Kravina, Falco, Girardi, & De Carlo, 2010). The scale includes 10 items, six
concerning Work Excessively (Self-WE) and four Work Compulsively (Self-WC), using a 6-
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point Likert scale of agreement/disagreement (1 = strongly disagree; 6 = strongly agree).
Cronbach’s alpha for the two dimensions was respectively .76 e .81.
Workaholism — observer rating. Observer rating was performed using the DUWAS-OR
scale, also made up of 10 items, six regarding Work Excessively (Observer-WE) and four Work
Compulsively (Observer-WC), using a 6-point Likert scale of agreement/disagreement (1 = strongly
disagree; 6 = strongly agree). The items of the DUWAS-OR scale were obtained by reformulating the original items of the DUWAS-R scale in such a way as to allow the observer to assign a
score, with respect to the proposed scale, considering his/her own husband or wife/partner. The
items, reported in Table 2 subdivided by dimension, were preceded by specific instructions in
which participants were asked to make reference to their own husband or wife/partner.
Workload. Workload was measured through 15 items (e.g., “Your workload requires you
to work very quickly”) on a 6-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 6 = strongly agree).
Cronbach’s alpha was equal to .89.
Work-Family Conflict (WFC). Work-family conflict was assessed using two items (e.g.,
“I dedicate too little time to my family because of my work”) on a 6-point Likert scale (1 =
strongly disagree; 6 = strongly agree). Cronbach’s alpha was .73.
Demographic data. All participants were asked to indicate, in a specific section of the
questionnaire, personal details such as gender, age, qualifications and position held.
TABLE 2
Items for observer rating ordered by dimension

Item
Item-WE1_OR
Item-WE2_OR
Item-WE3_OR
Item-WE4_OR
Item-WE5_OR
Item-WE6_OR
Item
Item-WC1_OR
Item-WC2_OR
Item-WC3_OR
Item-WC4_OR

Dimension: Work Excessively (WE)
He/she is always in a hurry and seems to be racing against the clock
He/she dedicates much more time to work than to friends and hobbies
He/she is excessively involved in his/her work, beyond his/her possibilities
When working he/she imposes personal deadlines so as to keep him/herself under
pressure
He/she simultaneously does many things, for example answering the telephone
and making appointments during the lunch break
He/she continues working even after his/her colleagues have already left
Dimension: Work Compulsively (WC)
Working with commitment is for him/her is an obligation, even in cases when
he/she does not like what he/she is doing
It seems that he/she has an internal drive to work hard: a sensation that it is something that he/she has to do whether he/she wants to or not
There is something inside him/her that pushes him/her to work hard
He/she cannot refrain from always working with great commitment even when
this is not pleasurable

Statistical Analyses
The psychometric properties of the DUWAS-OR scale were evaluated through a series of
statistical analyses. Firstly, confirmatory factor analysis was carried out using the Lisrel 8.8 soft-
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ware (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1993). We assessed model fit using the χ2 test, the Root Mean Square
Error of Approximation (RMSEA), the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), the Non-Normed Fit Index
(NNFI), and the Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR). Since the χ2 is affected by
sample size, the use of additional fit indexes is recommended. Values close to or smaller than .08
for RMSEA/SRMR and values close to or greater than .95 for CFI/NNFI indicate an acceptable
model fit (Schermelleh-Engel, Moosbrugger, & Müller, 2003). The internal consistency realibility
of the DUWAS-OR was assessed by Cronbach’s alpha.
Then, for each of the two dimensions into which workaholsim is articulated, the coefficient
Average Variance Extracted (AVE) was calculated, which represents the average amount of
variation that a latent construct is able to explain in the observed variables to which it is
theoretically related.
AVE can be used to assess both convergent and discriminant validity. A good convergent
validity is verified when all indicators load significantly on their respective latent construct. AVE
scores equal to or higher than .50 for each dimension indicate a good convergent validity
(Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). In fact, if AVEs were lower than .50, the variance due to measurement
error would be higher than the variance captured by the construct (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). In
addition, the two dimensions can be considered distinct (i.e., discriminant validity) if the AVE of
each of them is higher than the squared correlation between the two dimensions (shared variance,
Fornell & Larcker, 1981).
In order to assess the criterion-related validity of the DUWAS-OR, the relations between
the two dimensions of workaholism and some constructs were examined, such as workload and
work-family conflict, indicated in the literature as possible consequences of workaholism. In
particular, workaholic workers, who take on a considerable amount of work driven by the need to
be constantly busy in some work activity, result as being particularly inclined to reporting perceived
high levels of workload (Kanai & Wakabayashi, 2001; Kanai, Wakabayashi, & Fling, 1996;
Schaufeli et al., 2009). With reference to work-family conflict, as a result of the great amount of
time dedicated to working activities and the incapacity to maintain a balance between private life
and working life, workaholic workers report high levels of WFC (Andreassen, Hetland, & Pallesen,
2012; Bonebright, Clay, & Ankenmann, 2000; Taris, Schaufeli, & Verhoeven, 2005).
Finally, to assess the correspondence between self report and observer rating, the
McNemar’s test was performed, which is useful in establishing whether two dichotomous categorical variables measure the same characteristic. In this specific case, the test was performed to
check whether the number of participants classified as workaholic and non workaholic remains
unchanged when the two methodologies, self report and observer rating, were used.

Results
With the aim of testing the two factor structure of the DUWAS-OR scale, a confirmatory
factor analysis was carried out. For the DUWAS-OR scale (observer rating) we decided to re-test
the same model which emerged for the DUWAS-R scale (Kravina et al., 2010) in which the covariance between error terms relative to item 8 and item 9 was freely estimated. This is justifiable
from a theoretical point of view, since the two items have similar wording (see Table 2). Since
the content of the items was not modified from the DUWAS-R to the DUWAS-OR scale, but on-
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ly their formulation, so to make them suitable for observer rating, the two instruments can be
considered as having the same factor structure.
On the whole, the fit indexes show an acceptable fit of the hypothesized theoretical model
to the data: χ2(33, N = 486) = 164.52, p < .001; RMSEA = .089; CFI = .97; NNFI = .96; SRMR =
.044. A value slightly above the threshold can be seen for RMSEA. The other indexes, however,
converge in indicating an acceptable fit. The standardized factor loadings ranged from .61 to .86.
The correlation between the two latent variables of the DUWAS-OR scale was high (Φ21 = .69)
and substantially in line with the correlation regarding the DUWAS-R scale (Φ21 = .71) (Figure 1).

ItemWE-

λ11 = .74a

1_OR

ItemWE-

λ21 = .75

2_OR

ItemWE-

λ31 = .79

3_OR

ItemWE-

Work
Excessively

λ41 = .70

4_OR

λ51 = .61
ItemWE5_OR

λ61 = .65
ItemWE6_OR

ItemWC-

φ21 = .69

λ72 = .73a

1_OR

λ82 = .86
ItemWC-

Work
Compulsively

2_OR

Θ98 = .14

λ92 = .81
ItemWC3_OR

λ102 = .81
ItemWC4_OR

FIGURE 1
Model for the observer rating scale, with 10 items and two latent variables.

It is important to establish whether the two dimensions, from the perspective of the observer, are distinct and do not overlap. Therefore, the fit of the two factor model was compared to
that of a single factor model using the χ2 difference test (χ2D). The single factor model, more parsimonious, was specified fixing at 1 the correlation between the two latent factors (Brown, 2006).
This correlation was instead estimated freely in the two factor model, which is less parsimonious.
The two factor model presents a better fit than the single factor model, χ2D(1, N = 486) = 269.74,
p < .001, and is, therefore, preferable to the latter one.
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The reliability of the two sub-scales, assessed using Cronbach’s alpha, was satisfactory.
The alpha coefficient was .86 for the WE dimension, and .89 for the WC dimension.
Average variance extracted was .50 for WE and .65 for WC. The two latent dimensions
explained on average at least 50% of the variance in their measurement items (i.e., 50.3% for
WE, 64.6% for WC). The AVE for each subscale was, moreover, higher than the shared variance
between the two latent factors (.50 vs. .48 for WE; .65 vs. .48 for WC). Overall, the DUWAS-OR
scale shows satisfactory convergent and discriminant validity.
As shown by the correlation matrix (Table 3), a medium intensity convergence between
self reports and observer ratings of workaholism (r = .49, p < .001 for WE; r = .43, p < .001 for
WC) was found. These values are in line with those emerging from the already cited study by
Burke and Ng (2007) and in previous studies concerning individual differences (Connolly et al.,
2007; Muck, Hell, & Gosling, 2007).
TABLE 3
Means, standard deviations and correlations between variables

1. Self-WE
2. Self-WC
3. Observer-WE
4. Observer-WC
5. Workload
6. WFC

M

SD

1.

3.92
4.15
3.75
4.23
4.07
3.23

1.04
1.11
1.17
1.14
0.93
1.44

–
.50***
.49***
.30***
.34***
.32***

2.
–
.29***
.43***
.18**
.13*

3.

4.

5.

6.

–
.60***
.24***
.28***

–
.20***
.15**

–
.38***

–

* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.

Moreover, similar correlational patterns are found between workaholism and job stressors
when the method used to reveal them is varied (self report vs. observer rating). As can be
expected, the WFC correlated positively with workaholism. In particular, the WFC correlated
more intensely with WE than with WC. This is true both in the case of self report (r = .32, p <
.001 for Self-WE; r = .13, p = .012 for Self-WC) and observer rating (r = .28, p < .001 for
Observer-WE; r = .15, p = .005 for Observer-WC). An analogous pattern, although less evident,
emerges in relation to workload, which correlated more intensely with WE than with WC. In this
case the difference is more marked in the case of self report (r = .34, p < .001 for Self-WE; r =
.18, p = .001 for Self-WC) than for observer rating (r = .24, p < .001 for Observer-WE; r = .20, p
< .001 for Observer-WC). Positive correlations between the dimensions of workaholism,
workload and WFC can be found in other studies that measure workaholism as it is considered in
the DUWAS scale (Schaufeli et al., 2009).

Identification of Workaholics
As pointed out by Schaufeli et al. (2009), in fact, to be able to talk about workaholism, a
combination of high values is necessary in both of the dimensions. For this reason the workaholic
participants were identified using the 75th percentile as the cut off criterion. The same cut off cri-

319

Falco, A., Kravina, L., Girardi, D.,
Dal Corso, L., Di Sipio, A.,
& De Carlo, N. A.

TPM Vol. 19, No. 4, December 2012
311-324 – Special Issue
© 2012 Cises

The convergence between self and observer
ratings of workaholism

terion was also used for the observer rating scale. Concerning the self report scale (Work Excessively: M = 3.92, SD = 1.04; Work Compulsively: M = 4.15, SD = 1.11) the cut off values were,
for the two dimensions respectively, 4.67 and 5.00. For the observer rating scale (Work Excessively: M = 3.75, SD = 1.04; Work Compulsively: M = 4.23, SD = 1.11), the cut off values were
identical to those of self report (4.67 and 5.00 for the two dimensions, respectively).
The percentage of workers identified as workaholic, reported in Table 4, varied between
17.1% (self report) and 20% (observer rating). These values are in line with what is reported in
the literature regarding the percentage of workaholics identified in the different samples even
when using different measure instruments (Sussman, Lisha, & Griffiths, 2011).
TABLE 4
Workaholic identified through self report and observer rating

n

%

Self report
Non workaholic
Workaholic

403
83

82.9
17.1

Observer rating
Non workaholic
Workaholic

389
97

80.0
20.0

Through McNemar’s test (Pallant, 2010) it was possible to analyze the correspondence
between self report and observer rating (Table 5). The associated probability was p = .165. The
non significance of McNemar’s test allows us to affirm that the percentage of participants determined as workaholic (17.1% with self report; 20.0% through observer rating) does not vary when
the method used varies.
TABLE 5
Correspondence between self report and observer rating

Non workaholic
observer rating
Non workaholic
self report
Workaholic
self report
Total

Workaholic
observer rating

Total

352

51

403

37

46

83

389

97

486

Moreover, through a cross-tabulation between the participants identified as non workaholic (n = 352) and workaholic (n = 46) by both of the instruments, it is possible to observe that
81.9% of them was identified in the same way through self report and observer rating. The participants in which there was no correspondence between self report and observer rating were there-
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fore the 18.1%, which represents the percentage of participants wrongly classified in the methods
combination. Of this number, 57.9% were participants labeled as workaholic by their own husband or wife/partner and not by themselves, and 42.1% were participants who were labeled as
non workaholic by their own husband or wife/partner but defined themselves, through self report,
as workaholic.

DISCUSSION
The first two aims of the study were to test the metric properties of an observer rating
scale of workaholism. This scale, named DUWAS-OR, consists of an adaptation of the self report
scale DUWAS-R, whose metric properties have been tested in a previous work (Kravina et al.,
2010). The integrated use of self and observer rating of workaholism is in line with what is suggested in the literature, according to which this procedure allows the different angles of the phenomenon to be captured (Colbert et al., 2012). The evaluation carried out by a single rater,
whether the participant in a study is called upon to assess him/herself or a third person (e.g., the
supervisor, a colleague, partner), is affected by the individual perspective of the assessor/rater.
This leads to a systematic distortion in measuring the dimension being examined. The integrated
approach therefore helps to grasp different aspects of the individual and to reduce the effect of
common method bias, which can lead to overestimating the correlations between the constructs
(Chang et al., 2012; Conway & Lance, 2010).
Overall, the DUWAS-OR scale shows good psychometric properties. Confirmatory factor analysis allowed us to confirm the two factor structure, which mirrors that of the original
DUWAS-R. In addition, DUWAS-OR evidenced good properties in terms of reliability, as well
as convergent and discriminant validity. The two dimensions of workaholism, revealed through
observer rating are, moreover, correlated with WFC and workload. These results replicate substantially those obtained through self report and are in line with what had previously emerged in
the literature (e.g., Bonebright et al., 2000; Schaufeli et al., 2009).
The third aim of the study consists in verifying whether the number of workers identified
as workaholic is different when the method of evaluation varies.
Statistical analyses revealed how the number of workaholics does not differ in a statistically significant manner with the variation of the used method (self-report and observer rating):
in particular, it is possible to find a perfect correspondence in more than 80% of the cases within
workers that can be defined as workaholic or non workaholic through the instrument of selfreport and labeled the same way by their partner.
Thus, in general, it is possible to affirm that the DUWAS-OR scale is an effective instrument for observer rating of workaholism, given both the goodness of the psychometric characteristics in terms of factor structure, discriminant validity and convergent validity and in terms
of correspondence between self report and observer rating.
It is possible to notice some limits in the present study. First of all, the sample used is a
convenience sample which does not allow us to generalize results, meaning that further studies
are required to evaluate the goodness of the observer rating instrument. Secondly, the questionnaire administered does not contemplate, among the effects and the consequences of
workaholism, burnout, which is considered one of the main consequences of work addiction
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(Schaufeli et al., 2009). For providing more proofs about the criterion-related validity of the
DUWAS-OR scale, a new study could therefore examine the relation between workaholism and
burnout.
Thirdly, the participants come from different organizational realities and despite the simultaneous use of methodologies of self report and observer rating, it was not possible to obtain
objective indicators, such as, for example, the quantity of hours worked, absences and days off;
this prevents us from completing a process of triangulation of workaholism. New studies which
simultaneously evaluate workaholism using different instruments will be able to improve
knowledge about the examined construct and to provide new evidence about the goodness of the
instrument presented in this study.
Fourthly, as pointed out by Chang et al. (2012), in order to limit the possible biases deriving from the observer’s evaluation, it is advisable to consider the evaluation of at least two external observers. Further research involving more than one observer simultaneously, both within the
family and from the working environment will, therefore, be able to further improve the integrated approach in measuring workaholism.
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