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Abstract  We sought to investigate the relationships between occupational category, workaholism, and workplace 
aggression, using a sample of 249 faculty and staff members employed full-time at a large Southeastern university. 
The focus shifted to exploratory analyses using self-reported categorizations after receiving a low response rate from 
blue-collar workers, as defined by the current study. Interestingly, self-categorizations were much closer to 
population estimates. Self-reported occupational category was not significantly related to workaholism nor 
workplace aggression, however, the self-reports were related to typical factors used to differentiate occupational 
categories (e.g., percentage of manual labor and level of education). Moreover, workaholism was positively related 
to and significantly predicted workplace aggression. Findings emphasize the importance of organizational policy 
targeted at reducing workaholic tendencies, as these policies may also lower workplace aggression incidents. The 
results also point to a discrepancy between common determinants of true occupational category and one’s self-
categorization, a finding that may be of interest to future occupational category research. 
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1. Introduction 

The U.S. Office of Personnel Management [1] 
conceptualizes blue- and white-collar jobs into the term 
occupational categories. These occupational categories 
have several key defining features—blue-collar work 
involves activities such as trades (e.g., electrician) and 
manual labor, while white-collar work has an emphasis on 
office work, specialized higher education, and the use of 
analytical or judgement skills. Other researchers have used 
similar conceptualizations (e.g., [2,3]), thus, occupational 
category is likely an umbrella term encompassing 
different situations and job characteristics.  

Occupational categories can influence workers and their 
well-being. Early research suggests white-collar workers 
value intrinsic job aspects, whereas blue-collar workers 
were focused on external factors [4,5]. Anjum and Parvez 
[2] found white-collar workers were more satisfied, earned 
more, were more autonomous, had greater task 
significance, and exhibited higher self-esteem. In 
comparison, Wright and colleagues [6] reported blue-
collar workers had more physical work environment 
complaints, more health symptoms (mental and physical), 
less stimulation, less work enjoyment, less autonomy, 
more monotonous work, feelings of less fit with their job, 
and lower life satisfaction.  

Other work environment factors, such as work stress, 

can have varying effects on employee well-being. Work 
stress may lead to counterproductive work behaviors 
(CWBs; [7]), which consist of unethical behaviors by an 
employee intended to harm the organization for which 
they work [8]. Anjum and Parvez [2] found that, 
compared to white-collar workers, blue-collar workers are 
more counterproductive, with the most frequent CWB 
being abuse. Poor physical working conditions are also 
related to increased bullying risk [9] and are prevalent in 
blue-collar positions [6].  

Workplace aggression research has consisted of 
many terms and conceptualizations involving 
interpersonal deviance, harassment, CWBs, and more 
[10,11]. Barling and colleagues [10] expanded on 
existing definitions, defining workplace aggression as 
behaviors enacted by employees intending to harm 
individuals within the organization or even the 
organization itself, in which the target is motivated to 
avoid the aggressive behavior. Examining common 
CWBs (e.g., abuse) reveals they fit typical definitions 
of workplace aggression, thus, CWBs will be 
conceptualized as a form of workplace aggression in 
the current study. Environmental conditions have been 
an area of focus for workplace aggression research 
[3,9]. For instance, role stressors and interpersonal 
conflicts appear to be triggers of aggressive work 
behavior [12]. Finstad and colleagues [3] found a lack 
of autonomy and supportive environment, as well as 
heavy job demands, could lead to workplace aggression.  
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2. Current Study 

The main objective of the current study was to evaluate 
the potential moderating influence of workaholism on the 
occupational category—workplace aggression relationship. 
Consensus in the literature denotes workaholism is the 
compulsive need to work excessively hard [13]. 
Workaholism positively relates to both work stress and 
workplace aggression [11,13]. Much research has been 
conducted on how environmental factors at work, such as 
workplace aggression (e.g., [3,9]), affect different areas of 
one’s life, but little has investigated the moderating role of 
personality factors such as workaholism. Balducci and 
colleagues [11], after finding a small association between 
workaholism and workplace aggression, proposed there was 
potential for workaholism to moderate the relationship 
between situational factors and workplace aggression.  

We looked to add to existing research on the work 
environment—workplace aggression relationship by 
focusing on a single organization (i.e., a large 
Southeastern university), thereby hoping to reduce 
variation in organizational culture. While there is existing 
literature showing blue-collar workers exhibit more CWBs 
[2], we used a broader measure of workplace aggression in 
the current study, instead of focusing on subfactors (e.g., 
physical, verbal). We also investigated the potential 
moderating influence of workaholism on the occupational 
category—workplace aggression relationship, following 
ideas from prior research [11].  

If workaholism moderates the relationship between 
occupational category and workplace aggression, this will 
provide more insight on the correlates of workplace 
aggression. By further understanding these relationships, 
organizations can better focus training and intervention 
development efforts to limit this risk. Ultimately, we hope 
that any interventions developed to reduce aggression risk 
are tailored to the occupational category at a higher peril 
for workplace aggression. Accordingly, we strive to 
contribute to extant literature.  

3. Hypotheses  

Much research in the domain of workplace aggression 
has focused on the work environment [3]. Specifically, of 
these work environment factors, work stress and poor 
physical conditions both relate to higher risk of workplace 
aggression [9,14] and are commonly portrayed in blue-
collar workers [6]. These poor work environment factors 
encountered by blue-collar workers ultimately relate to 
higher levels of workplace aggression incidents. In 
addition, compared to white-collar work, blue-collar work 
is more related to CWBs, a form of workplace aggression 
[2]. The conservation of resources (COR; [15]) theory can 
be used to explain this relationship. Based on the COR 
theory, individuals seek to protect and expand upon their 
resources; the absence or removal of such resources 
relates to distress [15]. This loss of resources could 
manifest in the form of workplace aggression for blue-
collar workers, as they may already be lacking in 
resources and might be more vulnerable to loss spirals in 
order to maintain the resources they have left. 
Accordingly, we proposed the following hypothesis:  

Hypothesis 1 (H1): Occupational category will be 
related to workplace aggression such that workplace 
aggression will be greater in blue-collar workers than in 
white-collar workers. 

Workaholism has commonly been related to an internal 
compulsion to work [16]. Occupational category research 
has examined the role of motivators, whereby blue-collar 
workers value external factors (e.g., rewards) more than 
white-collar workers [4,5]. Opportunity also plays a role 
in excessive working found in workaholics. White-collar 
positions often involve technology and computer usage, 
which can be provided by an employee’s company [17]. 
Given their internal motivation, similar to descriptions of 
an internal compulsion for workaholism [13], and the 
access to technology throughout the day (even after hours), 
white-collar workers are provided with more reason and 
opportunity to work excessively hard. According to the 
COR theory, acquisition of resources enhances an 
employee's ability to work [15]. However, depletion or 
loss of these resources may increase the prevalence of 
stress and the desire to recover lost resources (and gain 
new ones) through extensive work and workaholic 
tendencies [18]. This might be especially true of white-
collar workers, as their jobs are characterized by task 
identity, task significance, and autonomy [2]. Therefore, 
the following hypothesis is presented:  

Hypothesis 2 (H2): Workaholism will be related to 
occupational category such that workaholism will be 
greater in white-collar workers than in blue-collar workers.  

Many outcomes of workaholism and correlates of 
workplace aggression seem to overlap. For example, 
higher levels of workaholism have been linked to CWBs, 
a form of workplace aggression, along with work stress 
[13,19]. Furthermore, work stress is associated with 
increased CWBs and other forms of aggression [7,14,12]. 
Shimazu and colleagues [20] found workaholism to be 
positively related to emotional discharge, defined by 
Carver et al. [21] as openly venting one’s negative 
feelings to others. Balducci and colleagues [11] theorized 
emotional discharge could build into aggressive behavior 
in workaholics. Additionally, as described earlier, in 
accordance with the COR theory, individuals are focused 
on protecting and obtaining mental and physical resources 
[22]. Workaholism involves excessive work and constant 
work-related thoughts [13], which drains resources. In 
addition, workaholism may not lead to improved 
performance [13]; in line with COR theory, increased 
performance refers to resource gain. According to the 
fourth principle of COR theory, individuals enter a 
defensive mode when their resources are stretched or 
depleted, thereby leading to aggressive or irrational 
responses to cope with the resource depletion [22]. Hence, 
we proposed the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 3 (H3): Workaholism will be positively 
related to workplace aggression. 

In accordance with COR theory, the potential increased 
time spent working outside of the office for white-collar 
workers, as well as the decreased autonomy and poor 
working conditions faced by blue-collar workers, could be 
seen as a loss of resources. Of note, in the current study, 
time spent working outside of the office refers to working 
in evening and/or weekend. The addition of workaholism, 
a construct related to work stress [14], could be perceived 
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across categories as a further depletion of resources (e.g., 
time and effort) as individuals have a compulsion that 
drives them to incessantly work. With the exhaustion of 
resources, principle four of COR theory (i.e., lack of 
resources will lead to defensive attempts to conserve the 
remaining resources) would suggest the possibility for 
aggressive and irrational behavior [22]. Thus, the 
following hypothesis is presented: 

Hypothesis 4 (H4): Workaholism will moderate the 
relationship between occupational category and workplace 
aggression, such that the higher the levels of workaholism, 
the stronger the relationship between occupational 
category and workplace aggression.  

4. Methods 

Participants 
After data were cleaned (e.g., cases were removed for: 

failing validity check items, not completing study 
measures, and not meeting the study requirements of full-
time employees at least 18 years or older), the final 
sample consisted of 249 full-time faculty and staff 
members employed at a large Southeastern university. 
Demographic information is presented in Table 1.  

Table 1. Demographic characteristics of the study participants  
(N = 249) 

Characteristic Description 
 

Gender 
 

70.3% Female, 28.1% Male, 1.6% Non-Binary 
Age M = 46.3, SD = 11.6, Range = 24 – 78 years old 

Race/Ethnicity 82.3% Caucasian, 10.8% African American, 
3.6% Asian/Pacific Islander 

Position 68.3% Staff, 31.3% Faculty 

Marital status 72.7% Married/Domestic Partnership, 17.7% 
single/never married 

Children 65.9% have children 
Modal career Professional Staff (38.6%) 

Hours per week M = 46.9, SD = 8.7, Range = 40 – 90 hours 
Remote hours M = 13.3, SD = 15.2, Range = 0 – 62 hours 

Schedule flexibility 57.8% Fixed Hours, 42.2% Variable Hours 

University tenure M = 10.2 years, SD = 8.4, Range = 0.3 – 50 
years 

Manual labor % M = 8.8, SD = 17.5, Range = 0.0 – 98.0% 
manual labor 

Self-Categorization 85.5% white-collar, 13.7% blue-collar 
 

Procedure 
Participants were recruited via email to a random 

selection of faculty and staff and asked to complete a 
survey using Qualtrics. They were provided informed 
consent in which they were assured of the confidentiality 
and anonymity of the survey, and verified their participation 
was voluntary. Participants then responded to demographic 
questions, items about their current position, a workaholism 
measure, and a workplace aggression measure.  
Measures 

Occupational Category. The U.S. Office of Personnel 
Management’s [1] classifications of blue- and white-collar 
were utilized. Respondents were also asked to self-
categorize as blue-collar or white-collar based on an item 
on the survey that queried how they would categorize their 

current position. Additional items were added to the 
demographics section to further understand each 
respondent’s position. These items included: “Which 
description applies to your current position more? I work 
with my hands and tools OR I work with information;” 
and “Which skills are more often required by your 
position? Trade and/or Manual Labor OR Analytical 
and/or Judgmental?”  

Workaholism. The 29-item Workaholism Analysis 
Questionnaire (WAQ; [23]) was used to measure 
workaholism. A McDonald’s omega of .924 and 
Cronbach’s alpha of .921 were obtained in the current study. 

Workplace Aggression. The 29-item Aggression 
Questionnaire [24] was used to measure workplace 
aggression. As this measure was not initially developed 
for workplace aggression research, minor changes were 
made to the instructions and the wording of some items to 
ensure respondents answered in the context of their work. 
A McDonald’s omega of .869 and Cronbach’s alpha 
of .861 were obtained.  

5. Results 

Transformations were conducted on four variables to 
account for deviations from normality, including: a rank 
transformation on the hours per week variable, a log 
transformation on the position tenure and manual labor 
percentage variables, and a square root transformation on 
the remote hours per week variable. Skewness and 
kurtosis for each of these variables are in Table 2. All 
analyses containing these variables were completed once 
with the transformed variables and once with the original 
variables. Although we present both the transformed and 
non-transformed models below, the results were, notably, 
the same when tested both ways.  

Table 2. Skewness and kurtosis estimates prior to and following 
transformation of variables 

 Before Transformation Following 
Transformation 

 Skewness Kurtosis Skewness Kurtosis 
Hours 2.04 5.61 0.15 -1.40 

Position 
Tenure 1.931 4.950 0.04 -0.63 

Manual Labor 
Percentage 2.784 8.120 0.78 -0.76 

Remote Hours 1.07 0.24 0.20 -1.33 

 
Table 3 includes the McDonald’s omegas, Pearson 

correlations, and descriptive statistics for the study, 
demographic, and working condition variables. 
Workaholism was positively related to workplace 
aggression, thereby supporting H3. Due to a lack of blue-
collar participants (N = 14 , 5.6%) based on the U.S. Office 
of Personnel Management’s classifications of blue- and 
white-collar, exploratory analyses were undertaken to 
investigate relationships with self-categorizations of 
occupational category. While the percentage of individuals 
self-identifying as blue-collar was still low (N = 34, 13.7%), 
it was much closer to more recent population estimates 
(13.9%; [25]) and hence used for the analyses.  
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Table 3. Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
Aggression (.869)              

Workaholism .470*** (.924)             
Fixed Hours .142* .239***             

Self-
Categorization .069 .035 -.058            

Age -.040 -.108 .125* -.105           
Gender .024 .021 -.225*** .076 -.148*          

Education .056 .086 .451*** -.321*** .037 -.171*         
Income -.037 .124 .325*** -.254*** .287*** -.265*** .462***        
9. Hours 

Transformed .064 .390*** .458*** -.070 .077 -.060 .375*** .427***       

10. Remote 
Transformed .056 .163* .345*** -.262*** .144* .015 .262*** .229*** .326***      

11. Labor 
Transformed .108 -.029 .168** .467*** -.222*** -.117 -.203** -.284*** -.066 -.281***     

12. Hours .025 .336*** .389*** .016 .070 -.116 .287*** .407*** .870*** .223*** -.004    
13. Remote .017 .135* .270*** -.228*** .168*** .025 .224*** .237*** .303*** .950*** -.279*** .212   
14. Labor .060 .110 -.040 .561*** -.187* -.017 -.263*** -.272*** .265*** -.265*** .838*** .086 -.231***  

Mean 1.66 2.32 - - 46.27 - - - - - - 46.91 13.28 8.88 
SD .38 .62 - - 11.63 - - - - - - 8.65 15.16 17.46 

Note. N = 249. Main diagonal values represent McDonald’s omegas. Male coded “0” and female coded “1.” Fixed hours coded “0” and variable hours coded “1.” Self-categorization of white-collar coded “0” and blue-collar coded “1.” 
*p <.05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 

 

Table 4. Regression models predicting workplace aggression with transformed variables 

 Model 1 Model 2 
Predictor sr β se p sr β se p 

Workaholism .46 .53 .04 < .001 .44 .53 .04 < .001 
Self-Category .06 .07 .07 .297 .01 .07 .25 .817 
Fixed Hours .06 .08 .06 .277 .06 .08 .06 .277 
Education .05 .06 .03 .409 .05 .06 .04 .417 

Remote Hours .03 .03 .01 .604 .03 .03 .01 .606 
Age -.00 -.00 .00 .990 .00 -.00 .00 .999 

Hours -.16 -.20 .00 .007 -.16 -.20 .00 .007 
Gender .01 .01 .05 .887 .01 .01 .05 .886 

Manual Labor .01 .01 .04 .900 .01 .01 .04 .907 
WorkaholismXSelf-Category     .00 .00 .10 .940 

     ΔR2 = 0.00 
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For self-categorization, neither the correlations nor the 
t-tests were significant for workaholism or aggression, 
thus refuting H1 and H2. That said, though not significant, 
the mean scores for both workaholism and aggression 
were slightly higher for those who self-categorized as 
blue-collar and the correlations were positive (white-collar 
= 0, blue-collar =1). Furthermore, self-categorization of 
occupational category was significantly related to level of 
education. Additionally, self-categorized white-collar 
individuals worked significantly more remote hours per 
week (M = 8.84, SD = 5.91, n = 207) than self-categorized 
blue-collar individuals (M = 1.30, SD = 3.59, n = 34), 
t(52.66) = 5.012, p < .001, d = 0.84, 95% CI [0.44, 1.24]. 
This difference was also significant when using the non-
transformed remote hours variable, t(63.57) = 4.971, p 
< .001, d = 0.77, 95% CI [0.38, 1.15]. Self-categorized 
blue-collar workers reported a significantly higher 
percentage of manual labor (M = 16.62, SD = 4.50, n = 34) 
than did self-categorized white-collar workers (M = 2.50, 
SD = 3.35, n = 207), t(40.30) = -6.986, p < .001, d = 1.39, 
95% CI [0.91, 1.86]. This difference was also significant 
when using the non-transformed manual labor variable, 
t(34.19) = -5.399, p < .001, d = 1.26, 95% CI [0.78, 1.72].  

Two multiple regression analyses were run for 
predicting workplace aggression, one using transformed 
variables and the other using non-transformed variables. 
For exploratory purposes, the models were fit predicting 
workplace aggression from workaholism, hours per week, 
self-categorization of occupational category, whether 

work hours were fixed or variable, remote hours per week, 
age, gender, education, and manual labor percentage. Both 
the transformed model (R2 = .26, F(9, 224) = 8.670, p 
< .001, 90% CI [.15, .32]) and the non-transformed model 
(R2 = .26, F(9, 224) = 8.896, p < .001, 90% CI [16,32]) 
significantly predicted workplace aggression, whereby 
workaholism and hours worked were the only significant 
predictors; this provides further support for H3. Slopes, 
standard errors, p-values, and semi-partial r for the 
transformed model are in Table 4 (Model 1) and for the 
non-transformed model in Table 5 (Model 3). We also 
reran the model predicting workplace aggression (see 
Model 5) and the interaction (Workaholism X Self-
Category) model (see Model 6) with only the variables of 
interest (i.e., workaholism and self-categorizations); 
nothing changed in terms of significance (see Table 6), 
thereby refuting H4. However, workaholism was the only 
significant predictor of workplace aggression in both 
models, which again supports H3.  

Two additional models were fit including the 
interaction term for workaholism and self-categorization 
(Model 2 using transformed data and Model 4 using non-
transformed data). Slopes, standard errors, p-values, semi-
partial r, and change in R2 for the transformed model, 
including interaction term, are in Table 4, while results for 
the non-transformed model are in Table 5. The interaction 
term was not significant, thus, we again have no evidence 
of moderation and H4 was not supported; only the number 
of weekly hours was a significant predictor.  

Table 5. Regression models predicting workplace aggression with non-transformed variables 

 Model 3 Model 4 
Predictor sr β se p sr β se p 

Workaholism .48 .52 .04 < .001 .45 .53 .05 < .001 
Self-Category .08 .10 .08 .190 .01 .10 .25 .804 
Fixed Hours .06 .08 .05 .262 .07 .08 .05 .260 
Education .04 .05 .03 .518 .04 .04 .03 .533 

Remote Hours -.01 -.01 .00 .865 -.01 -.01 .00 .862 
Age -.00 -.00 .00 .978 .00 -.00 .00 .997 

Hours -.16 -.19 .00 .005 -.16 -.19 .00 .005 
Gender -.01 -.01 .05 .919 -.01 -.01 .05 .923 

Manual Labor -.02 -.03 .00 .683 -.03 -.03 .00 .669 
WorkaholismXSelf-Category     .01 .01 .10 .871 

     ΔR2 = 0.00 

Table 6. Regression model predicting workplace aggression from self-categorization and workaholism 

 Model 5 Model 6 
Predictor sr2 β se p sr2 β se p 

Workaholism .23 .48 .03 < .001 .21 .48 .04 < .001 
Self-Category .00 .06 .06 .280 .00 .06 .24 .806 

WorkaholismX 
Self-Category 

 
 

    .00 .00 .10 .981 

       
ΔR2 = 0.00   

 

6. Discussion 

In this study, we sought to investigate the occupational 
category—workplace aggression relationship, as well as 
the potential moderating influence of workaholism. The 
number of blue-collar participants, as defined by the U.S. 

Office of Personnel Management’s classifications of blue- 
and white-collar, was much lower than the national 
average [25]. Thus, self-categorizations of occupational 
category were utilized accordingly. Nonetheless, the 
relationship between workaholism and workplace 
aggression could still be investigated. Notably, we found a 
medium positive workaholism—workplace aggression 
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relationship. Moreover, workaholism significantly 
predicted aggression in all the models we tested, with a 
small to moderate amount of variance found to be 
attributed to workaholism. These results support and 
expand previous findings by Balducci et al. [11].  

Exploratory analyses revealed self-categorization of 
occupational category was not significantly related to 
either workplace aggression or workaholism. Self-
categorization was, however, significantly related to 
typical components used to differentiate occupational 
categories, such as percentage of manual labor and level 
of education. These results suggest individuals may be 
aware of and have some insight on generally 
acknowledged occupational category differences. This 
result is somewhat surprising given its discrepancy with 
what was found when investigating participants’ job roles.  

Multiple regression models were fit predicting workplace 
aggression from workaholism and other relevant work and 
demographic variables. Surprisingly, hours worked had a 
negative slope despite its positive zero-order correlation with 
workplace aggression. This result may indicate hours worked 
is suppressing some variance in workaholism not related to 
workplace aggression, as its slope exceeded its zero-order 
correlation. Additional regression models were fit containing 
the interaction term of workaholism and self-categorized 
occupational category in order to investigate a potential 
moderating influence. Analyses revealed the interaction was 
not significant, nor did the inclusion of the interaction term 
result in a substantial R2 change. This result provided no 
significant evidence to further probe a moderating effect.  
Study Limitations 

The current study is not without limitations. The 
original intent of the study could not be fully examined 
due to a lack of blue-collar participants, despite attempts 
to oversample from potentially high blue-collar 
departments. One potential reason for the low response 
rate by blue-collar workers, in spite of oversampling, may 
be a lack of flexibility in work tasks. For example, blue-
collars workers may not have the same amount of time as 
white-collar workers to complete computer-based surveys 
at work. In the exploratory analyses that followed, self-
categorization of occupational category was investigated, 
however, the discrepancies between self-categorization 
and actual categorization compared to the study 
definitions raises questions about whether the initial 
research goal was adequately achieved.  

Another study limitation involves the sample being 
drawn solely from workers at a large Southeastern 
university. Several factors, such as racial and gender 
distribution, as well as education levels, might likely 
differ from population totals. Hence, caution should be 
taken when generalizing results outside of a large 
Southeastern university. Future researchers should take 
this into account and make additional attempts to achieve 
a more representative sample. 
Organizational Implications and Future Research 
Directions 

Our research findings highlight that workaholism is 
related to increased workplace aggression, thereby 
providing an additional reason for organizations to 
discourage workaholic tendencies and enhance work-life 
balance initiatives. Furthermore, in the current study, 

remote work was found to relate to workaholism. While 
technology can make out-of-office work easier, 
workaholism still relates to negative outcomes including 
worse health and work stress, and the increase in work 
does not necessarily equate to better performance 
[13,19,26,27]. Additionally, the increased aggressive 
behavior caused by workaholism is related to negative 
organizational outcomes such as theft [11,14]. 
Accordingly, our findings highlight the importance of 
investing in efforts aimed at reducing workaholism and, 
consequently, workplace aggression.  

While workaholism did not have a moderating 
influence between occupational category and workplace 
aggression, future researchers should continue to 
investigate potential moderating factors. The challenge of 
sample size will continue to exist in occupational category 
research, however, this should not discourage the 
investigation of occupational category differences. Future 
researchers should attempt to sample from large 
organizations that may provide better representative samples 
of both blue-and-white-collar occupational categories (e.g., 
internet and cable industries which have a hybrid of physical 
on-site and remote computer-based work).  

The current study also revealed there may be a 
difference between how individuals perceive their 
occupational category and their true occupational category. 
This difference may be of importance to future research on 
the subject of occupational categories. Does one’s perception 
of their occupational category interact with their true 
occupational category to influence their behavior and well-
being? Future research on occupational category differences 
should consider investigating this question further. 

Furthermore, although Buss & Perry’s [24] measure 
contains four types of workplace aggression (i.e., physical, 
verbal, anger, and hostility), the average of the total items 
was measured in the current study. Perhaps there are 
differences in the relationships we observed (or did not 
observe) based on the type of aggression. For instance, 
feasibly most participants did not endorse physical 
aggression items, whereas verbal aggression, anger, or 
hostility items may have been more commonly endorsed. 
Theoretically, there could also be a case made for a 
stronger relationship between workaholism and anger, in 
particular. We provide this suggestion for a potential 
future research direction. Also, in addition to the literature 
on deviance and aggression, there is also research on 
positive deviance (e.g., [28]). It would be interesting to 
examine if workaholics are more or less likely to engage 
in positive deviance compared to their peers. For example, 
they may use certain forms of constructive deviance (e.g., 
extra-role behaviors, taking charge, etc.) as a way to 
engage in their workaholism.  
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