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Exploring an expanded model of recovery experiences:
The impact on work performance outcomes and work-life conflict
By: Amanda J. MacDonald
Abstract
This study investigated the ability of a stress management and work-life balance
intervention (i.e., Achieving Balance in Life & Employment; ABLE) to increase recovery
experiences as assessed with a 10 factor expanded model of recovery experiences
(Stevens, 2011). I also examined the impact of recovery on work performance outcomes
(i.e., job performance, organizational citizenship behaviours, and personal initiative) and
work-life conflict. Participants were 139 employees (intervention treatment group, N =
72; control group, N = 67) from various organizations. Overall, recovery partially
mediated the relationship between participating in the intervention and the three work
performance outcomes; such that participation in the intervention increased recovery,
which in turn had significant, indirect effects on work performance outcomes. Compared
to the control group, participants in the intervention experienced significant increases in
five of the 10 recovery experiences. The implications of these findings and ideas for

future research are discussed.

Keywords: recovery experiences, work-life conflict, job performance, organizational
citizenship behaviour, personal initiative
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Exploring an expanded model of recovery experiences: The impact on work performance
outcomes and work-life conflict

Approximately 40% of Canadians report that work responsibilities interfere with
their responsibilities at home (Duxbury & Higgins, 2003). Some estimates suggest as
many as 60% of Canadians are not able to balance their work and family roles (Duxbury
& Higgins, 2003). Approximately 58% of Canadians have too much to do at work
(Duxbury & Higgins, 2003). This lack of balance and high degree of work overload may
create challenges for employees attempting to properly recover from their workday, thus
increasing stress and strain (Geurts & Sonnentag, 2009). However, engaging in leisure
and other recovery activities may improve well-being and decrease stress (Siltaloppi,
Kinnunen, & Feldt, 2009; Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007; Stevens, 2011). Unfortunately,
according to the Canadian Index of Wellbeing (2010), the average amount of time
Canadians spend on social and leisure activities has been decreasing over the past 20
years. Research needs to examine the effectiveness of workplace interventions to help
employees manage their stress and conflict in the workplace (e.g., Kelloway, Hurrell, &
Day, 2008). Therefore, the present study assessed the impact of a work intervention
program on recovery experiences, and evaluated the effect of these experiences on
variables related to work performance (i.e., job performance, organizational citizenship
behaviours, and personal initiative) and work-life conflict.
Recovery

Recovery is the process of restoring and accumulating resources, such as energy
and positive mood (Sonnentag & Bayer, 2005; Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007). By restoring

positive mood, physical and mental health problems are diminished (Sonnentag & Bayer,
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2005; Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007). According to Sonnentag and Fritz (2007), there are four
different types of recovery experiences: psychological detachment, relaxation, mastery
experiences, and control during leisure time. Detachment occurs when an individual has
a sense of being away from the work situation, and psychological detachment means to
disengage oneself mentally from work. Relaxation is generally associated with leisure
activities and is characterized by low activation and increased positive affect. Mastery
experiences are considered off-job activities that can distract one from their job by
engaging in challenging experiences and learning opportunities in domains outside of
work. Control during leisure time allows an individual to choose their specific leisure
activity that will be especially beneficial for their recovery process (Sonnentag & Fritz,
2007).
Expanded Model of Recovery

Sonnentag and Fritz (2007) developed the Recovery Experience Questionnaire
(REQ) to measure the original recovery experiences, and found support for a four-factor
structure, differentiating between psychological detachment, relaxation, mastery, and
control. The REQ showed good internal consistencies and related in expected ways with
constructs such as job stressors, psychological well-being, and coping measures
(Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007). However, Sonnentag and Fritz (2007) did suggest that there
might be additional recovery experiences not encompassed by the four factors that were
identified.

Other types of recovery experiences may also be important for restoring resources
lost from work demands and stress (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007; Stevens, 2011). Through

qualitative and quantitative scale development and cross-sectional data collection,
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Stevens (2011) identified six additional types of recovery experiences: physical activity,
social affiliation, experience of fun/humour, hope/optimism, planning, and self-reward.
Physical activity is the extent to which people engage in physically stimulating activity
during non-work time; Social affiliation is engagement in social activities during non-
work time; Fun/Humour occurs when people do things that are fun and lighthearted
during non-work time; Hope/Optimism includes positive thoughts about future events or
experiences during non-work time; Planning occurs when people plan activities to help
organize themselves during non-work time; and Self~-Reward includes activities that
people use to reward or treat themselves to something special during non-work time.
Together, research illustrates that these recovery experiences can diminish the effects of
workplace stress on strain and other negative health outcomes (Stevens, 2011). These
additional recovery experiences accounted for a significant amount of variance in
employee well-being outcomes above and beyond the variance explained by the original
four recovery experiences (Stevens, 2011).
Recovery & Work-Life Conflict

Work-life conflict is defined as “a form of inter-role conflict in which the role
pressures from the work and family domains are mutually incompatible in some respect”
(Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985, p. 77). High levels of work-life conflict negatively impact
areas such as well-being (Thompson & Prottas, 2006), life satisfaction (Kossek & Ozeki,
1998), and marital satisfaction (Allen, Herst, Bruck, & Sutton, 2000). Work-life conflict
has also been linked to individual strain outcomes, such as increased stress, depression,
and anxiety (Kelloway, Gottlieb, & Barham, 1999; Kinnunen, Feldt, Guests, &

Pluckiness, 2006; Lapierre & Allen, 2006; Noor, 2003), increased alcohol use and
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decreased physical health (Frone, 2003), as well as work-based outcomes, such as
decreased job satisfaction (Kossek & Ozeki, 1998) and decreased organizational
commitment (Cannon, 1998).

Work-life conflict is associated with many work factors, such as work overload
(Byron, 2005), lack of control (Day & Chamberlain, 2006), unsupportive supervisors
(Thomas & Ganster, 1995), and unclear expectations at work (Eby, Casper, Lockwood,
Bordeaux, & Brinkley, 2005). Not surprisingly, having more conflict, pressure, and stress
at work, along with having unpredictability in one’s work routine (i.e., working shift
work or working weekends) have all been related to higher work-family conflict (Fox &
Dwyer, 1999; Greenhaus, Bedeian, & Mossholder, 1987). Fortunately, recovery
experiences at home may offset the negative effects of high work demands (Amstad &
Semmer, 2009).

Recovery helps to increase positive energy and mood by restoring and
accumulating resources (Sonnentag & Bayer, 2005; Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007). Moreno-
Jiménez, Mayo, Sanz-Vergel, Geurts, Rodriguez-Muiioz, and Garrosa (2009) found that
psychological detachment from work moderated the relationship between work-family
conflict and psychological strain. Recovering during the workday by taking breaks also
predicted a decrease in work-family conflict (Sanz-Vergel, Demerouti, Moreno-Jiménez,
& Mayo, 2010). There is evidence supporting the positive impact of recovery
experiences on work-life conflict and psychological well-being (Sanz-Vergel et al., 2010;
Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007); the current study will expand on these findings and examine
the relationships between the expanded model of recovery experiences and work-life

conflict.
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Recovery & Work Performance

In addition to developing a better understanding of the benefits of recovery
experiences on employee health and well-being (e.g., Siltaloppi et al., 2009; Sonnentag &
Fritz, 2007; Stevens, 2011), researchers also have begun to examine the impact that
recovery experiences have on work performance outcomes. Job performance can be
divided into task performance (i.e., behaviours that are directly related to the
requirements of the job) and contextual performance (i.e., behaviors that help to form and
support the social and organizational environment; Borman & Motowidlo, 1993).
Behaviours such as helping and cooperating with others, volunteering, following rules
and procedures, and supporting organizational objectives would be considered contextual
performance behaviours (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993). Contextual performance is
thought to facilitate task performance, thus indirectly contributing to the organization’s
functioning (Binnewies et al., 2009a). The two types of contextual performance
behaviours that will be investigated in the current study are personal initiative and
organizational citizenship behaviours.

Personal initiative is defined as behaviours that take a proactive and self-starting
approach to work goals and tasks (Fay & Frese, 2001; Frese, Fay, Hilburger, Leng, &
Tag, 1997, Frese, Garst, & Fay, 2007). Specifically, personal initiative is the pursuit of
goals that are self-identified, as opposed to goals that are assigned (e.g., a worker who
attempts to fix a broken machine even though it is not a required part of their job; Frese et
al., 2007). Organizational citizenship behaviours are those employee behaviours that are
not mandatory for the job or task, but can increase organizational functioning (Borman &

Motowidlo, 1993; Organ, 1997). Examples of OCBs include helping coworkers or
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attending organizational events that are not mandatory. It has been suggested that
different types of OCBs should be distinguished, specifically, those behaviours directed
to other individuals (OCBI) and those directed to the organization (OCBO; Organ, 1997).
The current study will focus solely on OCBIs because the intervention is designed to have
a greater effect on employees’ behaviours toward their colleagues, rather than their
behaviours toward the organization as a whole.

Binnewies, Sonnentag, and Mojza (2009a) found that for individuals with high job
control, feeling recovered in the morning was positively related to daily job performance,
including task performance, personal initiative, and organizational citizenship behaviours
(Binnewies et al., 2009a). Feeling recovered during leisure time was positively related to
an increase in task performance, mediated by occupational self-efficacy over a 6-month
period (Binnewies, Sonnentag, & Mojza, 2009b). Fritz, Yankelevich, Zarubin, and
Barger (2010) found a curvilinear relationship between psychological detachment and job
performance, suggesting that average levels of detachment are better for job performance.

Experiencing psychological detachment, relaxation, and mastery during the
weekend was positively related to feeling recovered at the beginning of the work week,
which was positively related to task performance, personal initiative, and organizational
citizenship behaviours throughout the week, over a period of four weeks (Binnewies,
Sonnentag, & Mojza, 2010). To further understand these relationships, Binnewies et al.
(2010) suggested examining the effect of weekday recovery experiences on job
performance. It also may be helpful to examine recovery experiences over a longer

period of time, because some recovery experiences may be more important and
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instrumental in the long term rather than short term (Binnewies et al., 2010; Stevens,
2011).
Recovery Training

Recovery experiences may be developed and increased through training and
interventions, which could lead to substantial improvements in how employees are
affected by stress and conflict. A two-day recovery training program resulted in an
increase in recovery experiences (i.€., psychological detachment, relaxation, mastery
experiences, and control), with some increases lasting up to three weeks after training
(Hahn, Binnewies, Sonnentag, & Mojza, 2011). Similarly, several types of recovery
experiences, including some of the additional recovery experiences identified by Stevens
(2011) were successfully increased through one-on-one coaching, as part of a 12-week
work-life conflict/stress management intervention. These increased recovery experiences
led to reduced strain and burnout and an increase in positive mood (Stevens, 2011). Itis
important to examine these relationships further and to examine other potential benefits of
recovery training in terms of employee and work performance outcomes.
Summary & Hypotheses

The evidence supporting the positive impact of recovery and recovery training is
promising. It is important to extend this research by examining the impact of recovery
training on work performance outcomes such as job and contextual performance and on
work-life conflict, which the current study will investigate. Because recovery can be
achieved by several pursuits selected by the individual, such as physical activity,
relaxation, and mastery, it is important not only to examine the individual components,

but also to consider the sum total of recovery experiences when investigating any impacts
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on work performance outcomes and work-life conflict. I will also explore whether a 10-
week stress management and work-life balance intervention (Achieving Balance in Life
and Employment; ABLE) can increase different recovery experiences, utilizing the
expanded model of recovery experiences (Stevens, 2011; based on Sonnentag & Fritz,
2007).

Previous research has found that feeling recovered increases individual work
performance outcomes, such as task performance, organizational citizenship behaviours,
and personal initiative (Binnewies et al., 2009a; 2009b; Demerouti, Taris, & Bakker,
2007). Similarly, Demerouti et al. (2007) suggested that a lack of recovery leads to
increased work-life conflict. I hypothesize that the impact of the intervention program on
work performance outcomes (i.e., job performance, organizational citizenship behaviours,
and personal initiative) and work-life conflict will in part be due to the program’s ability
to increase overall recovery. The intervention promotes engaging in recovery activities,
which have been linked to increased performance outcomes (Binnewies et al., 2009a;
2009b) and decreased work-life conflict (Demerouti et al., 2007; Sanz-Vergel et al.,
2010). Therefore, I would expect that some of the program’s impact on the work
performance outcomes and work-life conflict would be due to the increase in recovery.
However, the intervention also targets other behaviour change, such as increasing
communication at work, reducing workplace demands, and scheduling and prioritizing
work and home responsibilities, all of which may have an additional impact on the work
performance outcomes and work-life conflict. Consequently, I expect that recovery

would only partially mediate the relationship between the intervention and job
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performance, personal initiative, organizational citizenship behaviours, and work-life
conflict and I hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 1a: Overall recovery will partially mediate the relationships between

intervention status (i.e., participating in the intervention vs. participating in the

control group) and (2) job performance; (b) personal initiative; & (c)

organizational citizenship behaviours directed at individuals.

Hypothesis 1b: Overall recovery will partially mediate the relationship between

intervention status (i.e., participating in the intervention vs. participating in the

control group) and work-life conflict.

In addition to testing a partially-mediated model (see Figure 1), I will also test a
non-mediated model (i.e., direct paths from intervention status to overall recovery and
each of the four outcomes; see Figure 2) and a fully-mediated model (i.e., direct paths
from intervention status to overall recovery, and from overall recovery to each of the four
outcomes; see Figure 3). I will use a chi-square difference test to assess the best fitting
model.

The current intervention, Achieving Balance in Life and Employment (ABLE),
teaches employees how to cope with stress and work demands, and topics include time
management, prioritization, communicating effectively, and work-life balance. The
program emphasizes the importance of incorporating recovery activities into participants’
daily routine, and helps them to set realistic goals to help attain balance and engage in
recovery experiences. Stevens (2011) found that some of the specific recovery
experiences increased during an earlier implementation of the ABLE intervention.

Because the ABLE program addresses all of the 10 recovery experiences, I will examine
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the extent to which ABLE increases the specific recovery subscales (as opposed to overall
recovery). Therefore, I hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 2. Compared to individuals in the control group, individuals who

participate in the intervention will report increased recovery experiences (across

all 10 subscales).

Method

Intervention — ABLE

Achieving Balance in Life and Employment (ABLE) is a 10-week, phone-based
coaching program. Participants received a manual, which included educational material
and activities on topics such as time management, coping strategies, prioritizing, work-
life balance, communication, and more. Participation also included weekly one-on-one
individualized phone coaching sessions that focused on the promotion of physical and
mental health, stress reduction, and balancing work and life demands. Participants
identified stressors and demands that they faced at work and at home, and set goals to
work towards throughout the program.
Participants

Participants were 139 employees from 10 different organizations across Nova
Scotia who participated in the ABLE intervention program and completed the survey at
both time points. Of those 139 employees, 72 participated in the intervention treatment
group, and 67 acted as a control group'. The majority of participants were female

(87.1%), with an average age of 43 years, ranging from 23 to 62 years, 65.3% reported

! The control group became the intervention group after Time 2 data collection as part of
a larger study.
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being married or common law and 61.9% reported having at least one child. All
participants were employed at the time of the surveys and worked an average of 39.71
hours per week. The majority of participants had completed some form of higher
education (i.e., college, university, or graduate degree; 81.01%).

Procedure

Prior to completing the first survey, all participants completed a screening survey
in December 2012. Those participants who scored in the extremely severe range on the
depression subscale of the Depression Anxiety Stress Scale (DASS; Lovibond &
Lovibond, 1995) were screened out of the study, and were contacted by a clinical
psychologist for further assessment.

Participants also completed a survey in January 2012 and in April 2012. The
intervention group began the 10-week coaching program after completing the first survey
in January. Participants were not randomly assigned to the intervention and control
groups for several reasons, including insufficient time. That is, most participants who
registered first were placed in the intervention group unless they specified that they were
not able to begin their coaching session right away. Also, once the intervention group
was full, those participants who registered later were placed in the control group.
Manuals were sent to those participants in the intervention group prior to the coaching
sessions. Survey data was collected electronically via LimeSurvey Version 1.85+

(LimeSurvey, 2009).
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Measures

Participants were asked to complete the following scales and items (please see
Appendix A for the complete measures).

Demographics & Work Characteristics. Participants were asked to indicate
their age, gender, education, workplace, occupation, marital status, and number of
children.

Recovery Experiences. The 41-item Recovery Experience Questionnaire —
Expanded (REQ - Expanded; Stevens, 2011) was used to assess recovery experiences.
The REQ - Expanded includes the original 16 items from the REQ (Sonnentag & Fritz,
2007) and 25 additional items created by Stevens (2011). Using a 5-point Likert-type
scale (1 = I do not agree at all; 5 = I fully agree), respondents were asked to rate the
extent to which they had engaged in recovery experiences over the past month (e.g., “I
engaged in activities that I find exciting.”).

The ten recovery subscales demonstrated high internal reliability at Time 1 and
Time 2: (1) Psychological Detachment (Time 1: a = .83, item-total correlations ranging
from .56 to .73; Time 2: a = .91, item-total correlations ranging from .67 to .87); (2)
Relaxation (Time 1: a = .94, item-total correlations ranging from .79 to .91; Time 2: a =
.94, item-total correlations ranging from .78 to .91); (3) Mastery (Time 1: a = .91, item-
total correlations ranging from .74 to .83; Time 2: a = .91, item-total correlations ranging
from .77 to .84); (4) Control (Time 1: a = .84, item-total correlations ranging from .42 to
.79; Time 2: a = .88, item-total correlations ranging from .63 to .84); (5) Planning (Time
1: r = .85; Time 2: r = .73); (6) Social Affiliation (Time 1: a = .84, item-total correlations

ranging from .55 to .80; Time 2: a = .88, item-total correlations ranging from .71 to .82);
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(7) Physical Activity (Time 1: a = .94, item-total correlations ranging from .75 to .92;
Time 2: a = .93, item-total correlations ranging from .69 to .90); (8) Hope/Optimism
(Time 1: a. = .75, item-total correlations ranging from .34 to .64; Time 2: o = .81, item-
total correlations ranging from .45 to .72); (9) Fun/Humour (Time 1: a = .85, item-total
correlations ranging from .53 to .74; Time 2: a = .91, item-total correlations ranging from
.70 to .85); (10) Self-Reward (Time 1: a = .84, item-total correlations ranging from .53 to
.78; Time 2: a = .89, item-total correlations ranging from .58 to .86). The overall
recovery score (mean of all 41 items used for the mediation analysis), Cronbach’s alpha
was .94, item-total correlations ranged from .10 to .69 at Time 1 and item-total
correlations ranged from .28 to .73 at Time 2.

Job performance. Three items that were adapted from Wayne and Ferris (1990)
by Schat and Frone (2011) were used to assess task performance. Using a 5-point Likert-
type scale (1 = poor; 5 = excellent), respondents were asked to provide the rating from the
perspective of their supervisor (e.g., ‘‘How would your supervisor or boss rate the overall
AMOUNT OF WORK you accomplished during the PAST 3 MONTHS?"). Cronbach’s
alpha for Time 1 was .92, with item-total correlations ranging from .81 to .87; Cronbach’s
alpha for Time 2 was .92, with item-total correlations ranging from .81 to .85.

Organizational Citizenship Behaviours — Individual. Nine items adapted from
Lee and Allen (2002) were used to assess organizational citizenship behaviours that were
directed at the individual®>. Using 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = never, 7 = always),

participants were asked how often they engaged in work-related behaviours over the past

2 The original OCBI scale (Lee & Allen, 2002) consisted of eight items; for the current
study, one of the items was split into two items to help improve clarity.
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month (e.g., “I willingly give my time to help others who have work-related problems.”).
Cronbach’s alpha for Time 1 was .87, with item-total correlations ranging from .45 to .73;
Cronbach’s alpha for Time 2 was .87, with item-total correlations ranging from .44 to .77.

Personal Initiative. Seven-items adapted from Frese, Fay, Hilburger, Leng, and
Tag (1997) were used to measure personal initiative over the past month. Using a 5-point
Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree), participants were asked the
extent to which they agree with the items (e.g., “Whenever something goes wrong, I
search for a solution immediately.”). Cronbach’s alpha for Time 1 was .85, with item-
total correlations ranging from .52 to .79; Cronbach’s alpha for Time 2 was .83, with
item-total correlations ranging from .50 to .73.

Work-Life Conflict. Three items from the Work-Family Role Conflict Scale
adapted from Day and Chamberlain (2006) were modified to measure work-life conflict
over the past month. Using a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 =
strongly agree), participants were asked to indicate the extent to which they agree with
the statements (e.g., “It is hard to balance my role as an employee with my life outside of
work.”). Cronbach’s alpha for Time 1 was .90, with item-total correlations ranging from
.77 to .82; Cronbach’s alpha for Time 2 was .89, with item-total correlations ranging from
.73 to .86.

Results

Data were screened for outliers, data entry errors, and violations of assumptions,

including heterogeneity of variance and non-normality. All variables demonstrated

acceptable properties. Statistical analyses were performed using SPSS version 19.0 and
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AMOS 9.0. Means, standard deviations, and correlations among study variables are
presented in Table 1.

Because participants came from 10 different organizations, I conducted a
MANOVA with organization as the independent variable to assess the impact of
organization on all outcomes and recovery subscales at Time 1. There was no significant
multivariate effect (Wilks” A = .37, F(14, 126) = 1.04, p = .374, 52=.10), indicating that
there were no differences among the 10 organizations on the outcomes and the recovery
subscales. Therefore, all analyses were conducted at the individual level.

Recovery as a Mediator

To test whether recovery mediates the relationship between the intervention and
the work performance outcomes and work-life conflict (Hypotheses 1a & 1b), I used an
overall measure of recovery (the mean of all items). Because recovery can be achieved
by several pursuits selected by the individual (e.g., physical activity, mastery, control,
social affiliation), it is important to consider whether the sum total of recovery influences
the outcomes in the mediation analyses. The overall measure was also used to reduce the
number of analyses that would be required with multiple subscales and to ensure
parsimony. I tested three models using SEM: a non-mediated model, a partially mediated
model, and a fully mediated model (Kelloway, 1998). I controlled for the effects of each
Time 1 outcome and the overall Time 1 recovery score in each model.

Although differences in fit between the non-mediated model and the fully
mediated model cannot be directly compared, both are nested within the partially
mediated model. I compared the nested models using the chi-square difference test to

contrast the models (see Table 2 for statistics). The partially mediated model was a
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significantly better fit to the data than the non-mediated or the fully mediated model (see
Figure 4 for final model).

The non-mediated model (see Figure 2) did not provide a good fit to the data, xz
(30, N=130) = 59.57, p < .01; normed fix index (NFI) = .89; comparative fit index (CFI)
= .94; root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) = .09, ns. The fully mediated
model (see Figure 3) provided only a slightly better fit and still did not achieve a good fit
to the data y* (30, N = 130) = 57.54, p = .002; normed fix index (NFI) = .89; comparative
fit index (CFI) = .94; root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) = .08, ns.

The partially mediated model provided a good fit to the data 5 (26, N = 130) =
40.13, p = .038; normed fix index (NFI) = .92; comparative fit index (CFI) = .97; root
mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) = .07, ns. Participation in the intervention
significantly positively predicted overall recovery at Time 2 (B =.29, p =.001).
Participation in the intervention significantly and negatively predicted work-life conflict
at Time 2 (B=-.39, p =.011), and positively predicted job performance at Time 2 (B =
.30, p =.002), but not OCBI at Time 2 (B = -.14, p = .230) or personal initiative at Time
2 (B=.06, p =.398). Overall recovery at Time 2 did not significantly predict work-life
conflict at Time 2 (B =-.17, p = .147), or job performance at Time 2 (B = .14, p = .053).
Overall recovery at Time 2 significantly predicted OCBI at Time 2 (B = .27, p =.003),
and personal initiative at Time 2 (B = .13, p =.019). Not surprisingly, each Time 1
outcome predicted its Time 2 counterpart: work-life conflict (B = .65, p < .001); job
performance (B = .55, p < .001); OCBI (B =.77, p < .001); and personal initiative (B =
.62, p < .001). Similarly, Time 1 overall recovery predicted Time 2 overall recovery (B =

65, p < .001).
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The mediation was tested using the bootstrapping method for testing indirect
effects (see Preacher & Hayes, 2004; Shrout & Bolger, 2002). Results showed a
significant indirect effect of intervention status on: (a) job performance through overall
recovery, B=0.30, SE = 0.07, 95% CI [0.004, 0.10}; (b) organizational citizenship
behaviour through overall recovery, B = 0.26, SE = 0.08, 95% CI [0.02, 0.16]; and (c)
personal initiative through overall recovery, B = 0.13, SE = 0.06, 95% CI [0.01, 0.09].

To examine whether individual recovery subscales may be uniquely predicting the
mediation results on the work performance outcomes, three multiple regressions were
performed using all 10 Time 2 recovery subscales. In the first regression predicting Time
2 job performance, I entered Time 1 job performance, Group, and the 10 recovery
subscales in the same step. These variables accounted for a significant amount of
variance in Time 2 job performance (R*=.53, p<.001). Physical activity was the only
subscale that uniquely predicted job performance (B = .15, p = .004).

In the second multiple regression predicting Time 2 OCBI, I entered Time 1
OCBI, Group, and the 10 Time 2 recovery subscales (R2 = .54, p <.001); there were no
specific subscales that uniquely predicted OCBI.

For the third multiple regression predicting personal initiative at Time 2, |
included personal initiative at Time 1, Group, and the 10 Time 2 recovery subscales in the
same step (R® = .77, p < .001). The hope/optimism recovery subscale was uniquely
associated with personal initiative at Time 2 (B = .14, p = .036).

Impact of the Intervention on Recovery Experiences
To test Hypothesis 2, the impact of the intervention on the recovery experiences, a

2 x 2 repeated measures MANOVA was performed to assess the interaction between
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group (treatment vs. control) and time (Time 1 vs. Time 2) for all 10 recovery subscales.
To minimize spurious results, tests for all 10 recovery subscales were conducted in one
omnibus MANOVA. There was a significant multivariate effect for the Group x Time
interaction (Wilks’ A = .82, F(10, 123) =2.66, p = .006, n2=.18).
Individual tests indicated significant Group x Time interactions for five of the 10
recovery subscales: mastery (¥ (1, 132) = 5.13, p = .025, n2 =.04); physical activity (F
(1,132) = 15.80, p <.001, n2 =.11),; hope/optimism (F (1, 132)=5.18, p=.024,
2=.04); fun/humour (F (1, 132) =4.42, p = .037, n2 =.03); and self-reward (¥ (1, 132) =
5.44,p=.021, 52 =.04).

The simple effects for the significant interactions were analyzed (see Figures 5 to
9): The pattern of results was similar for physical activity, hope/optimism, fun/humour,
and self-reward. From Time 1 to Time 2, the intervention group significantly increased
on those recovery experiences (physical activity: F(1,69) = 15.57, p<.001, n2=.18;
hope/optimism: F(1,70) = 5.83, p = .018, #2=.08; fun/humour £(1,70) =4.08,p =
047, n2=.06; self-reward F(1,69) = 5.48, p = .022, n2=.07), while the control group did
not significantly change (physical activity: F(1,66) = 3.45, p = .068, hope/optimism:
F(1,66) = .344, p = .560; fun/humour F(1,64) = 1.00, p = .319; self-reward F(1,64) =
1.04, p=.312). Although the interaction for mastery was significant, there were no
significant simple effects. That is, mastery increased (but not significantly) for the
intervention group, and it decreased (but not significantly) for the control group, thus

resulting in an overall significant interaction.
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Discussion

The goals of this study were to examine the impact of a stress management and
work-life balance intervention on three work performance outcomes and on work-life
conflict, as well as to explore whether the individual recovery experiences could be
increased from the intervention, using an expanded model of recovery. Specifically, I set
out to test whether recovery would mediate the relationship between the intervention and
reported work-life conflict and three different work performance outcomes (job
performance, organizational citizenship behaviours, and personal initiative), and to
examine whether participating in the 10-week stress management and work-life balance
intervention would increase recovery experiences. Recovery partially mediated the
relationship between participating in the intervention and the work performance outcomes
and five of the 10 recovery experiences were increased through participation in the
intervention.
Recovery as a Mediator

Hypothesis 1, that recovery would mediate the relationship between participating
in the intervention and the work performance outcomes and work-life conflict, was
partially supported. Overall recovery at Time 2 partially mediated the relationship
between the intervention and the three work performance outcomes (organizational
citizenship behaviours, personal initiative, and job performance), but not work-life
conflict. There was also a direct effect of participating in the intervention on job
performance, partially mediated by overall recovery. Although there were no direct
effects between participating in the intervention and organizational citizenship behaviours

and personal initiative, there was an indirect effect through increased recovery
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experiences for both of those outcomes. Binnewies, Sonnentag, and Mojza (2009a) found
similar results showing that feeling recovered in the morning was positively related to
daily measures of job performance, organizational citizenship behaviours, and personal
initiative. Participating in the intervention itself had a direct impact on decreasing work-
life conflict, but recovery did not mediate this relationship.

The combination of recovery experiences significantly predicted organizational
citizenship behaviours and personal initiative at Time 2. Because the recovery subscales
are all correlated, and therefore share much of the variance, there was only one subscale
that seemed to account for and uniquely predict the relationship with personal initiative.
Specifically, hope/optimism (i.e., engaging in positive thoughts about future events or
experiences during non-work time) was positively related to personal initiative, which
may be explained by increased mood through thinking positive thoughts, thus leading to
more proactive and self-starting behaviours. Proactivity in terms of personal initiative is
defined as having a long-term focus, while not waiting to respond to a demand (Frese et
al., 2007). Thinking positively about the future (i.e., hope/optimism recovery) could help
to think more long-term with regard to tasks at work, thus increasing personal initiative.

In terms of OCBs, there were no specific subscales that were uniquely related to
OCBs. Because there were no direct effects of the intervention on OCBs, but there were
indirect effects through overall recovery, future research should investigate what it is
about feeling recovered after work that may influence the relationship with OCBs. It is
possible that when employees are feeling more recovered and less stressed, they may be
more collegial and more likely to engage in OCBs. On the other hand, the current

intervention helped employees find ways to reduce demands at work, which may in turn
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encourage them to limit the amount of discretionary tasks (i.e., OCBs) that they engage
in.

There were no significant direct effects of overall recovery on job performance,
but there were significant indirect effects between the intervention and job performance,
through overall recovery. Physical activity was the only subscale significantly related to
job performance. Engaging regularly in physical activity may lead to increased ability to
concentrate as well as improved mood, which may explain the relationship with job
performance. Also, high levels of recovery experiences lead to improved health and
motivation among employees (Siltaloppi et al., 2009; Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007), which
may explain the positive predictive relationship with job performance.

In terms of work-life conflict, overall recovery did not explain any of the
relationship between participating in the intervention and the decrease in work-life
conflict in the present study. These results do not support the idea that work-life conflict
may be offset by increasing recovery experiences (as suggested by Amstad & Semmer,
2009).

These findings could be due in part to having a short-term challenge in terms of
work-life balance when first starting to incorporate increased recovery experiences into
one’s life. There could be a dual effect of simultaneously increasing feelings of well-
being (which should be associated with less conflict) but also increasing time conflict by
engaging in additional recovery activities, possibly associated with more conflict. The
additional time spent engaging in recovery activities may increase perceived ‘life’

demands initially, but once engaged in as habitual activities, these perceptions may
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balance out. Perhaps the three-month time period in the current study was not long
enough to tap into this life adjustment.

Furthermore, the ABLE intervention focuses on a number of different topics such
as time management, scheduling and prioritizing efficiently, effective communication,
utilizing different coping strategies, and more. Although it could be a combination of the
topics covered, there may be other possible mediators to explain the relationship between
the intervention and the decrease in work-life conflict. Future research should investigate
what it is about the intervention that influences the decrease in work-life conflict and
whether recovery will have more of an influence long-term.

Increasing Recovery Experiences

To date, there are only two other studies that have found that recovery experiences
can be increased through training (Hahn et al., 2011; Stevens, 2011). Hypothesis 2 (i.e.,
the intervention would increase recovery experiences) was partially supported. Recovery
experiences included those originally defined by Sonnentag and Fritz (2007; i.e.,
psychological detachment, relaxation, mastery, control), as well as the six additional
experiences identified by Stevens (2011; i.e., planning, social affiliation, physical activity,
hope/optimism, fun/humour, and self-reward). Five of the 10 recovery experiences were
increased through participation in the intervention. There was a similar pattern of results
for physical activity, hope/optimism, fun/humour, and the self-reward subscales: That is,
the recovery experiences were increased in the intervention group, while those same
recovery experiences did not change significantly in the control group. Although there

were no significant simple effects, mastery increased (but not significantly) for the



RECOVERY & PERFORMANCE 23
intervention group, and it decreased (but not significantly) for the control group, thus
resulting in an overall significant interaction.

These results were not entirely consistent with those found by Stevens (2011),
who found that psychological detachment, relaxation, and hope were all increased in the
ABLE intervention group, and did not significantly change in the control group. Stevens
also found that the control and physical activity subscales did not change in the
intervention group, but significantly decreased in the control group. Social affiliation,
which did not change for either group in the current study, increased significantly in the
intervention group and decreased significantly in the control group in Stevens’ (2011)
study. These differences could have been due to a number of different factors, as the
intervention did not focus solely on recovery experiences, and as such, different coaches
may have encouraged engaging in certain recovery activities more than others. Also, the
topic of recovery experiences is only directly mentioned once, halfway through the
intervention, though there are themes of recovery throughout. Another potential reason
for the differences could be the type of personal goals that participants’ developed and
worked towards throughout the course of the intervention — some may have included
engaging in more recovery activities than others.

Limitations and Future Research

There are several limitations that should be addressed. First, this study was
conducted with a convenience sample, and it was not possible to assign participants
randomly to the intervention and control groups. Most of the employees who signed up
first were placed in the intervention group due to time constraints (unless they specifically

stated that they could not begin the coaching sessions until later). The employees who
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registered later in the process were placed in the control group as the intervention group
filled up. There were no significant differences between the two groups on the recovery
experiences, except for relaxation, where the control group experienced slightly less
relaxation at Time 1 than the intervention group. Nor were there any significant
differences between the groups on any of the work performance outcomes or work-life
conflict at Time 1. Self-selection into the program may have also had an impact on the
results, as those people who chose to participate were perhaps more eager to make
changes, such as increasing their recovery experiences. Consequently, there is no reason
to suggest that those individuals eager to make changes would change on some things, but
not others. That is, the results showed that there were some areas that the intervention
group did not change on, which suggests that the changes (i.e., increases in recovery
experiences) that were seen, were not purely a methodological artifact.

Other limitations include the use of self-report data; therefore common method
variance (CMV) may be a concern (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003).
Although it would be difficult to get around self-reporting for the recovery experiences, it
would be beneficial to have a supervisor report on job performance and other behaviours
at work such as personal initiative and OCB if possible. However, these concerns are
mitigated by the fact that there were significant interactions found and CMV effects
should not manifest in change over time (Pace, 2010; Spector, 2006). In fact, CMV tends
to suppress interactions (Siemsen, Roth, & Oliveira, 2010).

Future research should investigate what part of the intervention or other potential
mediators help to explain the relationship between the intervention and work-life conflict.

It’s possible that a decrease in strain, an increase in overall well-being, or more effective
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use of coping strategies may be partially explaining the relationship. Also, as previously
mentioned, the intervention did not focus specifically on increasing recovery experiences,
but it was a common theme throughout. Targeting each of the different experiences
(subscales) separately may cause more of the experiences to be increased and their effects
on outcomes such as job performance may be heightened.

One of the strengths of this study is that it involved two waves of data collection.
However, there is an increasing view that true longitudinal studies should include more
than two waves of data collection (Kelloway & Francis, in press; Ployhart & Vandenberg,
2010; Singer & Willett, 2003). It would be interesting to observe these variables over a
longer time frame to examine if the relationships found can be maintained, specifically
the decrease in work-life conflict, as well as the indirect relationship between the
intervention and the work performance outcomes through overall recovery. With more
time points, it would also be interesting to look at whether the same recovery activities
are predicting the relationship with the work performance outcomes, or whether these
change over time (i.e., modeling the shape of the change curve).

The intervention was semi-structured in the sense that participants were provided
with the same manuals and coaches were all trained in the same way, but depending on
the participant and their interests/demands, the intervention was tailored to make it most
beneficial for each individual. Future research should investigate what part of the
intervention impacted the increased recovery experiences, whether it was the
manual/information provided to all participants, or the one-on-one phone coaching that

occurred weekly, or a combination.
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Many of the organizations where the participants worked were going through
substantial organizational changes, which could have impacted the results. When
employees are experiencing more stress and strain, their recovery processes are impaired,
as they do not have resources left to engage in recovery activities at the end of the day
(Sonnentag & Jelden, 2009). This increase in employee stress due to the organizational
changes may have limited the number of recovery experiences that were increased
throughout the current intervention.
Practical Implications

This study provides further evidence supporting the proposition that recovery
experiences can be promoted and increased through training (Hahn et al., 2011; Stevens,
2011). This is beneficial not only for employees, but also for employers as the increased
recovery experiences had a significant direct effect on organizational citizenship
behaviours and personal initiative, and a significant indirect effect on job performance.
Although this was a structured intervention, it would be possible to implement some of
the topics and information in different workplaces that may help reduce work-life conflict
and increase recovery experiences. It would also be beneficial for employers to promote
engaging in recovery experiences during non-work time; not only for the direct and
indirect effects on work performance outcomes, but also because increased recovery leads
to increased employee health and motivation (Siltaloppi et al., 2009; Sonnentag & Fritz,
2007). Because a large component of the ABLE intervention is focused on individual
efforts, it would be interesting for future research to examine ways in which organizations
could become more involved. For instance, would the promotion of “on-the-job”

recovery show similar benefits to the organization and its employees?



RECOVERY & PERFORMANCE 27

The decrease in work-life conflict from the intervention is also noteworthy as high
levels of work-life conflict negatively impact a variety of outcomes such as well-being
(Thompson & Prottas, 2006), life satisfaction (Kossek & Ozeki, 1998), and work-based
outcomes, such as job satisfaction (Kossek & Ozeki, 1998) and organizational
commitment (Cannon, 1998). This lends further support for employers to encourage and
promote interventions such as this one.
Conclusions

The results of this study extend the current literature by providing evidence that
recovery experiences can be increased through coaching, as part of a stress management
and work-life balance intervention. Also, that recovery has significant, direct effects on
multiple (self-reported) work performance outcomes warrants further attention and
research. The decrease in work-life conflict directly from the intervention provides
promising evidence for future interventions such as this one. These findings strengthen
the argument that by restoring and accumulating recourses (through increased recovery
experiences during off-work time) employees are more likely to take an active, self-
starting approach to different work goals and tasks (i.e., demonstrate personal initiative

and engage in OCBs).



RECOVERY & PERFORMANCE 28
References

Allen, T. D., Herst, D.E.L., Bruck, C.S. and Sutton, M. (2000) Consequences associated
with autonomy, perceived control, and employee well-being. Journal of
Occupational Health Psychology, 11(1), 100-118. doi:10.1037/1076-
8998.10.4.100.

Amstad, F. T., & Semmer, N. K. (2009). Recovery and the work-family interface. In S.
Sonnentag, P. L. Perrewé, D. C. Ganster, S. Sonnentag, P. L. Perrewé, D. C.
Ganster (Eds.), Current perspectives on job-stress recovery (pp. 125-175).
Bingley United Kingdom: JAI Press/Emerald Group Publishing.

Bentler, P.M., & Chou, C.-P. (1987). Practical issues in structural modeling. Sociological
Methods & Research, 16, 78-117.

Binnewies, C., Sonnentag, S., & Mojza, E. J. (2010). Recovery during the weekend and
fluctuations in weekly job performance: A week-level study examining intra-
individual relationships. Journal Of Occupational And Organizational
Psychology, 83(2), 419-441. doi:10.1348/096317909X418049

Binnewies, C., Sonnentag, S., & Mojza, E. J. (2009a). Daily performance at work:
Feeling recovered in the morning as a predictor of day-level job performance.
Journal Of Organizational Behavior, 30(1), 67-93. doi:10.1002/job.541

Binnewies, C., Sonnentag, S., & Mojza, E. J. (2009b). Feeling recovered and thinking
about the good sides of one’s work. Journal Of Occupational Health Psychology,
14(3), 243-256. do0i:10.1037/a0014933

Borman, W. C., & Motowidlo, S. J. (1993). Expanding the criterion domain to include



RECOVERY & PERFORMANCE 29
elements of contextual performance. In N. Schmitt, & W. C. Borman (Eds.),
Personnel selection in organizations (pp. 71-98). New York: Jossey-Bass.

Byron, K. (2005). A meta-analytic review of work—family conflict and its antecedents.
Journal of Vocational Behavior, 67, 169—198.

Canadian Index of Wellbeing (2010). Caught in the Time Crunch: Time Use, Leisure and
Culture in Canada. Report released by the Canadian Index of Well-being.
Retrieved March 6, 2012 from:
http://ciw.ca/reports/en/Reports%20and%20F AQs/SpecialReports/Caught _in_the
_Time_Crunch.sflb.pdf

Cannon, D. (1998). Better understanding the impact of work interferences on
organizational commitment. Marriage & Family Review, 28(1-2), 153-166.
doi:10.1300/J002v28n01_09.

Day, A. L. & Chamberlain, T. (2006). Committing to your work, spouse, and children:
Implications for work-family conflict. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 68, 116-
130.

Demerouti, E., Taris, T. W., & Bakker, A. B. (2007). Need for recovery, home-work
interference and performance: Is lack of concentration the link? Journal Of
Vocational Behavior, 71(2), 204-220. doi:10.1016/j.jvb.2007.06.002

Duxbury, L., Higgins, C. (2003) Work-Life Conflict in Canada in the New Millennium A
Status Report. Prepared for the for the Healthy Communities Division, Health
Canada, Ottawa.

Dwyer, D. & Ganster, D. (1991). The effects of job demands and control on employee

attendance and satisfaction. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 12, 595-608.



RECOVERY & PERFORMANCE 30

Eby, L. T., Casper, W. J., Lockwood, A., Bordeaux, C., & Brinkley, A. (2005). Work and
family research in IO/OB: Content analysis and review of the literature (1980 —
2002). Journal of Vocational Behavior, 66, 124 — 197.

Fay, D., & Frese, M. (2001). The concept of personal initiative: An overview of validity
studies. Human Performance, 14(1), 97-124.
doi:10.1207/S15327043HUP1401_06

Fox, M. L., & Dwyer, D. J. (1999). An investigation of the effects of time and
involvement in the relationship between stressors and work—family conflict.
Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 4, 164—174.

Frese, M., Garst, H., & Fay, D. (2007). Making things happen: Reciprocal relationships
between work characteristics and personal initiative in a four-wave longitudinal
structural equation model. Journal Of Applied Psychology, 92(4), 1084-1102.
doi:10.1037/0021-9010.92.4.1084

Frese, M., Fay, D., Hilburger, T., Leng, K., & Tag, A. (1997). The concept of personal
initiative: Operationalization, reliability and validity of two German samples.
Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 70, 139-161.

Frese, M., Kring, W., Soose, A., & Zempel, J. (1996). Personal initiative at work:
Differences between East and West Germany. Academy of Management Journal,
39, 37-63.

Fritz, C., Yankelevich, M., Zarubin, A., & Barger, P. (2010). Happy, healthy, and
productive: The role of detachment from work during nonwork time. Journal Of
Applied Psychology, 95(5), 977-983. doi:10.1037/a0019462

Frone, M. R. (2003). Work-family balance. In J. C. Quick & L. E. Tetrick (Eds.),



RECOVERY & PERFORMANCE 31
Handbook of occupational health psychology (pp. 143—162). Washington, DC:
American Psychological Association.

Geurts, S. E., & Sonnentag, S. (2009). Methodological issues in recovery research. In S.
Sonnentag, P. L. Perrewé, D. C. Ganster, S. Sonnentag, P. L. Perrewé, D. C.
Ganster (Eds.) , Current perspectives on job-stress recovery (pp. 1-46). Bingley
United Kingdom: JAI Press/Emerald Group Publishing. Retrieved from
EBSCOhost.

Greenhaus, J. H., Bedeian, A. G., & Mossholder, K. W. (1987). Work experiences, job
performance, and feelings of personal and family well-being. Journal of
Vocational Behavior, 31, 200-215.

Greenhaus, J. H., & Beutell, N. J. (1985). Sources and conflict between work and family
roles. Academy of Management Review, 10(1), 76-88. d0i:10.2307/258214

Hahn, V. C., Binnewies, C., Sonnentag, S., & Mojza, E. J. (2011). Learning how to
recover from job stress: Effects of a recovery training program on recovery,
recovery-related self-efficacy, and well-being. Journal Of Occupational Health
Psychology, 16(2), 202-216. doi:10.1037/a0022169

Hu, L. & Bentler P.M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure
analyses: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation
Modeling, 6, 1-55.

Kelloway, E. K. (1998). Using LISREL for structural equation modeling: A researcher's
guide. Thousand Oaks, CA US: Sage Publications, Inc.

Kelloway, E. K., Gottlieb, B. H., & Barham, L. (1999). The source, nature, and direction



RECOVERY & PERFORMANCE 32
of work and family conflict: A longitudinal investigation. Journal of Occupational
Health Psychology, 4, 337 346.

Kelloway, E. K., Hurrell, J. J., & Day, A. L. (2008). Workplace Interventions for
Occupational Stress. In K. Niswell, M. Sverke, & J. Hellgren (Eds.) The
individual in the changing working life. Cambridge University Press.

Kinnunen, U., Feldt, T., Geurts, S., & Pulkkinen, L. (2006). Types of work-family
interface: Well-being correlates of negative and positive spillover between work
and family. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 47(2), 149-162.
doi:10.1111/5.1467-9450.2006.00502.x.

Kossek, E. and Ozeki, C. (1998) Work—family conflict, policies, and the job-life
satisfaction relationship: a review and directions for organizational behavior-
human resources research. Journal of Applied Psychology, 83,2, 139—49.

Lee, K., & Allen, N. J. (2002). Organizational citizenship behavior and workplace
deviance: The role of affect and cognitions. Journal Of Applied Psychology,

87(1), 131-142. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.87.1.131

Lapierre, L., & Allen, T. (2006). Work-supportive family, family-supportive
supervision, use of organizational benefits, and problem-focused coping:
Implications for work-family conflict and employee well-being. Journal of
Occupational Health Psychology, 11(2), 169-181. doi:10.1037/1076-
8998.11.2.169.

LimeSurvey (2009). Rel 1.85+ 2009. Germany: LimeSurvey®

Lovibond, S.H., & Lovibond, P.F. (1995). Manual for the depression anxiety stress scales

(2nd ed.). Sydney, NSW: Psychology Foundation Monograph.



RECOVERY & PERFORMANCE 33

Moreno-Jiménez, B., Mayo, M., Sanz-Vergel, A., Geurts, S., Rodriguez-Mufioz, A., &
Garrosa, E. (2009). Effects of work—family conflict on employees’ well-being:
The moderating role of recovery strategies. Journal of Occupational Health
Psychology, 14(4), 427-440. doi:10.1037/a0016739.

Organ, D. W. (1997). Organizational citizenship behavior: It’s construct clean-up time.
Human Performance, 10, 85-97.

Pace, V. L. (2010). Method variance from the perspectives of reviewers: Poorly
understood problem or overemphasized complaint?. Organizational Research
Methods, 13(3), 421-434. doi:10.1177/1094428109351751

Ployhart, R.E. & Vandenberg, R.K. (2010). Longitudinal research: The theory, design,
and analysis of change. Journal of Management, 36, 94-120.

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common method
biases in behavioral research: A critical review of the literature and recommended
remedies. Journal Of Applied Psychology, 88(5), 879-903. doi:10.1037/0021-
9010.88.5.879

Preacher, K. J., & Hayes, A. F. (2004). SPSS and SAS procedures for estimating indirect
effects in simple mediation models. Behavior Research Methods, Instruments, &
Computers, 36, 717-731.

Sanz-Vergel, A., Demerouti, E., Moreno-Jiménez, B., & Mayo, M. (2010). Work-family
balance and energy: A day-level study on recovery conditions. Journal Of
Vocational Behavior, 76(1), 118-130. doi:10.1016/.jvb.2009.07.001

Schat, A. H., & Frone, M. R. (2011). Exposure to psychological aggression at work and



RECOVERY & PERFORMANCE 34
job performance: The mediating role of job attitudes and personal health. Work &
Stress, 25(1), 23-40. doi:10.1080/02678373.2011.563133

Shrout, P. E., & Bolger, N. (2002). Mediation in experimental and non- experimental
studies: New procedures and recommendations. Psychological Methods, 7, 422—
445.

Siemsen, E., Roth, A., & Oliveira, P. (2010). Common method bias in regression models
with linear, quadratic, and interaction effects. Organizational Research Methods,
13(3), 456-476. doi:10.1177/1094428109351241

Siltaloppi, M., Kinnunen, U., & Feldt, T. (2009). Recovery experiences as moderators
between psychosocial work characteristics and occupational well-being. Work &
Stress, 23(4), 330-348. doi:10.1080/02678370903415572.

Singer, J.D. & Willett, J.B. (2003). Applied longitudinal data analysis: Modeling change
and event occurrence. New York: Oxford University Press.

Sonnentag, S., & Bayer, U. (2005). Switching Off Mentally: Predictors and
Consequences of Psychological Detachment From Work During Off-Job Time.
Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 10(4), 393-414. doi:10.1037/1076-
8998.10.4.393.

Sorinentag, S., & Fritz, C. (2007). The Recovery Experience Questionnaire:
Development and validation of a measure for assessing recuperation and
unwinding from work. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 12(3), 204-
221. doi:10.1037/1076-8998.12.3.204.

Sonnentag, S., & Jelden, S. (2009). Job stressors and the pursuit of sport activities: A day-



RECOVERY & PERFORMANCE 35
level perspective. Journal Of Occupational Health Psychology, 14(2), 165-181.
doi:10.1037/a0014953

Spector, P. E. (2006). Method Variance in Organizational Research: Truth or Urban
Legend? Organizational Research Methods, 9(2), 221-232.
doi:10.1177/1094428105284955

Stevens, S. M. (2011). Understanding how employees unwind after work: Expanding the
construct of 'recovery'. Dissertation Abstracts International, 72.

Thomas, L., & Ganster, D. (1995). Impact of family-supportive work variables on work-
family conflict and strain: A control perspective. Journal of Applied Psychology,
80, 6-15.

Thompson, C., & Prottas, D. (2006). Relationships among organizational family
support, job work-to-family conflict: a review and agenda for future research.
Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 5,2, 278-308.

Wayne, S.J., & Ferris, G.R. (1990). Influence tactics, affect, and exchange quality in
supervisor-subordinate interactions: A laboratory experiment and field study.

Journal of Applied Psychology, 75, 487-499.



RECOVERY & PERFORMANCE

36
Table 1
Correlations among Study Variables at Time 1 & Time 2. Scale reliabilities are presented in bold and italics along the diagonal.
Variable M (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
1. Gender - 02 05 a3 01 09 09 .02 -04 .2 A7 A1 AT 07 -13 -07 -12 .02
2. Age 43.68 (9.32) - -08 -02 -04 01 .09 -01 -03 -04 .07 -09 -10 -04 .05 .16 .16 .09
3. Group .53 (.50) - 04 07 .18 08 04 03 -01 -06 -12 -01 01 .16 -03 .01 -14
Time 1
4. Overall Rec 3.32(54) 94 32° 72° 70° 67° 49° 71° .62° .66° .71° 63° .06 .11 -02 -10
5. Detachment 2.96 (.87) 83 24 12 10 02 .08 19 07 05 02 -15 -13 -12 -13
6. Relaxation 3.37 (.96) .94 30° 60° 21° .52° 25" 34° 48 55° -00 -04 -.16" -26°
7. Mastery 2.92 (1.01) 91  40° 31° 42° 455 52° 43° 29° 09 .14 .06 .07
8. Control 3.36 (.84) 84 30° 43° 21 30° 41° 43 04 09 07 -.18
9. Planning 3.63 (.82) 85 248 37 25 260 04 .0 17" 01 .03
10. Social 3.81(.72) 84 31 51 62 44 08 08 05 -04
11. Physical 3.21(1.13) 94 32 28 21° -01 .13 -01 -03
12, Hope 3.51(.73) 75 53¢ 40° .08 .18 .11 .07
13.Fun 3.59 (.69) 85 54 22° 160 01 -04
14. Self-Reward 2.87 (.94) 84 04 -05 -01 -08
15.Job Perf. 3.74(.77) .92 38 .16 .03
16.P. Initiative 3.65 (.64) .85 40° .10
17.0CB 5.14 (.83) .87 -.08
18. WLC 3.36(1.16) .90

Note. "p< .05, °p< .01, p<.001.N = 134 — 139

Note. A correlation coeficient is presented for “planning” as it only includes two items.
Note. Gender: 1 = female, 2 = male

Note. Group: 1 = intervention, 0 = control
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Table 1 Continued

Variable M(SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
Time 2
19. Overall Rec 3.35(.62) A6 01 24%  55° 19 46° 36° 39° (18" 43° .33° 31° 36° 37° 09 .05 .05 -18°
20. Detachment 3.00 (1.02) -04 -08 .18 21* 59° 29° 02 .7 -08 .08 02 05 .08 .12 -04 -16 .01 -20°
21. Relaxation 3.44 (.95) 04 08 25 44° a7 566 200 37 .5 33 14 15 31° 35 06 -05 .05 -15
22. Mastery 2.94 (1.05) A9 07 27 38° .00 .16 .49 19" 12 29® 29° 32° .18* 28 06 .09 .13 -08
23. Control 3.31 (.90) 01 -04 08 39° .13 42° .14 4T -01 31° 08 22 23° 38 -05 -02 -08 -21
24, Planning 3.44 (.96) 09 12 -02 16 -02 04 05 .00 a2 13 25 04 -01 05 AT ATt 12 -14
25. Social 3.80 (.84) 01 -01 .09 38° .00 .34° 255 27 .16 .54 16 .16 32 .18 .12 .00 .03 -l14
26. Physical 3.31 (1.09) 29 03 .19 40° .12 19" 29 4 21° 21° 63 .13 20 16 .00 .11 .02 -06
27. Hope 3.63(.77) A3 01 1 35° 10 200 30° .18 .19t 27 22* 38 28 .11 A7 a8t .42 -01
28. Fun 3.65 (.84) 16 -09 16 43° .00 32 27 31° 16 41° 20° 25" 51° 29° 20 04 .10 -10
29. Self-Reward 3.03 (1.02) d4 .03 23° 49° 09 41° 37 37T .1 35 14 365 34 51° -05 -03 .05 -12
30. Job Perf. 3.72(.72) 13 -13 035 16 -04 19° 08 .09 .10 .10 .09 .06 .30° .08 .64 37T .11 -05
31. P. Initiative 3.68(.57) 02 .16 12 03 -08 -12 12 -08 .06 .00 .13 .16 .09 -07 J31° 71° 42° .04
32.0CB 5.11(.93) 09 .02 01 9 -02 06 277 09 .01 a3 a1 27 22 04 AT 43 69 -10
33. WLC 3.01 (1.16) -05 .09 -25° .14 -02 -25° 02 -29° .04 -11 .02 -06 -16 -11 .01 .02 -09 .67°

Note *p< .05, °p< .01, °p<.001.
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Table 1 Continued
Variable 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33

Time 2
19. Overall Rec 95 43°  72° 70° 66° .53°  .74°  64°  74°  77°  69° 22° 21t 21* -26°
20. Detachment 91 47T 12 31° .00 21 14 19 a7 AT 12 -1 03 -19°
21. Relaxation 94 345 49 21° 515 30° 39 .50° .53 a7 .1l q3 =280
22.Mastery 91 33 307 42 48 53 50° .52 08 24 25" -1
23. Control 88 40°  40°  27° 32 32 53 13 05 01 -3
24. Planning 85 35 34 400 31° 200 200 23 .02 -13
25. Social 88 42 58 73* 40 12 08 .02 -17
26. Physical 93 AT 4T 245 23 23* 16  -05
27.Hope 81 68 47T a8 32 24, -05
28.Fun 91 500 20 17, 25, ~-.16
29. Self-Reward 89 -00 .09 190 288
30. Job Perf. 92 3T 200 -7
31.P. Initiative 83 42 -00
32.0CB 87 -1
33.WLC .89

Note. *p<.05, "p< .01, °p< .001.
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Table 2
Chi-square difference test comparing the three mediation models (non-mediated and

Sfully-mediated both nested within the partially-mediated model).

Model df 1 2 difference
Partially-mediated 26 40.13
Non-mediated 30 59.57 19.44*
Fully-mediated 30 57.54 17.41*

Note. Both ¥ difference tests are evaluated with four degrees of freedom *p < .01.
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Figure 1. The partially-mediated model testing the indirect effect of the intervention on
four outcomes (WLC, job perfomrance, organizational citizenship behaviours, and
personal initiative) through overall reovery at Time 2, while controlling for Time 1
outcomes.

Note. T1 = Time 1; T2 = Time 2; Group = Intervention vs. Control, WLC = Work-Life Conflict;
Job Perf = Job Performance; OCB = Organizational Citizenship Behaviours; PI = Personal Initiative



RECOVERY & PERFORMANCE 41

Figure 2. The non-mediated model testing the direct effects of the intervention on
overall recovery and the four outcomes (WLC, job perfomrance, organizational
citizenship behaviours, and personal initiative) while controlling for Time 1 outcomes.

Note. T1 = Time 1; T2 = Time 2; Group = Intervention vs. Control; WLC = Work-Life Conflict;
Job Perf = Job Performance; OCB = Organizational Citizenship Behaviours; PI = Personal Initiative
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Figure 3. The fully-mediated model testing the effects of the intervention on the four
outcomes (WLC, job perfomrance, organizational citizenship behaviours, and personal
initiative) through overall recovery at Time 2, while controlling for Time 1 outcomes.

Note. T1 = Time 1; T2 = Time 2; Group = Intervention vs. Control; WLC = Work-Life Conflict;
Job Perf = Job Performance; OCB = Organizational Citizenship Behaviours; PI = Personal Initiative
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Figure 4. The final structural equation model testing the indirect effect of the intervention
on four outcomes (WLC, job perfomrance, organizational citizenship behaviours, and
personal initiative) through overall reovery at Time 2, while controlling for Time 1
outcomes. Standardized loadings are presented.

Note. T1 = Time 1; T2 = Time 2; Group = Intervention vs. Control; WLC = Work-Life Conflict; Job Perf =
Job Performance; OCB = Organizational Citizenship Behaviours; PI = Personal Initiative
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Figure 5. Perceived mastery before and after the intervention for the intervention group

and the control group.
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Figure 6. Perceived physical activity before and after the intervention for the intervention
group and the control group.
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Figure 7. Perceived hope/optimism before and after the intervention for the intervention

group and the control group.
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Figure 8. Perceived fun/humour before and after the intervention for the intervention
group and the control group.
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Figure 9. Perceived self-reward before and after the intervention for the intervention
group and the control group.
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Appendix A — Measures

Recovery

(REQ - Expanded Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007; Stevens 2011)

Using the scale below please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following
statements about your experiences after work over the past month.

2

Disquee - [
1

During my time after work...

Psychological
Detachment

I forgot about work.

I didn’t think about work at all.

I distanced myself from my work.

I got a break from the demands of work.

Relaxation

I kicked back and relaxed.
I did relaxing things.

I used the time to relax.

I took time for leisure.

Mastery

V(R NN AW =

I learned new things.

. I sought out intellectual challenges.
. I did things that challenged me.
. I did something to broaden my horizons.

Control

. I felt like I could decide for myself what to do

. I decided my own schedule.

. I determined for myself how I spent my time.

. I took care of things the way that I want them done.

Planning

. I got myself organized (e.g., made lists, cleaned up)
. I got things checked off my “to-do” list.

Social
Affiliation

. I spent quality time with my friends and/or family.
. I socialized with others.
. I kept in touch with friends and/or family (e.g., phone,

Facebook, email).

. I spent time with people I care about.

Physical
Activity

24.
25.
26.
27.

. 1 did things that were physically demanding (e.g.,

housework, gardening, exercise).

I engaged in activities that increased my heart rate.

I engaged in physical activity.

I participated in sports or active recreational activities.
I did things that required physical exertion.
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Hope/Optimism

28.
29.
30.

31.
32.

I daydreamed about my future.

I planned activities, trips, or events.

I thought about what I would like to do or attain in the
future (e.g., vacation, new house, dream job).

I thought about the positive things that are going to happen.
I looked forward to upcoming events.

Fun/Humour

33.
34.
35.
36.
37.

I did things that made me laugh.

I did things that were fun.

I engaged in activities that I find exciting.
I tried to see the humour in situations.

I joked around.

Self-Reward

38.
39.
40.
41.

I spent some quality “me-time”.

I rewarded myself with something special.

I pampered myself.

To treat myself, I bought something that I really wanted.
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Job Performance
(Adapted from Wayne and Ferris, 1990)

Using the rating scale below please indicate how your supervisor or boss would rate
you in the following job performance dimensions.

Poor . - |Fair = - | Good - |VeryGood ' |Excellent
1 2 3 4 5

1. Considering all of your job duties and responsibilities, how would your
supervisor or boss rate your overall PERFORMANCE at work during the
PAST 3 MONTHS?

2. How would your supervisor or boss rate the overall AMOUNT OF WORK
you accomplished during the PAST 3 MONTHS?

3. How would your supervisor or boss rate the overall QUALITY OF YOUR
WORK during the PAST 3 MONTHS, that is, how well do you do your
work?
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Organizational Citizenship Behaviours — Individual
(Modified; Lee & Allen, 2002)

Using the scale below, please indicate how often you engage in these work behaviors.

52

"Never | Almost | Rarely | Sometimes | Often | Very Often | Aways
1 2 3 4 5 6
1. TIhelp others who have been absent.
2. 1 willingly give my time to help others who have work-related problems.
3. T adjust my work schedule to accommodate other employees’ requests(for

time off.

I go out of my way to make newer employees feel welcome in the work group.
I show genuine concern and courtesy toward coworkers, even under the most
trying business or personal situations.

I give up time to help others who have work problems.

I give up time to help others who have nonwork problems.

I assist others with their duties.

I share personal property with others to help their work.

v

0N

Note. Items 6 & 7 were a single item in the original OCBI scale (Lee & Allen, 2002)
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Personal Initiative/Proactive Behaviour
(Frese, Kring, Soose, & Zempel, 1996)

Using the scale below please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following
items.

Strongly | Disagree | Neither Agreenor | Agree | Strong
Disagree -~ | - Disagree . | | Agree
1 2 3 4 5

1. I actively attack problems.

2. Whenever something goes wrong, I search for a solution immediately.

3. I take whatever chance there is to become actively involved.

4. I take initiative immediately.

5. I use opportunity quickly in order to attain my goals.

6. Usually I do more than I am asked to do.
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Work-Life Conflict

General Work-Life Conflict Scale (modified; Day & Chamberlain, 2006)

Please think about your responsibilities as an employee and your life outside of work
(e.g., interests and hobbies). Using the following scale, circle the number that best
represents the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following.

Strongly - | Disagree | Neither Agree nor

Disagree - | . |Disagree .. . |

1 2 3 4
1. My work and interests/hobbies often conflict.
2. It is hard to balance my role as an employee with my life outside of work.
3. Ifind it difficult to successfully complete all my work activities and

interests/hobbies.
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