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Abstract: The construct of heavy-work investment (HWI) is bi-dimensional, revolving around the
investment of both time and effort at work. The current paper expands the research thinking and joins
the pioneering studies that explore HWI as a relatively new concept in the work-related literature
(since 2012). The prime aim of this conceptual paper is to develop a model regarding the intricate
relationships between the dimensions of HWI and their work outcomes (with emphasis on possible
conditional factors). In particular: (1) we refine the definition of HWI by accounting for the different
levels of time and effort investment and (2) we outline multiplex propositions with regard to possible
(positive and negative) outcomes of HWI, considering different moderators that can potentially
impact these associations. Finally, we offer practical implications for human resource management.

Keywords: heavy-work investment; time and effort at work; moderators; organizational outcomes;
conceptual paper

1. Introduction

In recent years there has been a considerable increase in the time invested in work,
especially in professional and managerial roles, which is also a byproduct of greater acces-
sibility to technology, industrial competition, and more recently, the COVID-19 pandemic
[1,2]. The exploration of heavy-work investors can be traced back to as early as the 1970s
(e.g., [3]). Since then, a term coined by Oates [3]—workaholism—has been considered in
both academic and non-academic circles as the prominent representation of heavy-work
investment (e.g., [4–7]).

However, the umbrella concept of heavy-work investment (HWI; see Appendix A for
a glossary of the acronyms used throughout the paper) was introduced by Snir and Harpaz
([8], after [9]) as generally revolving around (1) working long hours and (2) investing
increased effort at work. These two dimensions of HWI are, respectively, titled: (1) time
commitment (HWI-TC) and (2) work intensity (HWI-WI; see also the term work intensifica-
tion used by Fein et al., [10]). Following this typology, further research has addressed it
differently, such as the work of Rabenu and Aharoni-Goldenberg [11]. They described three
types of workers who work long hours (HWI-TC) but vary in their level of work effort
(HWI-WI): (1) the excessive work investor (EWI), who is characterized by time investment
(HWI-TC) and high levels of effort at work; (2) the moderate work investor (MWI), who
is characterized by HWI-TC and moderate levels of effort at work, namely, working long
hours but balancing work demands with other personal needs (e.g., social and physical,
such as taking breaks to eat) and (3) the low work investor (LWI), who is characterized by
HWI-TC and low levels of effort at work. For other examples of work investment typology,
see Astakhova and Hogue [12,13].

Additionally, Snir and Harpaz [14] proposed a conceptual model in which HWI
mediates between its different predictors (external predictors, such as basic financial needs
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and employer demands and internal predictors, such as passion to work, work engagement,
and addiction to work) and individual, family and workplace outcomes (e.g., physical
and mental health, work satisfaction, productivity, work–life conflict, etc.), with potential
moderators (e.g., job type, fairness, etc.) (see [14], p. 6).

The phenomenon of HWI has both positive and negative sides (e.g., [1,15]). On the
positive side, Shamai et al. [16] demonstrated that heavy-work investors report higher
levels of affective happiness than moderate workers. Employees may view their work as a
place for self-fulfillment and enjoyment (e.g., [17,18]). In the same vein, Tziner et al. [19]
and Rabenu et al. [20] found that HWI-WI is negatively related to burnout (i.e., an increase
in effort at work corresponds to a decrease in experienced burnout). On the other hand,
those working longer hours may be perceived as “heroes” at their place of work and be
held as role models [6]. On the negative side, Dembe et al. [21] found negative effects of
overtime on health, and Rabenu and Aharoni-Goldenberg [11] pointed to the possibility of
investing long working hours (HWI-TC) but, in tandem, exerting minimal effort in the job
(i.e., presenteeism; see Appendix B).

To reiterate, the concept of HWI elaborates on the characteristics of workers who
overwork—mainly educated workers, managers, and professionals [1]—by exerting a high
investment of time, effort, or both. In this regard, Snir and Harpaz [14] raised the question of
“whether a heavy work investor has to be high on both dimensions in order to be classified
as such” (p. 7). Embracing this notion, we stipulate that both high temporality/frequency
(i.e., time) and intensity (i.e., effort) are core dimensions of HWI (see also [14], p. 8).
Following Rabenu and Aharoni-Goldenberg’s [11] work, in which HWI-TC was held
constantly high, and therefore, not all HWI scenarios were discussed we, therefore, propose
a fresh look at the construct by categorizing levels of HWI on a two-dimensional 3 × 3
grid. This is presented in Figure 1, where one axis reflects the investment of time, and the
other reflects work intensity. Importantly, we stress that, hierarchically, higher investment
of either (time commitment or work intensity) takes precedence or priority over lower
investment. For instance, a combination of low HWI-TC and moderate HWI-WI results
in a moderate heavy-work investor, while a combination of high HWI-TC and moderate
HWI-WI results in a high heavy-work investor. It is important to note that by TC we mean
the work hours per day an employee invests in their job (i.e., not relative to the working
hours of colleagues). As such, we suggest the following categorization of the HWI-TC
dimension, based on the rationale provided in Rabenu and Aharoni-Goldenberg [11]: (1)
low TC = 0–6 working hours, per day; (2) moderate TC = 6–10 working hours, per day and
(3) High TC = 10+ working hours, per day.
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As can be seen in Figure 1, out of nine HWI categories, there are five (=around 55.6%)
high HWI groups, hinting at the prevalence and proliferation of a heavier investment at
work as a default in the work domain. Before elaborating further, we draw attention to two
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unique configurations: low TC + high WI and, vice versa, high TC + low WI. Employees
ascribed to the former or latter groups are still considered as high heavy-work investors,
as they invest either a great deal of time at work or significant effort. For example, low
TC + high WI workers can be considered part-timers (limited by their contract to certain
daily or weekly hours, but may work extra-hard during the shift, e.g., part-time nurses).
On the other hand, a combination of high TC + low WI can be considered as presenteeism
(see Appendix B), but, regardless of the supposed discrepancy in performance, this is still
another example of a heavy-work investor.

Furthermore, it is important to note that engaging in HWI is critical only for certain
employee populations—those who are primarily in professional and managerial positions
(as mentioned above). They often work at least 60 weekly hours (or more) [22,23], while
others struggle to find sufficient work. Jacobs and Gerson [24] described this phenomenon:
“In fact, while a large segment of the labor force is working longer and harder than ever,
another group of workers is confronting the problem of finding enough work” (p. 13).
This gap in the amount of work performed may become even greater in the future, due to
increased automatization and reliance on cyber-entities such as robots, artificial intelligence,
and algorithmic management, among others. These are thought to easily sustain the
demand for routine and easy-to-computerize human work in certain jobs and industries,
and even to replace human employees and managers altogether (e.g., [25–29]). As such,
it is expected that manufacturing, for instance, will involve fewer humans and more
autonomous systems in the future [30].

Finally, a disclaimer: when we refer to the concept of HWI, this reflects allocating
time and effort in a particular manner. However, in principle, a person can work at more
than one job: for example, working part-time in two places, one on some days and another
on other days, or working self-employed in addition to another work arrangement or,
alternatively, working as an employee in the morning and as a freelancer in the evening.
Such situations invariably drive the individual to a considerable investment of time, and
most likely, effort as well. We suggest that these specific and complex situations should be
investigated in future research.

2. Goals and Contributions of the Current Paper

The current paper offers important goals and contributions to the known HWI litera-
ture. HWI is a relatively new construct, gaining more scholarly attention since 2012 [8,14].
Recently, Tabak et al. [31] suggested that “a fruitful area for future research would be to
investigate potential moderators of the relationships between HWI types and outcomes.
Future research should explore how these factors may change the relationships between
HWI types and their outcomes” (p. 10). We agree with this notion and, thus, accept the
challenge: our proposed model is a direct response to this recommendation, and the main
contention is that there is still much more empirical and theoretical research warranted to
unveil the complexity of relationship(s) between HWI and other constructs. Based on this,
we outline the goals and contributions of the paper as follows:

First, we offer a more elaborate and nuanced stance on HWI, arguing that it is not
as simple as it may seem at first glance. By portraying the possible categories of HWI,
taking the levels of HWI into consideration (see Figure 1), this creates a more multiplex
definition of the concept. The notion expands on Rabenu and Aharoni-Goldenberg’s [11]
conceptualization of heavy-work investors.

Second, we propose an elaborated HWI model that zooms in on its original dimensions
(time commitment—investment of time at work—and work intensity—investment of
effort at work), their possible outcomes, and different important moderators on the HWI–
outcomes relationships (rarely discussed in the literature). To be precise, this is an expansion
on Snir and Harpaz’s HWI model ([14], p. 6; see also [20]). It is critical to emphasize that
this original division (time vs. effort) was found to be extremely important in predicting
work-related outcomes, such as job burnout, with differentiating effects (e.g., [19,20]).
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Third, this conceptual paper has a different focus from Tabak et al.’s [31] model, which
described HWI by proxies (i.e., workaholism, and work engagement). While Tabak et al.’s [32]
model further explored the outcomes of these proxies, the current paper explains the outcomes
by the original dimensions of HWI.

Fourth, from an analytical perspective, Tabak et al.’s [31] propositions outline bivariate
relationships. We believe that this might oversimplify the complex associations between
HWI and its outcomes, and, therefore, propose a novel multivariate outlook that comprises
different interesting moderators and differentiating viewpoints on HWI.

Last, since HWI is a particularly important and prevalent topic in our work–life
domains (e.g., [14,31,32]), we offer practical recommendations to bolster the understanding
of human resource management of the concept and challenges surrounding HWI.

That being said, the main goal of the current paper is to develop propositions regarding
the intricate associations between the dimensions of HWI (time and effort) and their
positive/negative outcomes. Notably, the choice of variables/constructs, described in the
following sections, draws inspiration from Tabak et al.’s [31] model propositions, but with
an emphasis on the dimensions of HWI (and possible moderators).

3. HWI and Positive Outcomes for Organizations

The association between HWI and positive outcomes has already been elaborated in
Snir and Harpaz’s conceptual model of HWI ([14], p. 6). They proposed different types of
heavy-work investors, such as dispositional (e.g., workaholics are “addicted to their work”
and the work-devoted are “those with high passion for their work”, p. 12) and situational
(e.g., the needy and the employer-directed heavy-work investors). Moreover, these ‘types’
may experience different personal work outcomes, including positive outcomes such as
work satisfaction and productivity (([14], p. 6). Following Snir and Harpaz’s Proposition
1b ([14], p. 14), positive personal work outcomes will be highest among work-devoted
investors, lowest among workaholics and needy heavy-work investors, and moderate
among employer-directed heavy-work investors. Their proposition was based on the level
of control one has over one’s HWI, namely, higher control over HWI leads to higher
positive results.

Very recently, Snir and Harpaz [33] have found, as expected by their model and earlier
propositions, that the work-devoted heavy-work investors had the most positive well-being
and health-related outcomes (i.e., stronger positive feelings, better current health, better
body mass index [BMI], adequate hours of sleep). On the contrary, the needy type had the
worst outcomes regarding well-being and health (i.e., a higher level of stress, physical pain,
weariness throughout the day, and aches that interfere with regular activities).

As another example, Shimazu et al. [34] researched two types of HWI (i.e., job-engaged
employees and workaholics) and found that job engagement positively predicted work
performance, while no significant association was found between work performance and
workaholism. In addition, Su [35] researched workers in the US and found that worka-
holism was negatively related to job satisfaction, while work engagement was positively re-
lated to it. Similar results with regard to job satisfaction were found in Shimazu et al.’s [34]
research in Japan (although their job satisfaction measure relied on a single item only). As
the last example, workaholics who are addicted to work have lower work satisfaction and
psychological well-being than workers who are passionate about their work (e.g., [36,37];
see also [38]).

3.1. HWI and Job Performance

Campbell [39] defined performance as “a set of behaviors, the implementation of which
is relevant to achieving the goals of a company organization” ([40], p. 4). An investment
of effort in the job can be regarded as an indirect (role-specific) performance [39]. As HWI
includes two dimensions—heavy investment of time and effort—it becomes more apparent
why HWI-WI (investing high effort) contributes, by definition, to job performance. Indeed,
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Popa et al. [41] have found that HWI-WI has a positive impact on work-related performance
in two samples from Romania and Japan. Therefore, we propose the following:

Proposition 1a. HWI-WI is positively associated with job performance.

Furthermore, according to Campbell [39], there is another component that is regarded
as indirect performance: self-discipline. This component is expressed, among other things,
by meticulously following instructions and timetables, even if this means investing long
hours. Therefore, this component (HWI-TC) might foster a positive relationship with
performance at work. However, as already understood in the literature, the relationship
between hours of work and performance is not unequivocal.

There are two main reasons for this. First is presenteeism, which may be defined as
attending work but not being fully functioning during that working time (e.g., [11,42]) (for
further elaboration and new definitions of presenteeism, see Appendix B at the end of this
paper). Astakhova and Hogue [12,13] regarded this phenomenon as pseudo-heavy-work
investment (P-HWI), meaning there is apparent HWI without the internal commitment to
do the job, de facto. Rabenu and Aharoni-Goldenberg [11] considered this an example of
the low-work investor (LWI): in these “working hours” the employee might play computer
games, shop online, chat on the phone, etc. The reasons workers engage in presenteeism
are many, such as illness, overtime pay, need to impress, organizational culture, and
unwillingness to go home for personal reasons, among others (e.g., [11,14,42]).

Second, there is a decrease in hourly returns, as, normally, fatigue increases as time
flows (e.g., [43–46]). Rabenu and Aharoni-Goldenberg [11] reviewed the literature re-
garding overwork and found that those who work more than 12 h per day have fewer
opportunities for recovery, and moreover, that overworked employees are more prone
to burnout. Following this, Rabenu [1] stated: “It is of paramount importance to alert
managers and employees that long working hours do not indicate high job performance”
(p. 265). Moreover, Popa et al. [41] found a negative impact of HWI-TC on work perfor-
mance. These perceptions point to a three-way moderation effect. To elaborate, the effect
that investment of time (i.e., HWI-TC) may have on job performance is conditioned by
the degree of effort put into the work itself (i.e., HWI-WI): one might invest a great deal
of time at work but with little effort (e.g., presenteeism, see Appendix B). However, this
moderation effect is, by itself, conditioned by the extent of recovery: the more intensely
an employee works, the greater the need for recovery in order to maintain a sustained
level of work performance. Thus, we argue that increased time investment combined
with low-intensity work does not promote better performance, but high-intensity work
necessitates a certain degree of recovery for the worker to keep functioning well (for further
reading about recovery at work, see [47]). Therefore, we propose:

Proposition 1b. The relationship between HWI-TC and job performance is moderated by (a) the
degree of HWI-WI, which is conditioned by (b) the level of recovery.

3.2. HWI and Job Satisfaction

Working time is visible to managers, especially when working at the organizational
site, and therefore, they use it as a convenient, though inaccurate, proxy for job performance.
On the other hand, effort is more internal and harder to observe [48]. Thus, heavy-work
investors more frequently obtain positive feedback from their managers with regard to their
HWI-TC (and are sometimes idolized as “heroes”; e.g., [6]) and less (if at all) regarding their
effort (HWI-WI). As such, effort investment is more intrinsically appraised by the employees
themselves and less so by managers who mostly look for visible (“objective”) criteria, such
as working hours, and organizational outcomes/results (e.g., sales, program rating, etc.).
This emphasizes the role of the supervisor’s feedback and its impact on the employee.

Bem’s self-perception theory [49] claims that in the absence of an existing stance or
in situations where the stance is weak, people develop their attitudes by observing their
own behavior and drawing conclusions from it (similar to the way they try to explain
the behavior of others). Applying Bem’s theory [49], it is plausible that the workers may
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conclude, based on their HWI-WI, that they are satisfied with their work (see also [20]).
In this regard, HWI-WI is perceived as something that the employee is more autonomous
about, in relation to its execution, even though there is less objective/concrete feedback from
others (in comparison to HWI-TC). Indeed, positive relationships between HWI-TC, HWI-
WI and job satisfaction (based on the positive relationship between passionate and engaged
HWI with job satisfaction) can be hypothesized. In contradistinction, Popa et al. [41] found
a negative impact of HWI-TC on job satisfaction, while HWI-WI had a positive effect on
job satisfaction in two samples (Romania and Japan). The inconsistencies underlying the
relationship between HWI-TC and job satisfaction may be explained by an indirect effect—
a conditional (moderating) factor, such as a manager’s positive feedback. We hope our
explanation adds another perspective to Popa et al.’s [41] results. Therefore, we propose:

Proposition 2a. HWI-WI is positively associated with job satisfaction.

Proposition 2b. The relationship between HWI-TC and job satisfaction is moderated by the extent
of positive feedback from the manager.

Proposition 3. The relationship between HWI-WI and job satisfaction will be greater than between
HWI-TC and job satisfaction.

3.3. HWI and Positive Affect

The literature connecting HWI and positive affect is based mainly on three theories:
activity theory, flow theory [18] and the IKEA effect [50,51]. Activity theory “points to
the fact that interesting activities can supplement the pleasures that are achieved through
people’s emotions and physical comforts” ([52], p. 41). Flow theory revolves around
being involved in an interesting activity that is experienced as enjoyable because there is
a balance between challenge and skill, and in which “people describe their thoughts and
actions when they are in that context as spontaneous and effortless, even though what
they are doing is often difficult and risky” ([53], p. 387). Shamai [18] postulated that since
heavy-work investors invest more hours at work, they might experience more activities
with flow than other workers and are, therefore, expected to exhibit higher levels of positive
affect than other employees (for further reading, see [18], Proposition 1a, p. 214). The third
rationale is based on the IKEA effect: those who have made an effort to build furniture by
themselves (bought from IKEA, hence the name), appreciate, love it and attribute more
sentimental value to it than people who bought ready-made furniture [50,51]. In support of
this, Shamai et al. [16] found that heavy-work investors reported higher levels of affective
happiness than moderate-work investors. Additionally, they suggested that heavy-work
investors might experience less negative affect since positive and negative affects “vary
inversely in frequency” ([18], p. 214).

However, as we saw in Section 3.1, working hours do not always indicate work that
has flow (see, for example, presenteeism in Appendix B). The question is whether there is
another explanation for the link between HWI and positive emotions.

Ng et al. ([54]) demonstrated that the act of working assuages unpleasant feelings
(e.g., anxiety, depression, and/or guilt) that arise when not working (see also [55,56]).
Therefore, “the act of working might play a role as a mood modifier . . . working in order to
escape or avoid dysphoria” ([57], p. 194). Moreover, Baruch [58] argued that workaholism
is a means to escape from problems at home. Avoiding these problems by working for
longer hours may generate positive outcomes (for the worker), or at the very least, prevent
negative consequences related to these employees’ challenges. The propositions regarding
assuaging unpleasant feelings and/or avoiding unpleasant issues while working overtime
are consistently referred to with regard to heavy-work investors who are addicted to work
(workaholics). If we also take into account their lives outside of work, they may even be
addicted to just “doing” things (doingism; [48], p. 12). Indeed, Snir and Zohar [59] found
that workaholics do experience more positive affect while working than they do during
leisure activities.
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We believe that if we take this proposition one step further, we can assume that the
important component of alleviating negative emotions is the de facto ‘doing’ and not
the number of working hours alone. The act of doing might be expressed more in the
effort invested and less in the working hours themselves, as working on something (not
necessarily work-related) may cause someone to develop positive attitudes towards the
object of the action (e.g., [20,50,51]). As was presented earlier, one can work long hours
but with a low level of effort (e.g., presenteeism, LWI, P-HWI). Therefore, we postulate
that long working hours will assuage negative emotions and manifest in flow only if it also
involves high effort. Working long hours, without a substantial investment in effort, will
not necessarily reduce negative emotions and, invariably, does not induce the feeling of
challenge that is needed for flow because the act of doing interesting activities may be low
or even absent. Therefore, we propose:

Proposition 4a. HWI-WI is positively associated with positive affect.

Proposition 4b. The relationship between HWI-TC and positive affect is moderated by the degree
of HWI-WI.

3.4. Cultural Context

Culture may moderate associations related to HWI and the degree of HWI (e.g., [2,32]).
There are cultures that endorse and promote long working hours and those working in-
creased hours may even be idolized or perceived as role models ([34], based on their
research in Japan). These kinds of working climates and cultures encourage employees to
invest more time at work on the one hand and place fewer limitations on routines of exces-
sive time commitment on the other (see [4]). For example, Shkoler and Kimura [2] found
interesting results between Israel and Japan, while Shkoler et al. [48] found differences
between Israel and Romania regarding investing effort in work:

As Israel is known to have an overworking job culture, working much more hours
than the OECD’s average [60], investing time in working (even on breaks) may seem
normative. However, in Romania, one must probably have a high drive for work (i.e., being
a workaholic) in order to be enthusiastic about pouring effort into it on breaks. ([48], p. 12)

In cross-cultural research of five countries (Japan, Israel, USA, Belgium, and the
Netherlands) Snir and Harpaz [61] found that, although in Japan employees were working
more hours than in the other countries, work centrality (for instance) was similar across
all countries. Therefore, different countries can still share the same level of orientation
toward working long hours (“working long hours might be the behavioral outcome of
attributing high centrality to work”; [61], p. 385), and this orientation will manifest in the
efforts invested at work (for further reading on workaholism and culture, see [58]).

As an expression of culture, heavy-work investors in countries with high annual working
hours (i.e., oriented towards working long hours: see, for example, [60]) may feel good about
themselves and feel more positive affect while working than if they are the “aberration” in
their own working culture. Therefore, we put forward the following proposition:

Proposition 5. In countries with high (as opposed to low) annual working hours, HWI-TC is
positively associated with positive affect.

3.5. HWI and Turnover Intentions

According to Festinger’s cognitive dissonance theory [62], when people experience
inconsistencies between their beliefs, attitudes and behaviors, they feel an unpleasant
disharmony (dissonance). To eliminate/balance this dissonance, individuals might change
their attitudes. One of the situations in which dissonance becomes very intense is when
we invest great effort to achieve a certain goal which we find, in the end, to be negative or
not valuable for us. In this instance, we might change our attitude and begin to see it in a
positive way (i.e., effort justification by matching attitude to behavior).

Related to cognitive dissonance is the economic phenomenon of sunk cost, which can
help us understand the interrelation between investment in work and turnover intentions.
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Based on the sunk cost rationale, we may postulate that as employees invest more resources
at work, they will have less intention to leave the organization they have invested in so
much. To elaborate, as the employee invests more resources (e.g., time and energy) at work,
they will be more inclined to remain. This argument is based on “sunk costs”, namely, an
expense that has already been incurred, that is non-refundable and that is, therefore, no
longer relevant for future decision-making. An example of this phenomenon is managers
who continue with failed projects even when there is no merit in doing so [63].

Nevertheless, as can be seen in recent events, the economic rationale of sunk cost is
not always realized. Returning to Festinger [62], it is possible to avoid cognitive dissonance
by matching the behavior to the attitude, and not the other way around. To elaborate,
of late, we have witnessed the phenomenon of the ‘Great Resignation’ (e.g., [64–66]),
whereby employees who (probably) have negative attitudes towards the work domain (for
example, a sense of imbalance in demands between leisure, family and work, unfair pay,
etc.) leave work (i.e., turnover) as a way to cope and reduce the dissonance they experience.
Hence, there are two possibilities for the relationship between turnover intentions (and
actual turnover) and HWI—positive or negative. However, the direction and extent of
this association are conditioned by plausible moderators, such as the generation to which
the employees belong (e.g., Gen X, Gen Y, etc.), their financial obligations/needs, and
so on. That being said, it is clear that HWI-TC is linked to turnover intentions, but this
relationship is unclear, or indirect. Therefore, given the plethora of indirect variables
(moderators/mediators) that could potentially impact this association, we propose:

Proposition 6a. HWI-TC is associated with turnover intentions.

In addition, Popa at al. [41] found that work intensity (HWI-WI) may encourage
employees to work with greater intensity in their organization. Indeed, making an effort
may result in mainly positive consequences for the individual, and, thus, the probability of
turnover intention is lower than in the case of negative outcomes. This is supported by the
rationale outlined throughout the current paper, and Propositions 4 and 9, specifically (see
also [20,50,51]), therefore, we propose:

Proposition 6b. HWI-WI is negatively associated with turnover intentions.

4. HWI and Negative Outcomes for Organizations

Conversely, what would be the case should job demands outweigh the job resources?
Or, in other words, what are the detrimental effects of HWI, having discussed its many
positive aspects?

Generally, empirical evidence shows that HWI can lead to negative outcomes. For
instance, Dembe et al. [21] found negative effects of overtime work on health. In fact,
there is extant research regarding the individual and organizational outcomes of worka-
holism [67] as workaholics are typically associated with poorer mental and physical health;
emotional and cognitive exhaustion; poor sleeping habits; cardiovascular problems; poor
social relationships and work–life conflict (e.g., [7,54,68,69]). Furthermore, Clark et al.’s [70]
review noted several work-related, family, and individual outcomes of workaholism, such
as higher levels of job stress; counterproductive work behaviors and distrust of co-workers;
poor family relationships; family dysfunction; greater work–life conflict; as well as lower
satisfaction with life outside of work, increased burnout, and health issues. In fact, as worka-
holics experience feelings of guilt and anxiety when not working (as mentioned above),
and thus, often work longer than others, they tend to suffer from emotional exhaustion,
cynicism, and depersonalization.

However, many areas of disagreement also exist with regard to the affective experi-
ences of workaholics. For example, one area of research discourse is work enjoyment [70],
whereby, while some argue that true workaholics really do enjoy the act of working and
experience positive emotions, others emphasize that they have low work enjoyment (for
further reading, see [48,57]). In the next section, a few possible negative outcomes of HWI
will be presented.
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4.1. HWI and Counterproductive Work Behaviors (CWB)

One possible negative outcome of HWI may be counterproductive work behaviors
(CWB). In recent years, CWB (e.g., [71–73]) or workplace misbehaviors (e.g., [32,71,74]) have
received considerable attention from researchers, as these manifestations have significant
psychological, sociological, and economic implications for the organizational environ-
ment [74,75]. CWB might be directed at the organization or its members (workers and
management alike), and hence are costly for both the organization and the individual [76].
These behaviors almost always infringe upon important organizational norms and cause
damage to an organization’s objectives, procedures, productivity, profitability, and em-
ployees themselves [15,75,77]. CWB include employees reducing or withdrawing their
input to balance the negative social exchange process [78]; feeling negatively towards the
organization; feeling less motivated; exhibiting distrust (toward to the manager and/or the
organization) and even retaliating against the organization [79], which might manifest as
harassment, theft, sabotage, or worse [77,80].

It is plausible that the relationship between HWI and CWB is indirect by default.
For example, if EWIs perceive their workplace as unfair based on their investment, they
might try to reach an equilibrium by, for instance, reducing productivity, stealing office
items, arriving late to work, and engaging in presenteeism, among others (e.g., [81,82]). In
this case, the perceived unfairness is a conditional factor, a buffer effect—a moderator in
statistical terms—on the relationship between HWI and CWB. Therefore, we propose:

Proposition 7a. The relationship between HWI and CWB is indirect.

Proposition 7b. Perceived (un)fairness/(in)justice moderates the association between HWI and
CWB, such that the greater the unfairness/injustice, the stronger (and more positive) the relationship
between HWI and CWB becomes.

4.2. HWI and Work–Life Balance/Conflict (WLB/WLC)

Another possible negative outcome of HWI may be work–life conflict, which is re-
garded as a work stressor.

The fundamental logic behind stress is the relationship between a person and their
environment, which is appraised as taxing and endangering their well-being [83]. Thus,
psychological stress is defined as the feeling of emotional strain and pressure and phys-
iological reactions to stressors. It is a state of fatigue caused by being exposed to heavy
work-related stressors or loads [84–88] to the individual [89]. There are many different
stressors, including (1) interpersonal relationships (e.g., relationships between friends and
neighbors, the poor relationship among work teams, and work–life conflict); (2) task-related
(e.g., role ambiguity, large workload, unclear tasks, and task conflicts); (3) organization-
related (e.g., the organizational pattern/culture, management model, and organizational
support) and (4) physical and mental stressors (e.g., daily life, inconvenient transport, and
unfair treatment) (e.g., [84,90]).

Work–life balance (WLB) and work–life conflict (WLC) are often used interchangeably
(e.g., [91–96]). Work–life balance is usually defined as the absence of conflict between
work and family or personal roles (e.g., [92,95,97]). Generally speaking, WLB is the de-
gree to which an individual can simultaneously balance the emotional, behavioral and
time demands of (a) paid work; (b) family and (c) personal duties ([92–94]). Conversely,
WLC manifests when at least one domain (e.g., work or personal life) interferes with the
other [98]. This interference may occur because an individual’s attitudes, emotions, skills,
and behaviors in one domain tend to flow into the other, and this can work both ways—for
instance, from work to family and vice versa (work–life spillover theory; see [91,99]). WLC
has been linked to a plethora of negative outcomes, such as reduced job satisfaction; lower
organizational commitment; lower productivity and performance; lower career satisfaction
and success and higher absenteeism and intention to quit; as well as employee burnout, job
stress, poorer physiological and psychological health, substance abuse, and diminished
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family functioning, among others. In addition, workaholics (a type of heavy-work investor)
have been found to exhibit higher WLC than others (e.g., [36,91,97,100,101]).

The theory that best explains the relationship between HWI and WLC is the con-
servation of resources theory (COR; [102–104] see also [105]). This widely used theory
(e.g., [20,72]) illustrates the motivations that drive individuals to both maintain their current
resources and pursue new ones. They are defined as things that we value, specifically:
objects, states, and conditions (e.g., promotions at work, good relationships, energy, time,
and money, etc.).

Capitalizing on COR theory, the relationship between HWI and its possible negative
outcome of WLB becomes clearer. It is a simple linkage: the higher the investment in one’s
work (be it time or effort), the higher the propensity for resources loss, and the increased
probability of experiencing stress and WLC (i.e., work interfering with other life domains)
(e.g., [41]). Notwithstanding, we must emphasize the cardinal role of time in relation to
WLC. First, Rabenu [1] stated that “individuals working reduced hours (including those
working remotely from home) might find that . . . they have to do the same amount of
work in less time (Kelliher and Anderson, 2010). Consequently, these employees experience
excessive effort (work intensification) in their jobs (Burchell, 2002; Fein et al., 2017)” (p.
276). In addition, Fein et al. [10] concluded that “working hours do not stand alone
when employers consider work–life balance programs and policies . . . [and that] work
intensification should be monitored along with total working hours as a strong predictor of
work–life interference” (p. 369). As we can deduce, the time aspect of HWI is of paramount
importance and relevance in relation to WLC. A simple example: an employee working for
12 h (regardless of the effort exerted during these hours) is fundamentally different from an
employee who works for three hours (again, regardless of the effort invested) in terms of
how the devotion of time can (and to what extent) interfere with WLB. To conclude, the
time dimension of the job is key to understanding WLC, above and beyond the effect that
HWI-WI may have on WLC (for further reading on WLC, we encourage reviewing [1]),
Therefore, we propose:

Proposition 8a. HWI-TC is positively associated with WLC.

Proposition 8b. HWI-TC moderates the relationship between HWI-WI and WLC, such that
HWI-WI is positively associated with WLC only when HWI-TC is high, but as HWI-TC decreases,
the relationship between HWI-WI and WLC decreases.

4.3. HWI and Work Burnout

Work burnout is usually described as a psychological chronic stress syndrome
(see [102,106]) comprising (1) emotional exhaustion (individuals feel drained, with no
energy to face another day); (2) feelings of distance from others (cynicism or deperson-
alization: generally following emotional exhaustion, employees develop a state of mind
that serves as a defense mechanism that nurtures negative or cynical attitudes about
their organization and/or colleagues) and (3) feelings of reduced personal accomplish-
ment/efficacy (in practice and in their subjective consciousness, individuals’ levels of
performance decline) [19,107].

Burnout is positively associated with a variety of negative outcomes, from employee
health, such as cardiovascular diseases [108], hyperlipidemia [109], to risk of diabetes [110]
and even depression [111]. Moreover, burnout may have detrimental effects on attitudes
toward the organization, employee performance [112] and work misbehaviors ([82,113];
see also [114–116]). Moreover, burnout may also be affected by job demands (e.g., physical
demands, risks and hazards) and/or job resources (e.g., knowledge, autonomy, supportive
environment) (e.g., [116]), and work stressors (e.g., [82,116]). For further reading on this
topic, please see Schaufeli et al.’s [117] extensive work.

The COR theory ([102–104]; see also [105]) emphasizes that loss of the above-mentioned
resources (Section 4.2) will drive individuals to certain levels of stress, and if balance is not
resumed and sustained, in time, the person will also experience burnout (a consistent and
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chronic deficit of resources). Specifically, the theory states that: (1) individuals with higher
resources will likely gain in resources, but similarly, individuals with fewer resources are
more likely to experience resource losses; (2) initial resource loss will lead to resource
loss in the future; (3) initial resource gains will lead to resource gains in the future; (4) a
lack of resources will invariably lead to defensive attempts to conserve the remaining
resources (sometimes expending more resources, leading to an ever-increasing cycle, a
positive feedback loop, of resources loss that, ultimately, ends in burnout). For further
reading on the theory, see Hobfoll [102–104] and Halbesleben et al. [105].

However, extant research is ambivalent about the association between HWI and
burnout. For example, Tziner et al. [19] and Rabenu et al. [20] found that HWI-WI is
negatively related to burnout. Their findings show that the commitment of time is not
necessarily associated with burnout, but rather the investment of effort that may indicate
job meaningfulness (e.g., IKEA effect: see Section 3.3; [50,51]), which in turn may act as a job
resource to help the individual mitigate experienced work burnout. Ivancevic et al. [118]
have put forward the proposition that HWI has negative consequences on all dimensions
of burnout in their study of Serbian respondents. Overall, this line of research is still in
its infancy and future scholarly work should investigate contexts and conditions where
desirable positive outcomes of HWI are more or less likely. So, in line with extant research,
we might conclude that the investment of time at work (HWI-TC) has a direct impact on
burnout—the more time we spend at work, the more resources we may lose and the greater
propensity to experience stress and burnout.

Nevertheless, what can be said about the investment of effort at work (HWI-WI)? The
COR theory suggests that the more effort we exert at work, the more resources we lose
in doing so, and hence it is more probable that we would experience stress and burnout.
Tziner et al. [19] and Rabenu et al. [20] have found contradictory relationships, meaning
the relationship between HWI-WI and burnout was negative (more effort resulted in less
burnout). Nonetheless, how can three different samples from three different countries (i.e.,
cultural contexts: Romania, Israel and the USA) exhibit the same direction of association
between HWI-WI and burnout? Is the IKEA effect so prolific? We propose that the level
of recovery may also have a buffering effect in this instance: the recovery may help the
employee gain/gather more resources (depleted or not; [102]), and, hence, makes it less
probable that an employee would experience burnout, even after having invested a great
deal of effort at work. In other words, recovery may help to balance resources for the
individual, thus reducing experienced burnout. Therefore, we propose:

Proposition 9a. HWI-TC is positively associated with burnout.

Proposition 9b. The association between HWI-WI and burnout is moderated by the level of recovery.

5. Conclusions

The current theoretical paper is an ambitious attempt to make sense of a (re)surfacing
phenomenon—heavy-work investment—and to provide some meaningful insights into its
two dimensions: HWI-TC and HWI-WI—the devotion of time and exertion of (physical
and cognitive) effort at work, respectively. However, observing the concept of HWI as a
whole (i.e., unidimensional construct) might lead us to lose a great deal of information. As
such, investigating and researching these two dimensions may result in a broader, yet more
precise, the picture regarding the outcomes of HWI. As discussed, these relationships can
be fundamentally different with regard to positive and negative organizational outcomes.

To summarize, Table 1 lists our propositions in an ordinal (and orderly) fashion,
while Figure 2 presents our overall model, based on our propositions, such that empirical
research may be drawn from it and corroborate it. We encourage scholars and practitioners
worldwide to make use of the current paper in order to provide empirical evidence for our
propositions and model.
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Table 1. Summary of the propositions in the current paper.

No. Proposition

1a HWI-WI is positively associated with job performance.

1b The relationship between HWI-TC and job performance is moderated by (a) the degree of HWI-WI, which is conditioned by (b) the
level of recovery.

2a HWI-WI is positively associated with job satisfaction.
2b The relationship between HWI-TC and job satisfaction is moderated by the extent of positive feedback from the manager.
3 The positive relationship between HWI-WI and job satisfaction will be greater than between HWI-TC and job satisfaction.

4a HWI-WI is positively associated with positive affect.
4b The relationship between HWI-TC and positive affect is moderated by the degree of HWI-WI.
5 In countries with high (as opposed to low) annual working hours, HWI-TC is positively associated with positive affect.

6a HWI-TC is associated with turnover intentions.
6b HWI-WI is negatively associated with turnover intentions.
7a The relationship between HWI and CWB is indirect.

7b Perceived (un)fairness/(in)justice moderates the association between HWI and CWB, such that the greater the unfairness/injustice, the
stronger (and more positive) the relationship between HWI and CWB becomes.

8a HWI-TC is positively associated with WLC.

8b HWI-TC moderates the relationship between HWI-WI and WLC, such that HWI-WI is positively associated with WLC only when
HWI-TC is high, but as HWI-TC decreases, the relationship between HWI-WI and WLC decreases.

9a HWI-TC is positively associated with burnout.
9b The association between HWI-WI and burnout is moderated by the level of recovery.
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5.1. Practical Implications for Human Resource Management (HRM)

Human resource management (HRM) practitioners and other management in orga-
nizations, seeking to carry out intervention processes and policies, are recommended to
examine the effort invested at work separately from the “objective” working hours. Further-
more, it is vital to scrutinize the effort exerted in the job during the period of time invested
at work in order to obtain critical results for the betterment of the working environment. As
can be inferred from the propositions, considerable effort, rather than long working hours,
is the cardinal factor that needs to be addressed more carefully and in greater depth with
more research and organizational attention. Therefore, even when effort is more challeng-
ing to measure and assess than working hours, this is the path that performance appraisals
should take. The idea of the importance of effort can be integrated with additional HRM
practices, besides performance appraisals, such as:

(1) Job crafting—which “captures the active changes employees make to their job
designs in ways that can bring about numerous positive outcomes, including engagement,
job satisfaction, resilience, and thriving” ([119], p. 1).

(2) Construction of the meaning of work—managers may serve as architects (or
catalysts) of meaning at work for their employees (e.g., [120,121]). This occurs as the
managers’ actions and relationships with employees “feed” the process that creates the
latter’s meaning at work, alongside job crafting and work culture [1].

(3) Autonomy for employees—employees today, especially knowledge workers and
smart creatives, have a high need for autonomy (e.g., [122,123]). Therefore, micromanage-
ment of working time is likely to taint their relationship with their managers and prevent
them from realizing their full potential [1].

All three examples encourage employees to engage in tasks that they perceive as
significant and therefore may also encourage them to invest more effort in their working
time (and even beyond), for all the benefits postulated in this paper.

5.2. Future Research Directions

The current study unveiled several intricate relationships related to the investment of
both time and effort in the workplace. However, as this is a theoretical paper, we highly
recommend translating our propositions into empirical hypotheses (followed by testing
them, de facto).

Moreover, the focus of the present paper is the outcomes of HWI, and therefore, to
expand the scope of our understanding of HWI as a construct, we suggest investigating its
predictors, and other possible moderators, such as personality dispositions and workplace
fairness, among others (see [14], p. 6). Additionally, there are important HWI predictors
that reflect different levels of work demands and resources to perform a job, and they may
have a considerable impact on HWI [14]. These are, for example, the type of (1) sectors
(e.g., private vs. public); (2) industries (low-tech, high-tech, services, etc.); (3) jobs (nurse,
truck driver, manager, engineer, etc.) and (4) work arrangements (e.g., part-time, full-time,
self-employed). We highly recommend that future research (empirical and/or theoretical)
take these contextual factors into account.

Furthermore, as we followed the suggestions of and review by Tabak et al. ([31]),
the number of outcomes proposed in the current study was limited, and we strongly
recommend that future research explores different and other consequences of HWI, such
as health-related outcomes, organizational profitability, organizational commitment, and
performance appraisals, among others (see [14], p. 6).

In addition, it would be beneficial to explore different avenues of control variables
that could potentially confound or have a significant impact on the associations outlined
in Figure 2. For example, job tenure, personality dispositions, financial situation at home,
generation gap (Gen X, Gen Y, Gen Z, etc.), managerial level, national and organizational
cultures, and leadership style of management, among others.

Finally, as HRM utilizes new technologies in its service (for a review, see [124]), it
would be worthwhile investigating whether the introduction of various technological
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measures to HRM will enable, in the near future, the measurement/monitoring of the effort
invested at work in a way that will be reliable on one hand, and will not negatively impact
the employees (such as stress and fatigue; see, for example, [40]), on the other.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Glossary of abbreviations.

COR Conservation of resources theory
CWB Counterproductive work behaviors
EWI Excessive work investor

HRM Human resource management
HWI Heavy-work investment

HWI-TC Heavy-work investment (time commitment dimension)
HWI-WI Heavy-work investment (work intensity dimension)

LWI Low work investor
MWI Moderate work investor

OB/IOP Organizational behavior/industrial and organizational psychology
P-HWI Pseudo-heavy-work investment
WLB Work–life balance
WLC Work–life conflict

Appendix B. Presenteeism

Presenteeism is defined as “attending work while ill” ([125], p. 521). Presenteeism is
a problem in the workplace because it is “the problem of workers’ being on the job but,
because of illness or other medical conditions, not fully functioning—can cut individual
productivity by one-third or more” ([42], p. 1). In addition, presenteeism might lead to
perceptions of ineffectiveness as a result of reduced productivity. Rabenu and Aharoni-
Goldenberg [11] noted the possibility of investing long working hours (time) but with
minimal effort. It is possible that individuals with HWI may show up at work only to not
be able to work to their full potential.

However, there is many a disagreement as to the definition of presenteeism (see [126]),
and, as such, we argue that presenteeism is more than “going to work while ill”, as being
ill is but one manifestation of presenteeism, in our humble opinion; attending work while
sick will invariably make the employees work less, or less effectively. Additionally, being
present at work, while exerting low efforts, may stem from formal work requirements (e.g.,
a very demanding supervisor who appreciates an employee by the time invested at work,
rather than actual performance) and even a lack of motivational drive to invest more effort
(e.g., perceived inequity at the job, such as unequal pay and rewards; see [81]). Ergo, we
define presenteeism as:

Attending work for the main purpose of being “present” on-site, investing time at
the job, without necessarily increasing productivity and/or performance. In other words,
being present at work, is de facto, but this renders the individual an absent-presentee for
different reasons (e.g., work requirements, lack of motivation, being ill).

It is of paramount importance to discuss, even briefly, the motivational basis for
presenteeism. An absent-presentee, as per our definition, is at work, but for different
reasons, he/she will make an emphasis on the “being present” aspect at the job, as the
time commitment is easy to gauge and measure by the organization (as an act of showing
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off that “hey, I am here on my work desk”). This employee is a high-work investor,
indeed, although the investment is focused on the time aspect, and not the efforts. As
such, presenteeism might have a negative impact on the organization. For example, being
present at work but using the internet or mobile phones, for personal uses instead of
working, is not a new phenomenon. Following our definition, absent-presentees (people
who engage in presenteeism) will use phones more often than others, just for the sake
of passing the time but displaying an attendance to work. In this manner, using mobile
phones at work might have detrimental effects on the job (e.g., [127,128]). Furthermore, a
recent study made by Dietz et al. [129] has demonstrated that presenteeism can crossover
from the management/leaders to the workers, which highlights the profound effect that
presenteeism might have on work.

As a general notion, exerting vast quantities of time and effort at work (i.e., HWI or
presenteeism), has been linked to a number of negative factors, such as increased burnout
([20]; only the time dimension of HWI), job stress, work-family conflict [130], reduced
recovery at work [131], reduced satisfaction from work, increased turnover intentions
and work-family conflict, reduced performance ([86]; only the time dimension of HWI),
and more.
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