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ABSTRACT
The present study investigates the effects of previous day recovery experiences (i.e.,
psychological detachment from work and daily off-job activities) and reattachment to work on
work engagement and positive affect during the day. We hypothesized that off-job activities were
related to next day recovery outcomes depending on the happiness level felt during the activities.
In a daily diary study, 73 academics completed a general questionnaire and a total of nine daily
surveys over three consecutive workdays (219 data points). Participants reported their recovery
experiences in bedtime (time 1), levels of reattachment to work at noon (time 2), and levels of
state work engagement and positive affect in the evening (time 3). Multilevel analyses revealed
that psychological detachment was associated with positive affect but not with work engagement.
Household and passive activities contributed positively to work engagement in the next day if
happiness felt during the activities was high. Family time had a main positive effect on work
engagement. And, remarkably, active leisure was associated with less work engagement and
positive affect the next day if happiness during the activity was low. As predicted, reattachment
to work at noon was a strong predictor of state work engagement during the day. The findings
emphasize the importance of personal experiences in predicting the effects of off-job activities on

recovery outcomes, using a sample at high risk for work-life conflict and burnout.

Keywords: psychological detachment, reattachment, recovery from work, work

engagement, positive affect, daily diary study.



OZET
Bu arastirmada is saatleri sonrasi gergeklestirilen aktiviteler yolu ile isten gecici olarak zihinsel
kopmanin ve ertesi giinii ise yeniden baglanmanin, ise baglilik ve pozitif duygu durumu
iizerindeki etkileri incelenmistir. I sonras1 aksam yapilan aktiviteler ile ertesi giinkii ise baglilik
ve pozitif duygu arasindaki iliskinin aktiviteler sirasinda hissedilen mutluluk seviyesine gore
degistigine dair bir etkilesim hipotezi kurulmustur. Caligsma i¢in Tiirkiye’deki bir {iniversiteden
73 akademisyen tek seferlik bir baslangi¢ anketini ve toplam 9 adet giinliik anketi pes pese 3 is
giiniinde doldurmuslardir (N=219 veri noktas1). Giinliik anketler gece, 6glen ve aksam isten
cikarken olmak iizere toplam ti¢ kez doldurulmustur. Katilimeilar gece anketinde o gilinkii isten
uzaklagma deneyimleriyle ilgili 6l¢ekleri (Zaman 1), 6glen anketinde is gilinii baglamadan dnce
ise yeniden baglanmalariyla ilgili 6l¢egi (Zaman 2), aksam isten ¢ikmadan once ise o giinkii ise
baglilik seviyesi ve pozitif duygu durumlariyla ilgili 6l¢ekleri doldurmuslardir (Zaman 3). Cok
diizeyli analiz sonuglarina gore aksam isten ¢iktiktan sonra zihinsel olarak isten kopmak ertesi
giinkii pozitif duygu durumunu olumlu etkilemektedir fakat ise baglilikla iligkili degildir. Giinliik
1s dis1 aktivitelerdeyse ev isi aktiviteleri ve pasif aktivitelere harcanan zamanin, eger bu
aktiviteler sirasinda mutluluk seviyesi yiiksekse ertesi giinkii ise baglilik diizeyinde iizerinde
pozitif etkisi oldugu bulunmustur. Ayrica aile aktivitelerine harcanan zamanin ige baglilik tizerine
olumlu etkisi vardir. Dikkat ¢ekici bir sonug da sosyal ve fiziksel aktivitelerin eger aktiviteler
sirasinda mutluluk diizeyi diisiikse ertesi glinkii ise baglilik ve pozitif duygu durumunu olumsuz
yonde etkilemesidir. Ongoriildiigii gibi sabahleyin ise yeniden baglanma o giinkii ise baglilik
seviyesi arasinda giiglii bir iliski vardir. Bu ¢alisma ig-yasam ¢atigsmasi ve tiikenmislik riskinin
yiiksek oldugu bir 6rneklemi kullanarak, kisisel deneyimlerin is disinda yapilan aktivitelerin
arastirilan sonug degiskenleri iizerindeki etkisini degistirebilmesindeki 6neminin altini

cizmektedir.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Work is a demanding experience for employees that necessitates a rest period afterward to
recover from the work-related effort. Yet, the traditional 9-to-5 working pattern which gives
employees opportunities to temporarily detach (i.e., to disconnect) from work during their off-job
time is no longer viable in the modern work context. Therefore, the boundaries between work and
life outside work have blurred, and the work—rest cycle is impaired to some extent (Sonnentag &
Zijlstra, 2006). For instance, American Time Use Survey demonstrated that employees spend
more time working at home in 2016 than in 2003, which increased from 2.6 to 3.1 hours, hinting
that recovery from work during off-job time might be at risk. Insufficient recovery for an
extended period of time is associated with poorer employee well-being, health, and functioning
(Meijman & Mulder, 1998; Sonnentag, Binnewies, & Mojza, 2010; von Thiele Schwarz, 2011).

There is a substantial body of empirical research on the factors leading to recovery from
work as well as the effects of recovery on individual well-being and functioning at work.
Initially, Sonnentag (2001) categorized several off-job activities (e.g., household activities, social
activities) into two groups—high-duty tasks and leisure activities—suggesting these activities
might be related to recovery-related outcomes with respect to their potential to hamper or
facilitate recovery. Next, it has been suggested that psychological detachment from work
facilitates recovery by keeping the mind away from job-related thoughts temporarily (i.e., during
the off-job time) (Sonnentag & Bayer, 2005). Recently, Sonnentag and Kiihnel (2016) have
proposed that reattachment to work is a complementary process to detachment such that
reattachment is necessary to activate the work-related mind and to enhance functioning at work
after a detachment period. Authors showed in a daily diary study that reattachment to work in the

morning predicts work engagement during the workday.
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Using a diary study design, the present study investigates the within-person dynamics in
the relationship between daily off-job time, and work-related and affective well-being outcomes
in a sample of academicians. More specifically, we examine the role of psychological detachment
from work, the interactive effect of time spent on and happiness during off-job activities, as well
as the effect of reattachment in the morning on two recovery outcomes, next day’s state work
engagement and state positive affect. We aim to contribute to recovery research in several ways.
First, the present study examines whether the extent to which the off-job activities are
experienced with happiness matter for recovery. Findings from the off-job activities research are
mixed and inconclusive for the hypothesized hampering and enhancing effects (for a review, see
Demerouti, Bakker, Geurts, & Taris, 2009), probably due to the operationalization of activities in
terms of the amount of time. We follow several authors’ suggestions that subjective experience of
the activities (e.g., enjoyment) should also be taken into account (e.g., ten Brummelhuis &
Bakker, 2012). Oerlemans, Bakker, and Demerouti (2014) for instance found that happiness
during off-job activities moderated the relationship between time spent on off-job activities and
subjective well-being before bedtime. We intend to take a step forward and investigate whether
the interaction effect of happiness can manifest itself for the next day engagement and affect at
work (i.e., spillover effect). Second, we aim to test a better categorization of off-job activities in
the relevant literature, especially for the child-related activities. That is, the current categorization
of these activities appears to be problematic such that they are labeled as care activities as if they
only have an obligatory nature. Yet, child-related activities might also comprise other activities
such as play activities and having dinner together. Thus, we introduced the category of family-
and child-related activities with a modified explanation encompassing these activities in addition
to childcare. Third, we aim to contribute to the knowledge on the new concept of reattachment to

work by replicating the previous finding about its effect on work engagement in a different
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sample and by testing its effect on a different outcome variable, state positive affect, while
controlling for the effects of detachment from work and recovery activities in the previous
evening. Finally, we examine the suggested relationships in a sample of academicians, which is
an occupational group known to be at high risk for work-life conflict and burnout (Watts &
Robertson, 2011). It should be noted that this study is one of the few diary studies that examine
the daily recovery from work among academicians (for the other studies, see van Hooff, Geurts,
Kompier, & Taris, 2007; van Hooff, Geurts, Beckers, & Kompier, 2011).
CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Effort-Recovery Model and Conservation of Resources Framework

Two complementary models emphasizing the role of recovery in maintaining well-being
are Meijman and Mulder (1998)’s Effort-Recovery (E-R) Model and Hobfoll (1989, 2002)’s
Conservation of Resources (COR) framework. The E-R Model states that spending effort at work
results in negative load reactions (e.g., fatigue). Yet, these straining reactions are reversible if
psychobiological systems taxed during work are not employed during off-job time. Specifically,
if relieved from job-related demands, psychobiological systems are returned to predemand levels,
and recovery occurs (Meijman & Mulder, 1998). If recovery happens at an insufficient rate,
additional effort would be necessary to function well and prevent performance problems the next
day. This extra effort results in larger straining reactions which, in the long run, may lead to
health and well-being problems. Similarly, COR states that resources play a crucial role in coping
with stress (Hobfoll, 1989). The main tenet of this framework is individuals strive to maintain,
retain, and protect their resources that help them to function optimally during the day. These
resources comprise (a) object resources such as a house and a car, (b) condition resources such as

a good marriage, (c) personal characteristics such as self-esteem, and (d) energy resources such
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as level of vigor (Demerouti et al., 2009). Individuals experience stress when there is (a) an actual
loss, (b) a threat to lose, or (c) a feeling of inability to regain their resources after spending them
(Hobfoll, 1989).

In the context of work-life interface, resource loss at work and the inability to regain (i.e.,
to recover) these resources during after-work hours are problematic for well-being and
performance. For example, one’s self-esteem may be damaged after a stressful workday. In that
case, one would need either to gain new resources or to restore the impaired resources to cope
with the negative effects of daily distress level (Demerouti et al., 2009; Hobfoll, 1989; Park,
Fritz, & Jex, 2015). If resources are not replenished, additional effort is needed to function
normally during the day (Binnewies, Sonnentag, & Mojza, 2009). In other words, resource
recovery becomes vital for employees such that their life outside of work has an impact on their

work performance and well-being.

2.2 State Work Engagement and State Positive Affect

The present study investigates two recovery indicators; state work engagement and state
positive affect as work-related and individual well-being outcomes, respectively. First, work
engagement is a “positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is characterized by vigor,
dedication, and absorption” (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Vigor refers to an energetic state and
willingness to invest effort to work. Dedication is related to finding significance in work and
feeling pride while working. Absorption is a state where one feels fully engaged and concentrated
in work. The prior research described work engagement as a stable trait (Schaufeli, Salanova,
Gonzalez-Roma, & Bakker, 2002) and focused on between-person differences. Further,
Sonnentag (2003) claimed that in addition to the enduring part of engagement, there is also a

transient component of it implying the differences within the same individuals across time. Later,



research confirmed that work engagement has substantial variations both in within- and between-
person (e.g., Bakker, 2014).

Meta-analysis studies found that work engagement was associated with important
outcomes such as task performance and contextual performance (Christian, Garza, & Slaughter,
2011), organizational commitment, health, and turnover intentions (Halbesleben, 2010). Thus,
both theoretically and practically, it is important to investigate the predictors of work engagement
to get a more comprehensive picture of the processes leading to this experience.

Next, state positive affect is defined as a mood state reflecting one’s level of enthusiasm,
being active and alert on a specific moment (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988). More
specifically, high positive affect refers to “a state of high energy, full concentration, and
pleasurable engagement” (Watson et al., 1988). In a meta-analysis of within-person studies, state
affect was positively associated with task performance and organizational citizenship behavior,
and negatively associated with counterproductive work behavior (Shockley, Ispas, Rossi, &
Levine, 2012). These associations imply more empirical attention should be given to shed light
on the factors empowering state positive affect.

2.3 Role of Psychological Detachment in Recovery

Psychological detachment from work denotes not only refraining from job-related
activities but also being temporarily distanced from job-related thoughts and feelings during the
off-job time (Sonnentag & Bayer, 2005; Etzion, Eden, & Lapidot, 1998). It is also described with
the analogy of one’s “mentally switching off from work”, with the aim of recharging oneself for
the subsequent workday. The mechanism by which temporary psychological detachment from
work helps to promote work-related and general well-being can be explained through daily

resource recovery which is in line with the COR framework (Hobfoll, 1989).



During psychological detachment from work, the resources taxed during the workday are
no longer used and rather are replenished. Conversely, staying connected to work during after-
work hours drains resources and impairs resource replenishment during off-job time, leading to
less available energetic and affective resources for the next day. Work engagement—i.e., having
enough energy and resilience, feeling significance during work—will be less likely to occur the
next day when having insufficient resources. Compensation of lost resources might lead to strain
reactions by spending extra effort (in line with the E-R perspective), and investment of other
resources to offset net resource loss (in line with the COR perspective) which may decrease
positive affect experienced during the day.

Within-person studies show that detachment during the evening is related to positive
mood, lower levels of fatigue and exhaustion, high levels of vigor at bedtime, decreased work-
related exhaustion, and increased work engagement the next day, and state of being recovered in
the morning (Sonnentag & Bayer, 2005; Demerouti, Bakker, Sonnentag, & Fullagar, 2012;
Sonnentag, Binnewies, & Mojza, 2008; Derks, van Mierlo, & Schmitz, 2014; ten Brummelhuis &
Bakker, 2012; Sonnentag & Kiihnel, 2016; Binnewies, Sonnentag, & Mojza, 2010; Niks, Gevers,
de Jonge, & Houtman, 2016). Thus, in line with the literature, we expect that detachment in the
evening leads to resource recovery. This recovered state implies restored attentional, energetic,
and affective resources, which elicits work engagement and a positive affect the next day.

H1: Psychological detachment from work in the evening is positively related to (a)
work engagement and (b) positive affect the next day.
2.4 Role of Daily Off-Job Activities in Recovery
Daily off-job activities can have important implications for the recovery process.

Sonnentag (2001) described five types of off-job activities and classified them into two main



groups as high-duty tasks and leisure activities based on their potential for recovery. The first
group is defined as activities with a high-duty profile, which contains job-related activities as
well as household and childcare activities. Sonnentag argues that high-duty activities employ the
resources that are the same or similar to those used during the workday. These activities, hence,
do not replenish the depleted resources, but instead, they consume more resources, implying the
disrupted recovery. The second group—social, low-effort, and physical activities—is defined as
leisure activities. These activities do not have an obligatory nature, but they are “done for its own
sake” (Sonnentag, 2001). As a result, they lead to restoration and even enhancement of resources
via increasing the opportunities to recover from work.

However, empirical studies showed inconsistent findings regarding these assumptions.
High-duty activities have not consistently shown the adverse effects, and leisure activities do not
always confirm the hypothesized favorable effects on recovery, mostly with nonsignificant
results (see Demerouti et al., 2009). This is mostly a result of operationalizing the off-job
activities only by the amount of time, but not by the subjective experience. Supporting this idea,
the studies taking into account the subjective experience found more significant results. To our
knowledge, three examples of such studies are present. First, Volman, Bakker, and Xanthopoulou
(2013) examined the extent to which the individual “wants to” engage in an activity in a
particular day moderates the relationship time devoted to activities and daily recovery. Next, ten
Brummelhuis and Trougakos (2014) looked at the role of intrinsic versus explicit motivation for
each off-job activity, as a moderator for the effect on next morning recovery. Finally, Oerlemans
et al. (2014) found that happiness during the off-job activities moderated the relationship between
time spent on those activities and subjective well-being at bedtime. These findings implicate that
not only time spent on the activities but also quality experienced during off-job activities is of

importance for recovery outcome. Specifically, the assumed recovery or hampering effect of
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activities on recovery outcomes might be affected by how these activities are experienced, and
failure to take this into account might be the reason of the inconsistent findings across the off-job
activities research. Following Oerlemans et al. (2014), the present study examines happiness
during activities as a moderator in the off-job activities—recovery relationship.
2.5 The moderating role of Happiness during Off-Job Activities

The recovering effect of happiness can be explained by the mechanisms proposed by
Frederickson’s (2001) broaden-and-build theory of positive emotions. The theory leads to the
premise that positive affect expands resource recovery. Frederickson argued that negative
emotions, such as fear, narrow the range of activities due to the urges with survival purposes
(e.g., escaping); yet, positive emotions do not require a specific narrowed response, but rather
they “widen the array of thoughts and actions”. Consequently, positive affect broadens
individuals’ thought—action repertories (the ‘broaden’ hypothesis) and this increased action lead
to enhanced resources (the ‘build’ hypothesis). Specifically, positive affect enlarges attention,
cognition, and action, and consequently increases resources, which, in turn, results in enhanced
functioning and well-being. Another proposition of the theory is the incompatibility of positive
and negative emotions due to their belongingness to the same thought—action repertoire.
Fredrickson also argues that positive effects can “undo” the negative effects implying that
negative load reactions resulting from the workday activities can be alleviated through increased
positive affect during activities. On the basis of the broaden-and-build theory, we hypothesize
that happiness during the evening may lead to a state the next morning in which individuals are
fully recovered from the previous day through replenishment of resources. We will examine this

moderator effect of happiness in the relationship between five types of off-job activities and



recovery outcomes: Work-related, household, family- and child-related, passive, and active
leisure activities.

First, work-related activities during off-job hours were hypothesized to impede recovery
the next day (Sonnentag, 2001). Previous studies mostly confirmed this effect that time spent on
work-related activities is shown to decrease well-being before sleep (Sonnentag, 2001);
happiness and vigor at bedtime (Bakker, Demerouti, Oerlemans, & Sonnentag, 2013); next
morning vigor and next day work engagement (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). Yet, several
studies could not find any relationships with several recovery outcomes such as depression and
fatigue (Sonnentag & Natter, 2004; Rook & Zijlstra, 2006). Theoretical explanations for this
hampering effect are similar to those related to the mechanism of psychological detachment from
work. Working during off-job hours impairs resource restoration and even drains more of the
individuals’ resources, resulting in further loss of energetic and affective resources (Hobfoll,
1989). We assume that the negative association between work-related activities and recovery
might be weakened by happiness during the activity (e.g., one may feel accomplished while
working in the evening). Even though working drains the same resources that are already
expended in work, happiness during working—as an affective resource—can offset the net loss of
resources (Hobfoll, 1989). From the perspective of broaden-and-build theory, positive affect
during an activity can undo the negative load reactions (Fredrickson, 2001).

H>: Time spent on work-related activities in the evening is negatively related to (a)
work engagement and (b) positive affect the next day, but happiness during this
activity will attenuate this hampering effect.

Prior research focused on the inhibitory effect of household and childcare activities on
recovery. Sonnentag (2001) asserted these activities fall into the category of high-duty tasks

because of their obligatory nature. That is, household and childcare activities cannot be
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postponed, or can only be postponed to a lesser extent (i.e., an individual cannot choose whether
to feed his or her own children.) In addition, these activities need to be fulfilled when already
fatigued after a workday, which maintains the resource loss according to COR (Hobfoll, 1989).
However, this hypothesized inhibitory effect could not be supported yet while the effects were
almost always nonsignificant (Sonnentag, 2001; Sonnentag & Natter, 2004; Sonnentag & Zijlstra,
2006). This might be due to two reasons. First, studies mostly assessed household and childcare
activities together even though they might have different impacts on recovery. Importantly,
measuring household and childcare activities in the same activity category undermine the real
effects of childcare activities. In line with that, ten Brummelhuis and Bakker (2012) argued that
household activities might have detrimental effects on recovery, but childcare activities at least
do not hamper recovery. ten Brummelhuis and Trougakos (2014) found that childcare activities
were related to feelings of being recovered if intrinsically motivated, but household activities are
still unrelated. Thus, it is important to measure household and childcare activities separately.
Second, labeling childcare activities as a high-duty task might contradict the role of family
activities in enhancing well-being (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). In fact, even though
Sonnentag (2001) described the childcare activities as obligatory and recovery-inhibiting, the
examples of this category are only comprised of care activities but does not include having dinner
with family and play activities with child (Sonnentag, Niessen, & Neff, 2012). Similarly,
Fredrickson (2001) suggest that play activities build social resources through social bonds and
attachments, implying that play activities with children might help someone to recover from
work. Family time should not be equated with care activities. Thus, we assess family- and child-
related activities to tap the family-related time, instead of the category of childcare activities.
We expect that the relationship between time spent on household and family-related

activities and recovery outcomes are moderated by the enjoyment of the activities. Household
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activities may provide opportunities for cognitive distraction from work. Besides, some of the
household activities might be more enjoyed than of others (e.g., shopping for groceries).
Similarly, family-related activities can provide opportunities to socialize together. Whereas it was
argued that the “demanding and obligatory nature of household and childcare activities exceeds
their potentially beneficial effects” (Sonnentag, 2001), we believe that potential benefits can
surpass the assumed harmful effects, especially for child-related activities—given the high
psychological value of children (Kagit¢ibasi, 2007). Enjoying these activities may increase the
recovery potential because positive affect enhances resources (Fredrickson, 2001).

Hs: Time spent on household activities in the evening is positively related to (a) work

engagement and (b) positive affect the next day if happiness during such activities is

high.

Ha: Time spent on family- and child-related activities in the evening is positively

related to (a) work engagement and (b) positive affect the next day if happiness

during such activities is high.

Passive activities are characterized by their requirement of low levels of effort. This
category comprises several activities such as lying on the couch, watching television, and reading
a magazine. Passive activities are hypothesized to enhance resource recovery by not putting
additional demands on functional systems alerted during work hours. As a result, functional
systems can be returned to predemand levels (Meijman & Mulder, 1994; Sonnentag, 2001).
Studies partially supported the hypothesized favorable effects of low-effort activities on recovery
(Sonnentag, 2001; ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012; Oerlemans & Bakker, 2014; ten
Brummelhuis & Trougakos, 2014), sometimes could not find any link (Sonnentag & Natter,
2004; Sonnentag & Zijlstra, 2006; Oerlemans et al., 2014; van Hooff et al., 2011) but at least did

not provide any evidence for an inhibitory effect. Even so, happiness during the passive activity
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might affect the relationship between the amount of time for the activity and recovery outcomes.
If passive activities are enjoyed, the recovery potential will be promoted by the expansion of
resources, which is in accordance with the broaden-and-build theory (Fredrickson, 2001).
Hs: Time spent on passive activities in the evening is positively related to (a) work
engagement and (b) positive affect the next day if happiness during such activities is
high.

Active leisure activities require more effort, as opposed to passive activities. These
activities are comprised of social activities (e.g., having dinner with friends, talking to a friend on
the phone, and going to a concert) and physical activities (e.g., exercising, going for a walk).
Sonnentag (2001) suggested social activities enhance recovery by providing opportunities for
social support, which is shown as increasing psychological well-being. Besides, those resources
required for the workday are not employed for such activities, which enables resource recovery.
Next, physical activities have an impact on recovery through two possible mechanisms. First,
these activities provide a cognitive distraction from work-related demands. Second, both
enhanced levels of body temperature and secretion of serotonin and dopamine hormones result in
the improved mood (Bakker et al., 2013). As a result, physical activities are helpful for
maintaining mental and physiological well-being.

Empirical evidence on social activities and particularly physical activities show more
consistency regarding favorable effects on recovery (e.g., Sonnentag & Natter, 2004—increased
vigor at bedtime; Sonnentag & Zijlstra, 2006—decreased need for recovery) with less null
findings and almost no harming effect (exceptions; social activities on depression, Sonnentag &
Natter, 2004; active leisure on fatigue, van Hooff et al., 2011), implicating the high recovery
potential of those activities. Yet again, the happiness level might moderate the positive impacts of

social and physical activities. Because active leisure requires effort to some degree, the
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unpleasantness of the activity may inhibit the potential recovery. If social activities do not
provide any social support, or if physical activities are engaged with the feeling of obligation, one
might regret the time and effort allocated for these activities, signaling a failure to build
resources.
Hs: Time spent on active leisure in the evening is positively related to (a) work
engagement and (b) positive affect the next day if happiness during such activities is
high.
2.6 Reattachment to Work and Well-being

Sonnentag and Kiihnel (2016) introduced the concept of reattachment to work, defined as
“the process of rebuilding a mental connection with one’s work as an important experience at the
home—-work interface.” They argued that in addition to the role of detachment from work on
recovery-related outcomes, switching to the work mode after an off-job period.is likewise
important. That is, psychological detachment does not guarantee work-related and general well-
being for the next day if one is unable to reattach to work again the next day.

Sonnentag and Kiihnel (2016) showed that reattachment to work before the formal
workday started predicted work engagement during the workday. They suggest this relationship
can be explained by three mechanisms. First, by reattachment, one activates the work in the mind
and realizes the work-related tasks again. This early mental awareness results in considering the
necessary energy for upcoming work tasks and allocating energy accordingly, already before the
workday starts, which helps to be vigorous during the workday. Second, reattachment helps one
shift one’s attention from nonwork to work by putting nonwork issues into the background and
transiting to work mode before the workday. This increased on-task focus facilitates absorption to
work and decreases the need for self-regulation. Third, even when reattachment leads to anxiety

regarding upcoming work events, one can still benefit from reattachment by allocating resources

13



(e.g., social support, time management) to deal with the workday, which might keep engagement
levels high, or at least less decreased. Thus, we expect reattachment to work in the morning is
positively related to work engagement during the workday, aiming to replicate Sonnentag and
Kiihnel’s finding in a different sample.
Next, we expect reattachment leads to enhanced positive affect during the day. Even
though Sonnentag and Kiihnel (2016) suggest that reattachment does not necessarily denote an
affective state but rather, a neutral affective tone and a mental activation of work-related state of
mind, it might lead to self-control and efficiency at work that can consequently give the feelings
of satisfaction and accomplishment. Furthermore, engagement to work is a positive state in itself
that brings positive affect. Put differently, state positive affect may increase alongside state work
engagement as a result of reattachment to work. In line with current information, we formulate
our final hypothesis.
H7: Reattachment to work in the morning is positively associated with (a) work
engagement and (b) positive affect during the day, controlling for previous day’s
psychological detachment and off-job activities.

2.7 Stress and Well-being in Academia

Increasing concerns regarding stress and well-being of academicians have stimulated
research on faculty stress and well-being from several countries (UK; Darabi, Macaskill, &
Reidy, 2016; Ireland; Hogan, Hogan, Hodgins, Kinman, & Bunting, 2014; South Africa;
Rothmann & Jordaan, 2006; Australia; Bell, Rajendran & Theiler, 2012; Boyd et al., 2011). In
their systematical review of studies about academic staff, Guthrie et al. (2017) manifests that
university staff predominantly report they found their job stressful, and the prevalence of burnout

appears up to 37% in the academic community—which is considerably higher than other
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professional groups and is comparable to ‘high-risk’ occupational groups such as healthcare
workers (Watts & Robertson, 2011).

Academics’ exposure to high stress appears to be due to mainly two reasons. The first
reason is the high workload that results from multiple job demands including teaching, research,
and university service (Kinman & Jones, 2014, p. 39). The second reason is the unbounded nature
of academic work (Hallstein & O’Reilly, 2012, p. 19-20) which means a lack of clear boundaries
between work and life outside of work. Specifically, academic work is not fully completed during
formal working hours, as opposed to most of the other professional groups, but is mostly taken
home during evenings and weekends. This signals that academics might be particularly
vulnerable to insufficient recovery from work. Hogan et al. (2014) suggest that this unbounded
culture might lead academics to work longer hours, which make them prone to work-life conflict
and psychological strain.

Based on the above review of findings, examining recovery from work in faculty
members appears to be crucial. Hence, our study sample is comprised of academics. We examine
how academics’ daily off-job time use affects their positive affect and engagement at work.
Dubbelt, Rispens, and Demerouti (2016) showed in their diary study that academics’ daily work
engagement was related to the number of publications over the next three years. Thus, the present
study might have practical implications for academicians to recommend how to use their time for

having recovery opportunities on a daily basis and improving their academic productivity.
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CHAPTER 3
METHOD
3.1 Sample and Procedure

The present study was designed as a quantitative daily diary study. Data was collected at a
nonprofit private research university in Istanbul, Turkey, from academic faculty members
including professors, lecturers, and postdoctoral researchers. Graduate students were not targeted
to have a homogenous sample in terms of age and educational level. Three criteria should have
been met for participation in the study. First, participants should have been native Turkish
speakers. Second, the academic staff from Psychology, Medicine, and Nursing departments were
excluded due to their potential familiarity with the study topic. Lastly, faculty members who were
abroad during the data collection period were excluded.

Participants were recruited with convenience sampling through email and/or personal
contact. Specifically, academicians were initially approached upon availability. Through personal
contact, they were briefly informed about the study and asked whether they were interested in
participating. Postdoctoral researchers were accessed through professors and graduate students
because this information was not available from the university website. Seventy-five academics
out of the 185 contacted academics agreed to participate in the study, resulting in a 40.54%
response rate. This is not a low response rate considering that diary surveys are regarded as
burdensome (Hektner, Schmidt, & Csikszentmihalyi, 2007), and e-mail invitations might have
gone unnoticed especially among academicians who are known to receive high numbers of
emails per day (Sappleton & Lourenco, 2016). Of the data from 75 participants who agreed to
participate, data from two participants had to be canceled due to insufficient and retrospective

completion of daily surveys leading to a final sample of 73 academic faculty members.
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Data was collected through questionnaires in paper-and-pencil format. Even though our
sample has no difficulty in accessing the internet, we still preferred this format to online surveys
for the convenience to the participants, especially in the bedtime surveys. All scales were in
Turkish via back-translation method, or if available, scales already validated in Turkish were
used. Participants were provided with a survey package including (1) an informed consent form
describing the study and assuring confidentiality, (2) a baseline questionnaire, (3) nine daily
surveys (including bedtime, noon, and evening surveys for three days), and (4) envelopes to
return the surveys. The baseline questionnaire includes questions regarding demographic
information such as gender, age, parental status; and stable characteristics such as dispositional
negative affectivity. Participants then started to fill out the daily surveys for three consecutive
days over a period of one week—i.e., Monday night through Thursday evening.

The daily diary surveys comprised of three types: (T1) The bedtime survey was responded
to before bedtime and included scales regarding off-job activities as well as psychological
detachment from work during that evening; (T2) the noon survey, including the reattachment to
work scale, was completed anytime between 11 a.m. and 1.30 p.m.; and (T3) the evening survey,
which was completed before leaving the workplace, involved the state work engagement and
state positive affect scales. On Monday, participants only responded to the bedtime survey. On
Tuesday and Wednesday, they filled out the daily surveys three times a day. Lastly, on Thursday,
the study was completed for participants after they responded the afternoon and evening scales.
Each survey was designed to take no more than 3—4 minutes in one sitting to decrease the burden
of the participants (Reis & Gable, 2000; Sonnentag & Geurts, 2009). Table 1 shows a summary

of the study measures.

17



Table 1

Summary of study measures

Measurement Occasions Variables

Baseline Questionnaire Demographic variables(i.e., gender, age, marital status);
Time 0 (Before diary surveys) Trait work engagement; Dispositional negative affect
Time 1 (bedtime) Off-job activities after work (Amount of time,
Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday happiness); Psychological detachment from work
Time 2 (noon) Reattachment to work

Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday
Time 3 (evening) State work engagement; State positive affect

Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday

Data collection was started as follows. After participants agreed to participate in the
study, the researcher delivered the survey packages to the participants in face-to-face meetings
and retrieved their signed informed consent form prior to participating in the study so that survey
packages did not have any identifier information when returned. Participants initially filled out
the baseline questionnaire and begin the diary part of the study on a Monday night in their
available weeks. Due to the vast number of questionnaires, reminder messages were sent to the
participants for each daily survey via e-mail. They continued until the last survey on Thursday
evening. When the participants returned their completed surveys, they were asked whether the
study was exhaustive, and there was no complaint about the time spent on surveys.

The final sample consisted of 73 academic members who have at least a postgraduate
degree. The mean age was 37.49 (SD = 6.85; range 29 to 65 years), and the participants were 37
females (50.7%) and 36 males (49.3%). Regarding the academic title, there were 12 associate
(16.4%) and 24 assistant professors (32.9%), 13 instructors (17.8%), and 24 postdoctoral

researchers (32.9%). Full professors were not approached during the data collection due to
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potential failure to reach them via e-mail. 56.2 % of the respondents were married, and one
person did not provide marital status information. Out of 73 participants, 15 of them have at least
one child. Among 15 participants, nine of them have a child younger than the age of six. The
average job tenure was 5.74 years (SD = 5.15), organizational tenure was 3.79 years (SD = 4.61),
and weekly work hours was 44.87 hours (SD = 10.43). Only five participants had a leadership
position.
3.2 Diary Measures

Daily off-job activities. In the bedtime survey (T1), participants reported how they spent
their evening (i.e., off-job time). They were provided with six activity categories and their
descriptions, mostly based on Sonnentag (2001)’s categorization with some modifications.
Categories include (a) work-related activities, for example, preparing a presentation, finishing a
work task after work hours; (b) household activities, for example, ironing, cleaning the house,
buying groceries; (c) low-effort activities, such as lying on the couch, watching television,
reading a book; (d) social activities, such as having dinner with friends, calling a friend, going to
a party; (e) physical activities, such as exercising, going for a walk, dancing. As explained in the
hypothesis development, for the sixth activity type, Sonnentag (2001)’s category of childcare
activities was modified and introduced as “family- and child-related activities”. The examples of
this category include having dinner together as a family, play activities with children, and also
several childcare-related activities (e.g., dressing the children, picking them up from school).
After the given descriptions of activity categories, participants were asked to indicate the time
spent on the off-job activities in hours and minutes on that respective day. On average,
participants spent about 64 minutes on work-related activities, 42 minutes on household
activities, 59 minutes on family- and child-related activities, 85 minutes on passive activities, 34

minutes on social activities, and 20 minutes on physical activities. Due to methodological issues,
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social and physical activities are combined into the category of active leisure as in van Hooff et
al. (2011). Average time spent on active leisure activities was calculated by summing the time
spent on social and physical activities, resulted in 54 minutes on average. Next, happiness during
off-job activities was measured with a single item (“How happy did you feel during this
activity?”) as in Oerlemans et al. (2014), on a scale ranging from 1= Not happy atall to 5 =
Extremely happy.

Psychological detachment. We measured psychological detachment from work in the
bedtime survey with the 4-item Psychological Detachment subscale of Recovery Experience
Questionnaire (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007), adapted for daily assessment. The responses were on a
scale ranging from 1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree. Sample items were “Today
during my off-job time I forgot about work” and “Today during my off-job time I distanced
myself from my work.” The mean alpha reliability score was .93 across three days indicating
good reliabilities.

Reattachment. Participants reported their levels of reattachment to work in the noon
survey to a 5-item scale developed by Sonnentag and Kiihnel (2016) on a response scale ranging
from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. One sample item was “Before I started my
work this morning, [ mentally tuned into my work.” The mean alpha reliability was .76.

State work engagement. We assessed daily work engagement before leaving the
workplace with the 9-item Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES-9; Schaufeli, Bakker, &
Salanova, 2006), shortened from the 17-item UWES-17 (Schaufeli et al., 2002). The scale was
adapted for daily assessment and validated by Breevaart, Bakker, Demerouti, and Hetland (2012).
The scale was adapted into Turkish and validated among Turkish employees by Eryilmaz and

Dogan (2012). The response scale ranges from 1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree.
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Sample items were “Today, I felt happy when I was working intensely” and “Today, I was
enthusiastic about my job.” The mean alpha reliability was .921.

State positive affect. We assessed participants’ daily levels of positive affect at the end of
the workday with the 10-item Positive Affect subscale of the Positive and Negative Affect
Schedule (PANAS; Watson et al., 1988). The scale was adapted into Turkish and validated
among Turkish students by Geng6z (2000). The participants were asked to report how they feel at
that specific moment (i.e., before leaving the workplace). The items include 10 adjectives (e.g.,
interested, excited), responded on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = Very slightly or not at all; 5 =
Extremely). The mean alpha reliability was .93.

3.3 Baseline measures

Baseline questionnaire included demographic variables such as gender, age, marital status
and the number of children, and work-related variables such as academic status (e.g., assistant
professor, lecturer, postdoc) and weekly work hours. The responses were obtained with single
questions for each.

Trait work engagement. We controlled for the participants’ trait levels of work
engagement in the data analysis. Even though the present study concentrated on within-person
processes that fluctuate from day-to-day, it is of importance to assess whether there are between-
person differences and whether the observed day-level relationships among day-level constructs
are over and above the general tendencies across individuals. Breevaart et al. (2012) stated that
even though work engagement is mostly a transient state that changes from day-to-day, some
people might be more likely to experience work engagement. Trait level of work engagement was
measured with the 9-item UWES-9 (Schaufeli et al., 2006), shortened from the 17-item UWES-
17(Schaufeli et al., 2002). Different from the assessment of state work engagement, participants

were asked to report how much engaged they are to work in general. A 5-point Likert scale was
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used (1 = Not like me at all; 5 = Very much like me). One sample item was “I feel happy when I
am working intensively.” The reliability alpha score was .87.

Dispositional negative affect. We controlled for participants’ trait level of negative affect
due to its potential impact on day-level well-being variables (e.g., Kiihnel, Sonnentag, &
Westman, 2009; Sonnentag et al., 2010). Burke, Brief, and George (1993) supported that negative
affectivity has an impact on the relationship between recovery experiences and well-being. The
variable is measured with 10 items from the PANAS (Watson et al., 1988). The items were
composed of 10 adjectives (e.g., nervous, upset), responded on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = Very
slightly or not at all; 5 = Extremely). The reliability alpha score was .83.

3.4 Analytical strategy

Considering the multilevel structure of the current data in which daily observations (i.e.,
level 1) were nested within individuals (i.e., level 2), the present study employed a multilevel
analysis approach using the software Mplus 7.4 (Raudenbush & Bryk, 1992; Muthén & Muthén,
1998-2012). The person-level variables (level 2; e.g., gender and age) were centered at the grand
mean, and the day-level predictor variables (level 1; e.g., reattachment) were centered at their
respective person mean.

To create the interaction term between time spent on off-job activities and happiness
during the activities, time and happiness scores for each activity were centered at their respective
person’s mean, and the products of these centered scores were taken as interaction terms. To test
the moderating effect of happiness during off-job activities, simple slopes were tested using the

computational tools developed by Preacher, Curran, and Bauer (2006).
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS

4.1 Descriptive Statistics

Table 2 presents the means, standard deviations, and zero-order correlations of the
study variables. Intraclass correlation coefficients (ICC) were calculated to determine the
amount of variance explained by the different levels of the data. Results show that 62.4% of
the variance of the state work engagement variable and 50.5% of the positive affect variable
are accounted for by within-person variations. For the variables of psychological detachment
and reattachment, 54.4% and 63.7 % of variances can be attributed to within-person
variations, respectively.
4.2 Hypothesis Testing

To test the study hypotheses, multilevel regression analyses predicting state work
engagement and state positive affect were performed separately. Control variables were
gender, age, and trait work engagement when predicting state work engagement (hypothesis
lato 7a); and gender, age, and dispositional negative affect when predicting state positive
affect (hypothesis 1b to 7b).

Table 3 presents the three nested models predicting state work engagement. In Model
1, between-person variables (i.e., gender, age, trait work engagement) and psychological
detachment were entered into the equation. Next, the main effects of time spent on, and
happiness experienced during the five off-job activities, and their interaction terms were
entered in Model 2. Finally, reattachment was entered in Model 3. Model 1 revealed that
gender does not have a significant association with state work engagement, whereas age has a
marginally significant positive relationship. As expected, trait work engagement has a

significant association with state work engagement.
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Table 2
Means, standard deviations, and zero-order correlations between study variables

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Gender (Female) — — —
2. Age 37.49 6.85 .10 i
3. Trait Work Engagement 4.02 0.54 -.14 21 —
4. Dispositional Negative Affect 1.88 0.58 19 14 -.32" —
5. Psychological Detachment 2.58 0.94 -.00 .08 .06 -.22 — -.02 22" 15"
6. Reattachment 3.65 0.51 .16 -.10 15 .01 -.02 — .10 39
7. State Positive Affect 3.06 0.65 -.01 .16 AT -.32" 25 .09 — 59"
8. State Work Engagement 3.41 0.60 -.03 25" 68" - 47 17 417 68" —
9. Time Work activities 1.06 0.96 .00 -.04 10 .02 -74" -.09 -.09 -.03
10. Time Household activities 0.70 0.45 .16 12 -.14 .08 27" .06 -.07 -.04
11. Time Family activities 0.98 0.94 .02 .08 A1 21 .02 .01 .09 A1
12. Time Passive activities 1.41 0.85 -.02 -.05 .06 .01 12 14 -.05 -.05
13. Time Active leisure 0.90 0.84 .05 11 .03 -12 317 -.07 12 .02
14. Happiness Work activities 2.77 0.84 -11 .06 357 -.29" 18 .19 44" 43"
15. Happiness Household activities ~ 2.88 0.75 -.23 .05 .04 .05 A7 -.19 .02 -.03
16. Happiness Family activities 4.03 0.68 .06 -.31" 22 .01 .07 317 35" .26
17. Happiness Passive activities 3.64 0.67 10 -.04 .08 -.04 40" .04 21 12
18. Happiness Active leisure 4.00 0.58 28" 17 20 -.06 18 -.04 27" 23

Continued
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Table 2 (Continued)

Variable 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
5. Psychological Detachment -.69™ .07 .05 18" 29 14 15 12 22" 13
6. Reattachment -.04 .01 .05 .07 -.07 20" -.08 27" 12 -12
7. State Positive Affect -.05 -.06 .08 .03 .08 26™ .01 24 18" 21"
8. State Work Engagement -.03 -.02 A1 .02 .03 33" -.05 13 24 21"
9. Time Work activities — -.16" -11 -.24" =22 -.07 -.13 -.09 -11 -12
10. Time Household activities -.30" — -.09 .04 -17" -.02 12 -.07 A1 .08
11. Time Family activities -.13 -.03 — -.20" =227 .08 .09 217 -.06 .05
12. Time Passive activities -.24" A1 -.33" — -.12 .03 -.08 .05 A7 13
13. Time Active leisure -.21 -.08 -.39" .05 — -.02 -11 13 .04 22"
14. Happiness Work activities -.06 -11 -.01 .04 .20 — 18" 277 20" .18
15. Happiness Household activities -11 25" .05 -.05 -.15 .04 — 20" 277 14
16. Happiness Family activities -.03 -.09 24 .02 -.10 .23 12 — .39™ .39™
17. Happiness Passive activities -.19 13 -.09 19 16 .09 17 397 — 28"
18. Happiness Active leisure =27 .09 A1 .07 .16 .26 01 38" 28" —

Note. Correlations below the diagonal are person-level correlations (N = 73). Day-level variables were averaged across 3 days. Correlations above the diagonal the day-
level correlations (N = 214-217 days). Time = Time spent on the activity, Happiness = Happiness during the activity. Mean and SD scores of time spent on activities are
presented in the hour format.

*p <.05; **p <.01
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Table 3

Multilevel analysis of detachment, off-job activities and reattachment’s effect on State Work Engagement

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Variable B SE(B) 3 B SE(B) B3 B SE(B) B3
Intercept 3.366*** .054 7.049 3.290*** 059 6.783*** 3.309*** .062 6.534
Gender .088 110 .092 131 114 135 110 113 109
Age .013f .007 1607 .016* .007 .195* .016* .007 .186
Trait Work Engagement 37 .076 .825*** JT46%*%* 079 .818*** T43FF* .077 .780
Psychological detachment .053 .058 .060 .066 .071 077 .050 .071 .060
Time Work activities .046 .070 .058 .058 .068 .075
Time Household activities .130f .076 0967 174 .069 131%*
Time Family activities .143* 071 162* 133* .065 .155*
Time Passive activities .017 .092 .020 .051 .090 .063
Time Active leisure -.010 .051 -.016 .008 .048 .012
Happiness Work activities .014 .064 .014 .018 .056 .018
Happiness Household activities -.073 .095 -.063 -.035 .078 -.031
Happiness Family activities -.191 145 -.148 -.211F 123 -.168"
Happiness Passive activities .238* .102 .205* .201* .094 A77t
Happiness Active leisure .088 .108 .061 137 .098 .099
Time x Happ. Work activities 157 101 114 119 109 .088
Time x Happ. Household activities 425* 181 A174* .334* 163 .140*
Time x Happ. Family activities 236 .256 .090 174 .268 .068
Time x Happ. Passive activities 406> .180 243* 469** 179 .289**
Time x Happ. Active leisure .220f 118 .158f .235* 102 A173*
Reattachment 456** 149 .339**
Level 2 variance—persons (SE) 0.058(0.061) 0.056 (0.058) 0.079(0.058)
Level 1 variance—days (SE) 0.355***(0.068) 0.273***(0.053) 0.216***(0.039)

Note. B = unstandardized coefficient; B = standardized coefficient; SE = Standard Error; Time x Happ is the Time x Happiness interaction term for following activities.
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p <.001, /p<.10
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Hypothesis 1a stated that psychological detachment is positively related to state work
engagement. Model 1 shows detachment was not a significant predictor of state work
engagement (B = 0.053, SE (B) = 0.058, 3 = .06, p=.361, 95% CI [-.06, .17]), rejecting
Hypothesis 1a. Next, Hypothesis 2a suggest time spent on work-related activities during the
off-job time is negatively related to work engagement, but not when happiness during such
activities is high. Model 2 shows no significant main and interaction effects of work-related
activities on state work engagement, rejecting Hypothesis 2a.

Hypothesis 3a was regarding the interaction effect of time spent on and happiness
derived from the household activities on state work engagement. Model 2 displays a main
effect of time on household activities at the level of marginal significance (B = 0.130, SE (B)
=0.076, B=.096, p = .085, 95% CI [—.02, .28]) as well as a significant interaction effect (B =
0.425, SE (B) =0.181, 3 =.174, p = .019, 95% CI [.07, .78]). To get more insight of the
interaction effect, we performed simple slope tests using the online calculators of Preacher et
al. (2006). As shown in Figure 1, spending time on household activities (at least one SD
above the mean) has a significant positive association with next day work engagement for
those who feel happier (at least one SD above the mean) during the activity (B = 0.329, SE =
0.047,z=7.03, p <.001). When happiness during the activity is low, time spent on
household activities is negatively related to work engagement at the level of marginal
significance (B = -0.277, SE = 0.157, z = —1.76, p = .078). These findings confirm Hypothesis
3a. Next, Hypothesis 4a suggested that time spent on family-related activities is positively
associated with state work engagement when happiness is high. Model 2 did not reveal a
significant interaction term (B = 0.236, SE (B) = 0.256, 3 =.090, p =.357, 95% CI [-.27,
.74]); yet, a significant main effect of time spent on family activities on state work

engagement was found (B =0.143, SE (B) =0.071, 3 =.162, p =.046, 95% CI [.00, .28]).
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Figure 1. Interaction effect between time spent on and happiness during household activities

predicting state work engagement.
In the light of the results, Hypothesis 4a is rejected. The main positive effect of time spent on
family activities on state work engagement will be later examined in the Discussion section
Hypothesis 5a was regarding passive activities. As depicted in Model 2, a significant
interaction effect between time and happiness of passive activities on work engagement is
detected (B = 0.406, SE (B) = 0.18, 3 =.243, p =.024, 95% CI [.05, .76]). Results indicate a
significant main effect of happiness during the activity as well (B = 0.238, SE (B) =0.102, 8 =
205, p = .02, 95% CI [.04, .44]). Simple slope tests were performed again to understand this

interaction effect better.
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Figure 2. Interaction effect between time spent on and happiness during passive activities

predicting state work engagement.

Figure 2 plots the interaction. Results revealed spending more time on passive
activities is positively associated with state work engagement when happiness during the
activity is high (+1 SD; B =0.238, SE = 0.12, z = 1.99, p = .047), but not when happiness is
low (—1 SD; B =-0.154, SE = 0.157, z=—.98, p = .326). Overall, Hypothesis 5a is confirmed.

Hypothesis 6a states time spent on active leisure is positively related to work
engagement when happiness during such activities is high. Model 2 revealed no main effects
of time and happiness but a marginally significant interaction effect for state work
engagement (B = 0.220, SE (B) =0.118, 3 =.158, p=.063, 95% CI [-.01, .45]). The
interaction plot is illustrated in Figure 3. Simple slopes were not significant for high levels
(+1 SD) but for low levels of happiness (—1 SD). Time spent on active leisure does not have a
significant effect on state work engagement when happiness during activity is high (+1 SD; B

=0.098, SE = 0.103, z = .95, p = .344),
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Figure 3. Interaction effect between time spent on and happiness during active leisure
predicting state work engagement.
However, when happiness is low, time spent on active leisure activities is negatively
associated with state work engagement (—1 SD; B =—0.144, SE = 0.046, z=—-3.12, p =.002).
These results partially confirmed Hypothesis 6a. Hypothesis 7a states that reattachment to
work is positively related to state work engagement. Model 3 shows that reattachment to work
in the morning has a significant positive impact on state work engagement during the day,

after controlling for detachment from work and off-job activities the previous day (B = 0.456,

SE (B) =0.149, B =.339, p =.002, 95% CI [.16, .75]), supporting Hypothesis 7a.
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Table 4

Multilevel analysis of psychological detachment, off-job activities, and reattachment’s effect on State Positive Affect

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Variable B SE(B) B3 B SE(B) B3 B SE(B) B
Intercept 3.028*** .096 5.378*** 3.026*** .095 5.400*** 3.027*** .095 5.389***
Gender (Female) .052 140 .046 -.013 133 -0.012 -0.017 134 -0.015
Age .020* .009 .236* .022* .009 0.264* 0.022* .009 0.261*
Dispositional Negative Affect -.401** 118 - 407*** -.389** 121 -0.396*** -0.390** 121 -0.397***
Psychological Detachment 1347 .070 163* .161° .083 0.204* 0.158* .080 0.200*
Time Work activities J116* .053 0.157* 0.117* .052 0.158*
Time Household activities .045 .079 0.035 0.055 .080 0.043
Time Family activities .038 .049 0.048 0.031 047 0.038
Time Passive activities .076 .065 0.097 0.086 .064 0.109
Time Active leisure .010 .049 0.017 0.019 .048 0.032
Happiness Work activities .000 .078 0.001 0.000 .080 0.000
Happiness Household activities -.071 .099 -0.066 -0.059 .097 -0.055
Happiness Family activities -.088 125 -0.074 -0.092 123 -0.077
Happiness Passive activities .068 .094 0.063 0.055 .093 0.051
Happiness Active leisure 14 132 0.086 0.121 130 0.092
Time x Happ Work activities -.102 163 -0.079 -0.120 .168 -0.094
Time x Happ Household activities .071 201 0.031 0.040 201 0.017
Time x Happ Family activities 252 .269 0.103 0.251 259 0.103
Time x Happ Passive activities -.031 181 -0.020 -0.017 184 -0.011
Time x Happ Active leisure .354** 119 0.273** 0.355** 118 0.274**
Reattachment 0.135 .087 0.106
Level-2 variance—persons (SE) 0.256***(0.047) 0.252***(0.043) 0.253* (0.043)
Level-1 variance—days (SE) 0.311***(0.050) 0.264*** (0.034) 0.259*** (0.034)

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < 001, p < .10
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Next, Table 4 displays the three nested models for state positive affect. In Model 1,
person-level variables (i.e., gender, age, dispositional negative affect) and psychological
detachment were entered into the equation. Again, the main effects of time spent on and
happiness experienced during the five off-job activities, and their interaction terms were
entered in Model 2, and reattachment was entered in Model 3. As shown in Model 1, gender
has no effect on state positive affect. Older participants reported higher scores on state
positive affect. As expected, dispositional negative affect had a strong negative association
with state positive affect.

Hypothesis 1b stated that psychological detachment is positively related to state
positive affect. Model 1 displays a marginally significant effect of detachment (B = 0.134, SE
(B) =0.070, B =.163, p=.056, 95% CI [-.00, .27]), providing support for Hypothesis 1b.
Next, Hypothesis 2b suggest that time spent on work-related activities during the off-job time
is negatively related to state positive affect, but not when happiness during such activities is
high. Model 2 indicates no interaction effect but a significant main positive effect of time
spent on work-related activities on state positive affect, which was not expected (B = 0.116,
SE (B) =0.053, 3 =.157, p =.28, 95% CI [.01, .22]). The positive effects of both detachment
and time spent on work-related activities affect will be elaborated in the Discussion section.
Overall, Hypothesis 2b is rejected.

Hypothesis 3b was regarding the interaction effect of time spent on, and happiness
derived from, the household activities on state positive affect. Model 2 shows no interaction
effect for the relationship between time spent on house activities and happiness (B = 0.071,
SE (B) =0.201, 3 =.031, p=.723, 95% CI [-.32, .47]), rejecting Hypothesis 3b. Hypothesis
4b suggested that time spent on family-related activities is positively associated with state

positive affect when happiness is high. Model 2 shows that interaction is not significant (B =
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0.252, SE (B) = 0.269, 3 =.103, p=.349, 95% CI [-.28, .78]), rejecting Hypothesis 4b.
Hypothesis 5b was regarding passive activities. Model 2 shows no such interaction for time
spent on, and happiness during, passive activities on state positive affect (B =—-0.031, SE (B)
=0.181, 3=-.02, p=.864, 95% CI [.39, .32]). Overall, Hypothesis 5b is rejected.
Hypothesis 6b states that time spent on active leisure is positively related to state
positive affect when happiness during such activities is high. Model 2 shows the multilevel
analyses. Again, no significant main effect of time spent and happiness, but a significant
interaction effect is observed, B = 0.354, SE (B) = 0.119, 3 =.273, p =.003, 95% CI [.12,
.59]. The interaction plot is illustrated in Figure 4. Simple slope analysis revealed that
spending more time on active leisure activities was related to high levels of state positive
affect when happiness is high (+1 SD; B =0.192, SE = 0.079, z = 2.44, p = .015), but
negatively related to positive affect when happiness is low (-1 SD; B =-0.208, SE = 0.05, z =
—4.17, p = .001), providing support for Hypothesis 6b. Finally, Hypothesis 7b state that
reattachment to work is positively related to state positive affect. Model 3 depicts that
reattachment does not have a significant effect on state positive affect, B = 0.135, SE (B) =
0.087, 3 =.106, p=.128, 95% CI [-.04, .31], providing no support Hypothesis 7b. Table 5

shows the summary of the hypothesis test results.
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Table 5
Summary of hypothesis test results

Hypotheses related to state work engagement Results Hypotheses related to state positive affect Results
1a: Detachment Not supported 1b: Detachment Supported
2a: Time x happiness Work-related activities Not supported 2b: Time x happiness Work-related activities Not supported
3a: Time x happiness House-related activities Supported 3b: Time x happiness House-related activities Not supported
4a: Time X happiness Family activities Not supported 4b: Time x happiness Family activities Not supported
5a: Time x happiness Passive activities Supported 5b: Time x happiness Passive activities Not supported
6a: Time x happiness Active leisure Partially supported 6b: Time x happiness Active leisure Supported
7a: Reattachment Supported 7b: Reattachment Not supported
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION

Despite the accumulated empirical knowledge on recovery from work, research is scarce
with regard to daily recovery experiences of academics. Increasing media coverage on the mental
health in academia (e.g., "Academics ‘face higher mental health risk' than other professions”,
2017; Gorczynski, 2018) highlights the need for examining the potential benefits of daily
recovery in academics’ well-being and performance. Hence, we examined daily recovery among
a sample of academicians via a diary study research design. Specifically, we investigated the
effects of psychological detachment from work as well as the multiplicative effects of time spent
on and happiness during the off-job activities on two recovery outcomes—state work engagement
and positive affect the next day. We also tested whether reattachment to work in the morning
predicts these two outcomes, controlling for the previous day recovery experiences. Results
revealed no meaningful difference between men and women on the outcome variables. Age had a
marginally significant effect on work engagement and a significant effect on positive affect that
older participants are more likely to experience high levels of engagement and positive affect at
the day level, probably due to seniority and experience (Ramos, Jenny, & Bauer, 2016). Trait
work engagement was a strong predictor of state work engagement, highlighting both the
relatively stable and fluid aspects of engagement. As expected, dispositional negative affect was
negatively related to state positive affect.

Our findings failed to reveal an effect of psychological detachment on state work
engagement, contrary to previous study findings (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012; Sonnentag
& Kiihnel, 2016). In fact, the impact of detachment on recovery might be more complicated than
the hypothesized effect. There is evidence that detachment has a curvilinear relationship with

performance (Fritz, Yankelevich, Zarubin, & Barger, 2010) and work engagement (Shimazu et
36



al., 2016) in that detachment was negatively related to these outcomes in its low and high levels
compared to potential advantages at its moderate levels. Sonnentag (2012) suggested that
detachment might show its potential at its specific levels and that high detachment might make it
more difficult to engage with work again the next day.

We detected some significant interaction effects when predicting work engagement from
off-job activities. First, for work-related activities during off-job time, the interaction of time and
happiness seemed to have no effect on engagement. Next, as expected, happiness during
household activities moderated the link between time spent on these activities and work
engagement the next day, in that low levels of happiness decreased but high levels of happiness
increased the work engagement. Low happiness during the activity may indicate a preoccupation
with work-related thoughts or at least exerted extra effort when already fatigued after a workday
(that is, household activities still require effort and consume energy resources). Our result is
somewhat in line with Oerlemans et al. (2014) in which low happiness during household
activities predicted decreased subjective well-being at bedtime, whereas high happiness did not
have an effect. Yet unlike previous studies, we detected a recovery effect suggesting that
household activities can even function as a leisure activity if they are enjoyed. This finding is
quite important given the strongly assumed—yet not supported—inhibitory effect of household
activities on recovery (e.g., Sonnentag, 2001; Sonnentag & Natter, 2004). Results also revealed a
direct positive link between time spent on household activities and work engagement despite
being at the level of marginal significance. One explanation for this link is the differential natures
of academic work and household activities. On the one hand, academic work is characterized by
high mental effort. On the other hand, household activities have an active nature and might act as

a physical activity—which is consistently shown to be related to well-being outcomes (Rook &
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Zijlsta, 2006; Bakker et al., 2013; Oerlemans & Bakker, 2014)—in providing a distance from the
high mental effort that is spent during the workday. Another explanation comes from the idea by
current social media coverage that housework can be assumed as self-care time if it is in the form
of mindfulness activity, where mindfulness means “enhanced attention to and awareness of
current experience or present reality” (Brown & Ryan, 2003). An intervention study conducted
with 51 undergraduate students found that those in the mindful dishwashing practice reported
higher state mindfulness and positive affect, and reduced negative affect than those in control
practice (Hanley, Warner, Dehili, Canto, & Garland, 2014).

The interaction effect of time and happiness was not significant for family-related
activities, but we detected a main positive effect of time on work engagement, which is not
unexpected considering the substantial importance of families for individuals. Although childcare
activities were assumed to hamper recovery due to its obligatory and effortful nature, the sole
family time seems to have a direct effect on recovery. Even if high happiness was not
experienced while engaging in the activity immediately, the recovering effect might come later
due to ascribed significance and meaning of the family.

Results unfolded an interactive effect of time and happiness for passive activities on work
engagement. That is, time spent on passive activities predicted an increase in work engagement if
happiness during the activity is high, but not related to work engagement if happiness is low.
Further, happiness during passive activities showed a main positive effect on work engagement.
These findings altogether might explain why passive activities are not consistently shown to be
related to recovery outcomes when operationalized only by time—. Considering its main effect in
our findings, happiness during passive activities appears to matter more than the amount of time.

Correspondingly, Waterman (2005) and Oerlemans et al. (2014) have suggested pleasure may be
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the only resource that can be acquired through passive activities. In the case of our study sample,
academics also might be vulnerable to “academic guilt” while not working (Lobo, 2015, p. 83)
because increasing the time devoted to passive activities might be regarded as ‘doing nothing’
due to the low effort requirements of these activities. The increased guilt of not working might
lead to detaining from the possible advantages of passive activities, especially for academicians
whose work and nonwork lives are intertwined. Future research might test whether guilt has an
impact on recovery during off-job time for academics, especially during passive activities or
simple rest.

We detected a notable pattern of interactive effects of time and happiness for active
leisure. Specifically, time spent on active leisure had no effect on work engagement when
happiness during the activity is high; however, time found to be related to decreased work
engagement when happiness is low, implying that active leisure does not always promote, and
might even inhibit, recovery. A possible explanation for why low happiness led to a decrease in
work engagement is that active leisure—i.e., social and physical activities—requires effort, and
individuals might want that active leisure should worth for its effort. If not enjoyed, the effort for
these activities might surpass the potential recovering effects, in accordance with the COR model,
and might then lead to further resource loss, instead of restoration.

Our second outcome variable, state positive affect, was mostly less related to the study
variables. Nevertheless, detachment was found to be related to higher levels of state positive
affect, which is in agreement with the previous research showing detachment was related to a
high positive mood (Sonnentag & Bayer, 2005; Fritz, Yankelevich et al., 2010). Note that
detachment was not related to state work engagement. The differential effects of detachment on
the recovery outcomes are noteworthy because detachment seems to predict individual well-being

(i.e., positive affect) rather than work-related well-being (i.e., work engagement), at least in our
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sample of academicians, an occupational group having problems in detaching from work.
Another explanation is that affective resources, as opposed to energetic resources, might be
restored during detachment from work. That is, detachment is very much similar to affect
regulation strategies (Oerlemans et al., 2014; Parkinson & Totterdell, 1999; Fritz, Sonnentag,
Spector, & Mclnroe, 2010) and found to be related to improved affective outcomes (e.g.,
Sonnentag et al., 2008).

An unexpected finding was that time spent on work-related activities appeared to relate
positively to state positive affect. However, this finding should be interpreted with caution
because it is surprising given that detachment (i.e., to refrain work-related activities and thoughts
during off-job time) was also positively related to positive affect, making these two findings
somewhat contradictory. It can be assumed that people might feel satisfied when they finished a
task. This might be true at least for our sample of academics whose substantially high workload
can be tackled at home. Heavy workload is a predictor of low psychological detachment from
work (Sonnentag, 2012, Smit & Barber, 2016). It might be that working at home for finishing a
specific task may decrease the workload and thus help detach from work afterward.

Our findings confirmed the moderating role of happiness in the relationship between
active leisure and state positive affect. Particularly, the more time spent on active leisure the
previous day, the more likely to experience positive affect during the workday if individuals
enjoyed the activity. By contrast, time on active leisure was negatively related to state positive
affect if happiness is low. These effects exist over and above the strong negative impact of
dispositional negative affect. These findings are particularly important for the off-job activities
research. Active leisure (i.e., social and physical activities) was strongly assumed to be beneficial
for recovery but our findings suggest that active leisure might even be detrimental to recovery

outcomes if happiness is low. What seems puzzling is high happiness did not have an impact on
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state work engagement but on state positive affect. A justification for this result might be that
active leisure mostly provides opportunities to restore the affective resources through social
support (Sonnentag, 2001) and through secretion of antidepressant hormones (Bakker et al.,
2013). This may be sufficient for the excess of positive affect that can spill over to the next
workday while work engagement might require replenishment of other resources such as energy
and attention, but the effortful nature of active leisure might not allow for the restoration of these
resources. It appears that we detected merely one out of five interaction effects of time spent on
and happiness during the off-job activities for state positive affect. One explanation for this
pattern is that state positive affect might be exposed to other factors experienced during the
workday that can outweigh the previous day’s recovery effects. Among the off-job activities,
only the active leisure might be providing an excess of affective resources that can persist during
the workday due to the aforementioned benefits of social and physical activities (i.e., social
support and antidepressant hormones). Future research might test this hypothesis by measuring
positive affect both in the afternoon and at the end of the day and comparing the possible
fluctuations. Another explanation is that while not enjoyed, these activities might distract
employees so much that engaging with work the next day might be more difficult.
Reattachment to work in the morning emerged as a strong predictor of state work
engagement the upcoming workday, mirroring the finding of Sonnentag and Kiihnel (2016) in a
different sample—i.e., academics. Of note, this association was still strong over and above the
powerful effects of trait work engagement and previous day off-job activities. Put differently,
reattachment predicted state work engagement incrementally to that of previous day recovery
experiences and general tendency for engagement at work. This finding is quite important given
that even if employees could not recover from work the previous day, they can still experience

high engagement at work by reattaching in the morning. Future research should investigate which
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other factors predict reattachment to work. On the other hand, reattachment does not seem to
have an impact on state positive affect. This finding is not surprising considering reattachment is
not necessarily an affective experience (Sonnentag & Kiihnel, 2016) and might only operate
through cognitive channels. However, if our sample size was larger, we could have detected a
positive effect—even if it was not as strong as the effect on work engagement.

5.1 Limitations, Future Directions, and Practical Implications

Despite its contributions to recovery research, this study is not without limitations. One
can discuss that common method variance is a concern given that this study solely relies on self-
report data. However, the most informative data regarding recovery can be collected through
one’s own subjective evaluations. Besides, as a strength, we measured predictor and outcome
variables at three separate time points (i.e., detachment and activities at bedtime, reattachment in
the morning, work engagement and positive affect in the evening), preventing inflated variation
between variables that might happen due to self-reports (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, &
Podsakoff, 2003). This is a clear point of separation from Oerlemans et al. (2014), which
measured the predictor and outcome variables (i.e., off-job activities and subjective well-being)
only at bedtime.

The small sample size is a clear limitation of this study. However, decreased participation
to diary studies is not unlikely given that diary studies are perceived as more effortful, due to
more than one assessment occasion, than one-time survey studies (Hektner, Schmidt, &
Csikszentmihalyi, 2007). Accordingly, several diary studies in recovery literature reported small
sample sizes (e.g., Sanz-Vergel, Demerouti, Moreno-Jiménez, & Mayo, 2010; Mojza &
Sonnentag, 2010; Derks, van Mierlo, & Schmitz, 2014). Besides, we collected data only from

academicians; collecting data from a specific occupational group may also lead to small sample
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sizes (e.g., Dubbelt et al., 2016; Sonnentag & Natter, 2004; Sonnentag & Jelden, 2009; Breevaart,
Bakker, & Demerouti, 2014). It should be noted that small sample data might increase false
negatives meaning that true effect may not be observed due to the scarcity of data points and low
power.

The 3-day period of the study might also prevent capturing the daily variations of study
variables while most of the diary studies follow a time period of 5 consecutive workdays (Ohly,
Sonnentag, Niessen, & Zapf, 2010—for detachment; Sonnentag & Fritz, 2015) or ideally 10
workdays (e.g., Sonnentag & Kiihnel, 2016, Oerlemans et al., 2014). Still, we decided to keep the
number of days at three to increase the participation as much as possible. Nevertheless, we
believe that this is not a big concern considering that within-person variations in variables were
not low, and we found support for a number of hypotheses. Thus, it would be valuable that future
studies examine the role of happiness during activities in a middle-size sample on a 5- or 10-day
period. Another concern due to low sample size is the insufficient number of parents in the
sample. Although we detected a main positive effect of time devoted to family activities, we
cannot conclude that child-related activities are beneficial for recovery and well-being because
our sample is not representative of employees who have children. We recommend using this
assessment of family- and child-related activities in a sample including a substantial percentage
of parents.

Due to the way of participant recruitment (i.e., convenience sampling), data might be
vulnerable to the self-selection bias. Namely, one might concern about whether the study sample
is representative of academics who have a high workload because being busy might affect the
probability of participation to study. We cannot completely rule out the possibility of the bias, but
still, more than 80% of participants reported at least 40 weekly work hours at university, and 38%

reported at least 50 hours. Moreover, 35% of the days, participants reported at least 1.5 hours of
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working during after-work hours. We believe high working hours show that the study sample is
still representative of academics with a high workload.

The data for this study were collected from a single nonprofit private university, limiting
the generalizability of findings. In fact, this can also be taken as a strength because organizational
factors that might affect the observed relationships were somewhat controlled in this way. Hence,
we had a more homogeneous sample and examined the true effects of daily off-job time on work-
related and individual well-being. Still, future research should collect data from both a public and
a nonprofit private university, assess several organizational factors, and compare to see whether
recovery is more likely in one type of university. For instance, several universities are more
competitive than others are in Turkey (Erdogmus & Esen, 2016), making off-job time more
vulnerable to work for some academics.

This study showed that time spent on family activities might promote, or at least do not
impede, work engagement. This finding is particularly of importance for academics, who
commonly report high levels of work—family conflict (e.g., Torp, Lysfjord, & Midje, 2018).
Working during off-job time might prevent employees from engaging in family-related activities.
As a result, skipping the potential benefits of family activities on recovery might decrease work
engagement. This can even lead to a cycle resulting in more work—family conflict because low
engagement at work might decrease work performance during the workday, leading to working
more at night. Future research might examine this long-term cycle as well as elaborate on the
specific types of family activities that may have differential effects on recovery from work.

Prior research hypothesized that both passive activities and active leisure are beneficial
for recovery outcomes rather than one is better than the other (Sonnentag, 2001; ten Brummelhuis

& Bakker, 2012; Oerlemans & Bakker, 2014). We have partially supported this notion by
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showing that both of them can be advantageous for different outcomes. In our sample,
academics’ work engagement levels benefited from passive activities only when they are happy
and positive affect levels benefited from active leisure only when they are happy. Overall,
passive activities seem to have a positive impact on recovery outcomes, but active leisure may
even have a hindering effect on them when happiness is low.

Overall, the present study partly confirmed the role of momentary happiness during off-
job activities on next day recovery outcomes; work engagement and positive affect. Future
research might assess whether happiness qualifies the relationships between off-job activities and
other outcome variables. Just as Oerlemans et al. (2014), we assessed affective outcome variables
and recommend concentrating on cognitive and behavioral outcomes as a next step. For instance,
it might be interesting to uncover whether happiness during off-job time has an impact on
objective performance outcomes. This can lead to a better understanding of the role of happiness
in recovery processes. A final suggestion is that we examined daily recovery processes of
academicians in a short time period, but future work on the cumulative effects of daily recovery

is needed to develop effective interventions to prevent faculty burnout.

The present study provides practical suggestions as well. We have supported the idea that
academics can benefit from off-job activities that they enjoy in order to recover from work. Thus,
academics should be informed about these potential effects of off-job time on their engagement
and affect at work and be directed to find and do the activities that enjoy. Specifically,
insufficient recovery for a long time can be associated with burnout (Maslach, Schaufeli, &
Leiter, 2001). This is detrimental not only for affective well-being but also for research
productivity in universities. That is, burnout leads to decreased productivity at work (Blix, 1994)

which, in turn, might result in decreased publication numbers for academics.

45



Another practical implication is regarding the result that academicians can benefit from
reattachment. Williams et al. (2018) supported this idea in a human-computer interaction study
by performing an intervention with a conversational bot, which is an “artificial intelligence
program that attempt to interact with users using the natural language” (Holtgraves, Ross,
Weywadt, & Han, 2007). Specifically, Williams et al. developed SwitchBot to help increase
detachment from work in the evening and reattachment to work in the morning by structured
dialogues with employees, and they showed that reattachment was associated with increased self-
reported productivity and work engagement among information workers. In line with that study,
not only universities but also other organizations might provide training and human-computer
interaction programs for reattachment interventions and for enhancing engagement at work.

Taken together, the present study supports the notion that life outside of work has an
impact on work. Amount of time spent on activities was mostly insufficient to predict recovery
outcomes, but happiness during the activities has a part in qualifying these relationships. Active
leisure can be beneficial as well as disadvantageous for recovery-related outcomes. We hope that
this study can inspire other researchers to further examine recovery experiences, and we can get a

clearer picture of how recovery unfolds in time.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A — BASELINE QUESTIONNAIRE
Genel Anket
(NOT: Bu anket sadece bir kere ve giinliik ¢calismast baslamadan énce doldurulacaknir.)
Degerli katilimct,

Bu anket formunda size kendinizle, aile yasaminizla ve is yasaminizla ilgili genel sorular yonlendirecegiz.

Litfen gerekli yerleri doldurunuz ya da uygun segenegi isaretleyiniz.

DEMOGRAFIK BiLGILER

o Cinsiyetiniz:

e Dogum yiliniz:

e Liitfen medeni durumunuzu belirtiniz.: UJ Evli L] Bekar

e (Cocugunuz var m1? Varsa sayisi ve yas(lar)int belirtiniz.
UKizsayisi:  Yaslarn: [JErkek sayisi:  Yaslart:

ISINIiZLE iLGILi SORULAR

e Akademik unvaninizi belirtiniz: [1Profesor [IDogent IYrd. Dog. Dr.
[IDoktora sonrasi arastirma gorevlisi [1Okutman (lecturer)

e Kag senedir akademisyensiniz? (Lisansiistii egitiminizi, master / doktora, tamamladiktan sonra kag

sene akademisyenlik yaptiginizi soruyoruz) :

e Kog Universitesi’nde kag senedir akademisyen olarak gérev yapiyorsunuz?

e Herhangi bir idari yéneticilik goreviniz var mi? (Ornegin dekanlik, dekan yardimcilig, boliim

bagkanlig): UVar LYok

e Haftada ortalama kag saat ¢alisiyorsunuz?
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A. Asagidaki ifadeler isteyken nasil hissettiginizle ilgilidir. Liitfen ctimleleri dikkatle okuyunuz ve

bunlarin size genel olarak ne kadar uygun oldugunu belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5
Hig uygun degil Uygun degil Biraz uygun Uygun Tamamen uygun

Isimde kendimi enerji dolu hissederim.

Isimde kendimi giiclii ve ding hissederim.

Isime kars1 istekli ve hevesliyim.

Isim bana ¢alisma sevki verir.

Sabah kalktigimda ise gitmek icin istekliyimdir.

Yogun bir sekilde calisirken kendimi mutlu hissederim.

Yaptigim isle gurur duyarim.

Calisirken tamamen isime konsantre olurum.

© o N o O &~ W N B
[ N L S =) IS B ) (S (N R SN
NN NN N NN NN
w| w| W w| w|l wl w| w w
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Calisirken kendimi isime kaptiririm.

B. Asagidaki o6l¢ek farkli duygulari tanimlayan sozciikler igermektedir. Liitfen her maddeyi

okuyunuz ve gectigimiz haftalarda ne siklikla bu sekilde hissettiginizi belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5
Cok az veya hig Biraz Ortalama Oldukg¢a Cok fazla

Sikintilt

Uzgiin

Suclu

Urkmiis

Diismanca

Alingan

Utanmisg

Sinirli
Asabi
10. Korkmus
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Dolduruldugu tarih Dolduruldugu saat

APPENDIX B - TIME 1 (BEDTIME) SURVEY
Gece Anketi (NOT: GECE YATMADAN ONCE doldurulur.)

A. Asagida bu aksam isten ¢iktiktan sonra simdiye kadar yaptiklariniza dair bazi ifadeler bulunmaktadir. Bunlara ne

kadar katildiginiz1 belirtiniz.

Kesinlikle Ne kauhiyorum Kesinlikle
Katilmiyorum ne Katiliyorum
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
katilmiyorum
1- Bu aksam is sonrasi vaktimde isi
1 2 3 4 5
aklimdan ¢ikardim.
2- Bu aksam ig sonrasi vaktimde is
) : 1 2 3 4 5
hakkinda hi¢ diisiinmedim.
3- Bu aksam isimle ilgili konulardan
1 2 3 4 5
uzak durdum.
4- Bu aksam isimin gerektirdiklerini
) ) 1 2 3 4 5
yapmaya bir mola verdim.

B. Siradaki sorular isten giktiktan sonra yaptigimiz aktivitelerle ilgilidir. Oncelikle size 7 farkli kategorideki
aktivitelerin tanimlarini verecegiz. Liitfen bunlar1 dikkatlice okuyunuz. Sizden bu aktiviteleri bu aksam ne kadar
siireyle (dakika olarak) yaptiginizi belirtmenizi istiyoruz. Ayrica, bu aktivitelerin size ne kadar eglenceli geldigini
ve bu aktiviteleri yaparken nasil hissettiginizi bilmek istiyoruz. Aktivite kategorileri agsagidaki gibidir.

ISLE ILGILi AKTIVITELER: Bu kategori, iste yaptiginiza benzer ya da is becerilerinizi kullandigimz aktiviteleri

igerir. Ornek olarak bir is toplantisina hazirlanmak ya da isle ilgili bir gérevinizi bitirmek (sunum hazirlamak,
notlandirma yapmak) verilebilir.

EV iSI AKTIVITELERI: Bu kategoriye 6rnek olarak iitii yapmak, evi temizlemek, camasirlar1 yikamak, aksam

yemegini hazirlamak ya da eve market aligverisi yapmak verilebilir.

AILE VE COCUKLARLA ILGILI AKTIiVITELER: Bu kategorinin drnekleri cocuklarmizla oyun oynamak,

ailece beraber yemek yemektir. Ayrica gocugunuzun giyinmesine yardim etmek, yatmadan 6nceki rutinler (6rnegin
dis fircalamak, masal okumak), ¢ocuklar1 okuldan almak ve okula ya da baska aktivitelere gotiirmektir.

PASIF AKTIVITELER: Bu aktiviteler icin fiziksel olarak neredeyse hic efor harcanmaz. Bu kategorideki

aktivitelere verilebilecek drnekler televizyon izlemek, dergi okumak, miizik dinlemek ve uzanip dinlenmektir.
SOSYAL AKTIVITELER: Bu kategorinin 6rnekleri arkadaslarla aksam yemegi yemek, bir arkadas1 aramak, bir
partiye ya da dogum giiniine gitmektir.

HOBILER VE FiZiKSEL AKTIVITELER: Hobilere verilebilecek 6rnekler enstriiman galmak, resim yapmak ve

bahgeyle ugrasmak; fiziksel aktivitelere verilebilecek 6rnekler egzersiz yapmak, dans etmek ve yiirliyiise gitmektir.
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Liitfen bir 6nceki sayfada tanimlanan aktivitelere bu aksam ne kadar vakit ayirdiginizi belirtiniz. Ayrica bu aktivitelerin

size ne kadar eglenceli geldigini ve ne kadar mutlu hissettirdigine dair sorulari asagidaki numaralandirmalari kullanarak

cevaplayiniz.

1 2 3 4 5
Hig Biraz Ortalama Oldukc¢a Cok fazla

la. Bugiin_isten ciktiktan sonra isle ilgili aktivitelere ne kadar vakit ayirdiniz?

....saat ....dakika

——— - o
1b. Bu aktiviteyi yaparken ne kadar mutlu hissettiniz” 1 9 3 4 5

2a. Buglin ist ktikt isi aktiviteleri i ? .
a. Bugiin isten c¢iktiktan sonra ev isi aktivitelerine ne kadar vakit ayirdiniz caat . dakika

2b. Bu aktiviteyi yaparken ne kadar mutlu hissettiniz?

3a. Bugiin isten ¢iktiktan sonra ailenizle ve ¢ocuklarinizla ilgili aktivitelere ne

i ?
kadar vakit ayirdiniz? aat . dakika

3b. Bu aktiviteyi yaparken ne kadar mutlu hissettiniz?

4a. Bugiin isten ciktiktan sonra pasif aktivitelere ne kadar vakit ayirdiniz?

(6rnegin: tv izlemek, dergi okumak, miizik dinlemek ve uzanip dinlenmek)  saat . dakika

——— - P
4b. Bu aktiviteyi yaparken ne kadar mutlu hissettiniz* 1 5 3 4 5

Sa. Bugiin isten ¢iktiktan sonra sosyal aktivitelere ne kadar vakit ayirdiniz?
.. saat ....dakika

5b. Bu aktiviteyi yaparken ne kadar mutlu hissettiniz?

6a. Bugiin isten ¢iktiktan sonra hobiler ve fiziksel aktivitelere ne kadar vakit
ayirdiniz? ....saat .... Dakika

6b. Bu aktiviteyi yaparken ne kadar mutlu hissettiniz?
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APPENDIX C - TIME 2 (NOON) SURVEY
Oglen Anketi (Not: 11.00-13.30 arasinda doldurulmas: gerekmektedir)

Dolduruldugu tarih Dolduruldugu saat

Bu anket formunda size bugiin isinizle ilgili ¢calismaya baslamadan 6nce nasil hissettiginize dair birkag

climle yoneltecegiz. Bunlara ne kadar katilip katilmadiginiz1 belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Ne katiliyorum Katiliyorum Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum ne katilmiyorum katiliyorum

1. Calismaya baslamadan 6nce zihinsel olarak biitiin dikkatimi igsime verdim. | 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5

2. Caligmaya baglamadan 6nce kendimi ¢alismaya zihnen hazirladim. 1 (2|3 |4]5

3. Calismaya baslamadan 6nce yaklasan is giinii hakkinda derinlemesine

diistindiim.

4. Calismaya baslamadan 6nce bugiin hangi isleri tamamlamak istedigimi 112134ls

diistindiim.

5. Caligmaya baglamadan once bugiin iste nelerle karsilasabilecegimi

diistindiim.

6. Calismaya baglamadan 6nce diin iste yaptiklarimi hatirlamaya ¢aligtim. 1121|3415
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APPENDIX D - TIME 3 (EVENING) SURVEY
Aksamiistii Anketi (ISTEN CIKMADAN ONCE doldurulmas: gerekmektedir, érnegin aksam 5-6 arast.)

Dolduruldugu tarih Dolduruldugu saat

A. Asagidaki dlgek farkli duygulari tanimlayan birtakim sdzciikler igermektedir. Liitfen her maddeyi

okuyun ve su anda, yani ofisinizden ayrilmadan 6nce ne 6l¢iide bu sekilde hissettiginizi

isaretleyiniz.

1 2 3 4 5
Cok az veya Biraz Ortalama Oldukga Cok fazla
hig

1. Tlgili

2. Heyecanli
3. Giicli

4. Hevesli

5. Gururlu

6. Uyanik
7. Ilhamli
8

. Azimli

9. Dikkatli
10. Aktif

A I e I = I e I Y I =
NN N NN N NN NN
W W w W w w w w w w
B N N S B S A S R ) (R S IR S R N
gl ;o o ;o ;| gl g ;| g o
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B. Liitfen asagidaki ifadelerin bugiinkii is giiniiniizde size ne kadar uydugunu belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5
Hig uygun degil Uygun degil Biraz uygun Uygun Tamamen uygun

. Bugiin iste kendimi enerjiyle dolu hissettim. 11213
. Bugiin iste kendimi ding ve gii¢lii hissettim. 1123
. Bu sabah uyandigimda ise gitmek i¢in istekliydim. 11213
. Bugiin igime kars1 istekli ve hevesliydim. 11213
. Bugiin isim bana ¢aligma sevki verdi. 1123
. Bugiin yaptigim isle gurur duydum. 1123
. Bugiin yogun bir sekilde ¢alisirken kendimi mutlu hissettim. 1123
. Bugiin galigirken tamamen isime konsantre oldum. 1123
. Bugiin calisirken kendimi isime kaptirdim. 1123
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