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This study extended research on respites by examining the extent to which experiences during the
weekend contribute to health and job performance after the weekend. Longitudinal data including
3 measurement occasions from 87 emergency service workers indicated that nonwork hassles,
absence of positive work reflection, and low social activity during the weekend predicted burnout
and poor general well-being after the weekend. Weekend experiences also predicted different
aspects of job performance after the weekend. The results reveal practical implications for
individual and organizational optimization of recovery processes. Suggestions for future research
on specific recovery processes and their effects on individual health and performance are
discussed.
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Many employees use their weekend as an oppor-
tunity to recover from stress experienced at work.
During weekends, individuals typically do not face
their daily job demands, which allows for regenera-
tion and the regain of resources. These replenished
resources will then have short-term effects on indi-
vidual health and job performance at the beginning of
the following work week. Empirical findings already
indicated that respites from work foster positive af-
fective experiences and performance when back at
work (Sonnentag, 2003; Westman & Eden, 1997;
Westman & Etzion, 2001). However, Eden (2001, p.
123) mentioned that “there has been almost no study
of the restorative value of . . . the weekend . . . nor
any research devoted to increasing its contribution to
on-the-job productivity.” Thus, we still need to in-
vestigate the role of the weekend as a regularly
occurring respite in fostering health and on-the-job
experiences after the weekend. It seems that it is not
just the amount of leisure time that matters. The
quality of the respite experience may play an impor-

tant role in the recovery process (Etzion, Eden, &
Lapidot, 1998; Lounsbury & Hoopes, 1986; West-
man & Eden, 1997). Understanding recovery pro-
cesses during an employee’s weekend will add to
more general research on individual recovery. Thus,
the goal of this study was to investigate the effects of
specific weekend experiences on health and perfor-
mance after the weekend, namely, burnout and gen-
eral well-being on one hand and task performance
and proactivity on the other hand. In our study, we
apply a longitudinal design with three measurement
points assessing health and performance before and
after the weekend and weekend experiences during
the weekend.

The Recovery Process

Daily job demands draw on the employee’s re-
sources and may lead to strain reactions that can
reduce health and performance (e.g., Caplan & Jones,
1975; Demerouti, Bakker, de Jonge, Janssen, &
Schaufeli, 2001; Totterdell, Spelten, Smith, Barton,
& Folkard, 1995). Impaired health and performance
can be described as a lack of individual resources that
can be reestablished during a weekend when the
employee is no longer confronted with the usual
work demands. In this line of thinking, Hobfoll’s
(1989, 1998) conservation of resources (COR) theory
claims that an individual aspires to preserve, protect,
and build resources. Resources are characterized as
objects, conditions, personal characteristics, or ener-
gies that have specific importance for the individual.
Stress occurs when a person is threatened with re-
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source loss, actual loss of resources, or a failing gain
of resources after resource investment. In the work
context, burnout can indicate a lack of resource gain
“following a significant resource investment of time,
energy, lost opportunities, and borrowing time and
intimacy to support work” (Hobfoll, 2001, p. 347).
Time away from work, however, may enhance well-
being and reduce burnout symptoms. Recent research
has already used COR theory to explain the effects of
respites on work-related and nonwork-related out-
comes (Eden, 2001). The absence of work-related
demands during a respite allows one to invest in new
resources and to initiate resource gain. For example,
Westman and Eden (1997) assumed that exhausted
resources can be replenished through specific expe-
riences during a respite such as relaxation, reconnect-
ing with family and friends, practicing control, or
developing a sense of mastery.

Applying these assumptions to the present study,
we investigated how an employee’s weekend influ-
ences his or her health and performance after the
weekend. Because work demands normally are re-
moved from the individual during the weekend, it
allows for regeneration (Meijman & Mulder, 1998),
resulting in reduced strain and enhanced health and
performance when the individual is back at the work-
place. On basis of the COR model, it can be argued
that the individual can use the weekend to rebuild
resources that may be needed when back at work.
However, sometimes during the weekend, rebuilding
resources is not possible but, instead, even more
resources are consumed. This could be the case if the
individual faces a high amount of nonwork hassles
during the weekend.

Individual Health

There is increasing empirical evidence that respites
have a positive effect on individual health
(Lounsbury & Hoopes, 1986; Westman & Eden,
1997; Westman & Etzion, 2001). Health has been
conceptualized in several ways. The aspects of health
we are focusing on in this study are burnout and
general well-being. Burnout is characterized as a
psychological strain resulting from the accumulation
of chronic daily stressors at work (Etzion, 1984).
Demerouti and colleagues (Demerouti, Bakker,
Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001) differentiate between
two dimensions of burnout, namely, exhaustion and
disengagement. Exhaustion is a result of a prolonged
physical, affective, and cognitive strain. In the con-
text of our study, we prefer this definition to the one
by Maslach and colleagues (Maslach, Jackson, &

Leiter, 1996), which mainly focuses on the affective
aspect of exhaustion (Demerouti, Bakker, Nach-
reiner, & Schaufeli, 2001). We think that in the
context of our sample, namely, emergency medical
workers, it is useful to measure exhaustion that goes
beyond affective experiences. Disengagement “refers
to distancing oneself from one’s work and experienc-
ing negative attitudes toward the work object, work
content, or one’s work in general” (Demerouti, Bak-
ker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001, p. 501). In addi-
tion to burnout as a directly job-related strain reac-
tion, we studied the effects of weekend experiences
on general well-being. Because the weekend can
function as an opportunity to recover from recent job
demands, we assumed that the level of general well-
being is influenced by specific experiences during the
weekend.

Job Performance

One goal of recovery from work demands is to
ensure performance when returning back to work.
Thus, in addition to positive effects for the individ-
ual, certain amounts of time off the job are beneficial
for the organization as well. The replenishment of
resources during a weekend leads to a high availabil-
ity of resources when the employee is back at work.
The resource could then be invested to gain even
more resources such as positive feedback or knowl-
edge.

Job performance can be seen as a multidimen-
sional concept (Campbell, McCloy, Oppler, & Sager,
1993). In our study we focused on task performance
and proactive behaviors at work. Task performance
refers to behaviors “that are recognized by formal
reward systems and are part of the requirements as
described in job descriptions” (Williams & Ander-
son, 1991, p. 606). Individual experiences during the
weekend may increase resources that can be visible
in increased task performance after the weekend.

Proactive behaviors include activities that are
particularly future oriented. This type of behavior
is associated with “taking initiative in improving
current circumstances or creating new ones; it in-
volves challenging the status quo rather than pas-
sively adapting to present conditions” (Crant,
2000, p. 436). Proactive performance is particu-
larly important for an organization because it is not
possible to specify in advance all the behaviors
necessary for the achievement of organizational
goals (George, 1991). Because today’s organiza-
tions undergo frequent changes, they need employ-
ees who act flexibly and proactively. One form of
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proactive behavior is personal initiative (Frese,
Fay, Hilburger, Leng, & Tag, 1997). Personal ini-
tiative is “a behavior syndrome resulting in an
individual’s taking an active and self-starting ap-
proach to work and going beyond what is formally
required in a given job” (Frese, Kring, Soose, &
Zempel, 1996, p. 38). Frese and colleagues assume
that personal initiative is a unidimensional con-
struct with five components: “It 1. is consistent
with the organization’s mission, 2. has a long-term
focus, 3. is goal directed and action-oriented, 4. is
persistent in the face of barriers and setbacks, and
5. is self-starting and proactive” (Frese et al., 1996,
p. 38). Another concept associated with proactive
behavior that has been studied lately in the context
of recovery is pursuit of learning (Sonnentag,
2003). Pursuit of learning refers to seeking learn-
ing opportunities with the goal of higher compe-
tence and mastery of new situations (VandeWalle,
1997). For example, it includes searching for sit-
uations in which one can develop new knowledge
and skills. Because increased knowledge and skills
can have an impact on individual performance and
organizational outcomes, it is important to find out
how off-work experiences can increase individual
learning behavior at work. In addition, research
suggested that high levels of stress reduce individ-
ual learning at work (Holman & Wall, 2002; Taris
& Kompier, in press; Taris, Kompier, de Lange,
Schaufeli, & Schreurs, 2003). Thus, recovery pro-
cesses during an employee’s weekend may have an
impact on learning-related behaviors when the em-
ployee is back at work. In summary, specific ex-
periences during an individual’s weekend may in-
crease resources that then are invested into
proactivity after the weekend.

Weekend Experiences

In our study, we focused on three different week-
end experiences that we assumed to have an impact
on health and job performance after the weekend. On
the basis of COR theory, we examined both negative
experiences that additionally draw on the individual’s
resources and more positive experiences that help to
regain and build up lost resources. Therefore, we
studied nonwork hassles as weekend experiences that
have a negative impact, and social activity and pos-
itive work reflection as experiences that have a pos-
itive impact on health and job performance after the
weekend.

Nonwork Hassles

Nonwork hassles refer to “constellations of related
and ongoing stressors experienced in day-to-day life”
(Lepore & Evans, 1996, p. 353). Outside work, such
stressors can be accumulated housework, conflicts
with the partner or family, or sudden problems with
the car. Research revealed that a high amount of daily
hassles impairs individual health (Bolger, DeLongis,
Kessler, & Schilling, 1989). Because such hassles
appear recurrently in everyday life (Bolger et al.,
1989), they may be influential during the weekend,
too. If we think of the weekend as a time to recover
from work demands and to build new resources, a
high amount of hassles during the weekend may
impair necessary recovery processes. In addition to
hindering the establishment of new resources, non-
work hassles during the weekend may also act as an
emotional drain that even consumes individual re-
sources (Hobfoll, 1998). As a result, physical and
emotional resources are lacking when the employee
is back at work. This lack of resources may be
evident in high levels of strain and poor general
well-being after the weekend. The employee will still
feel exhausted and may even show psychosomatic
symptoms. In addition, lack of individual resources
may lead to less effort in everyday work tasks or to
reduced proactive behavior at work. Thus, we hy-
pothesized that nonwork hassles during the weekend
are negatively related to health and job performance
after the weekend.

Hypothesis 1: Nonwork hassles experienced
during the weekend are positively related to
burnout and poor general well-being after the
weekend.

Hypothesis 2: Nonwork hassles experienced
during the weekend are negatively related to
task performance and proactivity after the week-
end.

Social Activity

Besides negative effects of weekend experiences
such as nonwork hassles, there may be experiences
that foster health and performance after the weekend.
One such experience is involving oneself in social
activities. Spending time with other people can be
one way of recovering from work demands (Sonnen-
tag, 2001). Social activities comprise activities such
as meeting people one likes and pursuing activities
with others. Such activities imply the chance of social
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support, which in return is beneficial for individual
health (Viswesvaran, Sanchez, & Fisher, 1999). Hob-
foll (1998) referred to social resources as, for exam-
ple, close relationships with friends or being involved
in organizations with other people who share the
same interests. Westman (1999) surmised that recon-
necting with family and friends during leisure time
helps rebuild worn-out physical and emotional re-
sources, thus enabling more resource gains. A week-
end may give an individual time to uphold his or her
social network and to draw support from it. As a
result, the individual will feel less exhausted and
drained.

Additionally, during social activities, job demands
are removed from the individual so that recovery
processes can occur. Even for employees with a high
amount of social interaction at the workplace, social
activity during leisure time can be beneficial. One can
assume that during private social activity, the indi-
vidual needs to apply less emotion regulation than
during social interactions at work (Grandey, 2000).
Social activities during the weekend additionally can
generate new individual resources. The replenished
resources then become apparent in individual health
when one is back at work. In addition, these newly
established resources can be invested back into work.
This may then be evident in a high task performance
level or a greater amount of proactive behaviors at
work. Therefore, we expected health and perfor-
mance to benefit from social activity during the
weekend.

Hypothesis 3: Social activity during the week-
end is negatively related to burnout and poor
general well-being after the weekend.

Hypothesis 4: Social activity during the week-
end is positively related to task performance and
proactivity after the weekend.

Positive Work Reflection

Another potentially important weekend experience
is positive work reflection. Reflecting about one’s job
in a positive way may reduce burnout and enhance
general well-being and performance after the week-
end. One can argue that reflecting positively about
one’s job acts as a form of reappraisal of a possibly
stressful work situation (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).
A positive reappraisal of one’s work situation leads
to a reduction in stress reactions, which when applied
to the context of our study may mean that individual
resources are restored.

Westman (1999) assumed that reflection could be
one way to replenish lost resources, which then may
facilitate further resource gains. Positive work reflec-
tion refers to thinking about the positive aspects of
one’s job and realizing what one likes about it. For
example, becoming aware of the positive features of
one’s job may enhance the feeling that what one does
has sense and significance. Reflecting about the tasks
already fulfilled and the goals achieved at work may
also have a positive effect on self-efficacy and as a
result may increase individual well-being. Positively
thinking about one’s work may also lead to the de-
velopment of new goals and plans concerning the
individual work. The application of these work-re-
lated goals and plans that act as individual resources
may then lead to higher task performance and addi-
tional proactive behaviors at work. Thus, although
distancing oneself from the job during leisure time
may be beneficial for regeneration processes (Son-
nentag & Bayer, in press), reflecting positively about
the job may replenish individual resources and en-
hance subsequent feelings of health as well as per-
formance at work.

Hypothesis 5: Positive work reflection during
the weekend is negatively related to burnout and
poor general well-being after the weekend.

Hypothesis 6: Positive work reflection during
the weekend is positively related to task perfor-
mance and proactivity after the weekend.

Method

To test our hypotheses and to allow for causal inferences,
we used a longitudinal design. We measured our outcome
variables (i.e., health and performance) after the weekend at
the beginning of the following work week. We assessed the
weekend experiences at the end of the weekend on Sunday
evening. To examine the effect of weekend experiences on
changes in our outcome variables, we assessed health and
performance also before the weekend at the end of the
preceding work week and controlled for these preweekend
variables in the analyses.

Sample and Procedure

The sample of our study included 87 employees of emer-
gency medical services in different German cities. Partici-
pants were trained in medical assistance and fulfilled two
main work tasks. First, they transported ill persons from
home to medical institutions and back to their homes and
assisted medically, when needed. Second, they were called
in medical emergencies (e.g., a car accident) and assisted
medical doctors in treating wounded patients. We reached
participants by phoning the head of each organization and
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asking them to participate in our study. After giving their
consent for participation, supervisors estimated the number
of respondents in their own organization. Accordingly, we
sent out survey packages including instructions, three sep-
arate surveys (one for each measurement point), and a
stamped return envelope. Participants provided self-reports
at three different points in time: The first survey was com-
pleted at the end of the work week on Thursday or Friday
evening (Time 1); the second survey on Sunday evening,
thus at the end of the weekend (Time 2); and the third
survey at the beginning of the following work week on
Monday or Tuesday evening (Time 3). We later included
the day of the third measurement as a control variable in our
analyses. At the first and third measurement times, partici-
pants were asked to fill in the survey at the end of a work
day so that data on health and performance on that specific
day were gathered. Completed surveys were sent back di-
rectly to the researchers to ensure participants’ confidenti-
ality.

Altogether, 512 surveys were sent out. Of the 102 surveys
returned (response rate � 19.92%), 15 were not included in
the analyses because of missing data. Out of the final sample
of 87 study participants, 83 (95.4%) respondents were male.
On average, the participants were 32.88 years old and had
9.72 years of job experience. Of the sample, 5.7% of the
respondents had no job degree, 80.5% had completed a 2- to
3-year professional training, 9.2% had completed a profes-
sional training and an additional advanced degree, and 3.4%
had a university degree. The average working time per week
was 42.26 hr, with an average of 4.13 hr of overtime per
week.

Measures

Weekend Experiences

Study participants completed all items referring to week-
end experiences at the end of the weekend (Time 2). The
items were answered on 5-point rating scales ranging from
1 (not true at all) to 5 (very true).

Nonwork hassles. We measured the number of non-
work hassles experienced during the weekend by adapting
nine items from a measure developed by Bolger et al.
(1989). The scale referred to private stressors during the
weekend, such as a lot of work at home, demands made by
friends or relatives, and conflicts with the partner or other
persons. Cronbach’s alpha was .73.

Social activity. Social activity was assessed with three
items. The items referred to pursuing activities with other
persons and cultivating relationships during the weekend.
Cronbach’s alpha was .76.

Positive work reflection. Positive work reflection was
gauged with three items. The items referred to how much
participants thought about positive aspects of his or her job
during the weekend. Cronbach’s alpha was .90.

Health

Items referring to burnout and general well-being were
rated on 4-point rating scales, with high scores indicating a
high amount of symptoms. Participants responded to the
items with respect to the present day.

Burnout. Burnout before the weekend (Time 1) was
quantified with the Oldenburg Burnout Inventory (Demer-
outi, Bakker, Kantas, & Vardakou, 2003). Exhaustion (e.g.,
feelings of being emotionally drained during work) and
disengagement (e.g., feelings of losing internal relationship
with one’s work) were each measured with eight items.
Cronbach’s alphas were .81 for exhaustion and .71 for
disengagement. Burnout after the weekend (Time 3) was
measured with the same scales as before the weekend.
Cronbach’s alphas were .86 for exhaustion and .76 for
disengagement. To test the factor structure of the burnout
scale, we conducted confirmatory factor analyses for burn-
out at Time 1 and Time 3. We examined whether the
two-factor model was superior to a one-factor model. We
used a chi-square difference test to find out which model
best fitted the data. In case of burnout at Time 1, the
two-factor model provided a fit superior to that of a one-
factor model (��2 � 85.01, df � 1, n � 86). A similar
pattern emerged at Time 3 (��2 � 36.01, df � 1, n � 83),
again showing a superiority of the two-factor model.

General well-being. We measured general well-being
before the weekend with 12 items from the General Health
Questionnaire (Goldberg, 1978), which referred to minor
psychosomatic complaints. Cronbach’s alpha was .81. We
used the same measure to assess general well-being after the
weekend at Time 3. Cronbach’s alpha was .84.

Job Performance

All items for task performance and proactivity were an-
swered on 5-point rating scale ranging from 1 (not true at
all) to 5 (very true).

Task performance. We measured task performance at
Time 1 with five items from the Williams and Anderson
scale. Cronbach’s alpha was .78. We measured task perfor-
mance at Time 3 with the same items. Cronbach’s alpha was
.83.

Proactivity. We assessed two aspects of proactivity
before the weekend: personal initiative and pursuit of
learning. More specifically, we measured personal initia-
tive at Time 1 with seven items developed by Frese and
colleagues (Frese et al., 1996). Items referred to taking
initiative and actively approaching and solving problems
at work. Cronbach’s alpha was .70. We used the same
scale to measure personal initiative after the weekend at
Time 3. Cronbach’s alpha was .86. To measure pursuit of
learning before the weekend, we adapted items from the
learning goal orientation scale developed by VandeWalle
(1997). Study participants completed five pursuit-of-
learning items that referred to the individual’s search for
opportunities to develop new skills and knowledge. Cron-
bach’s alpha was .82. The same scale was used to mea-
sure pursuit of learning after the weekend at Time 3.
Cronbach’s alpha was .91.

To ensure that both proactivity measures assess related
but different aspects of performance, we again conducted
confirmatory factor analyses for Time 1 and Time 3. Results
revealed that a two-factor model fitted the data better than a
one-factor model at Time 1 (��2 � 50.83, df � 1, n � 86)
and Time 3 (��2 � 94.99, df � 1, n � 85).
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Control Variables

Control variables included into our data analyses were
dispositional negative affect and the day of the third mea-
surement.

Negative affect. Negative affect was measured at Time
1 with 10 items from the Positive and Negative Affect
Schedule (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988). Participants
were asked on a 5-point rating scale how they felt “in
general” referring to 10 adjectives indicating negative af-
fect. Cronbach’s alpha was .86.

Day of third measurement (Time 3). We assumed that
participants might show differences in health and job per-
formance depending on the day of the third measurement
(Monday vs. Tuesday). For example, research revealed that
perceptions of autonomy were significantly lower on Mon-
day than on other weekdays (Reis, Sheldon, Gable, Roscoe,
& Ryan, 2000). This as well as other perceptions may have
an impact on subsequent health and performance. Therefore
we controlled for day of the week when measuring health
and performance after the weekend.

Results

Means, standard deviations, variable intercorrela-
tions, and alpha coefficients are presented in Table 1.
To test our hypotheses, we conducted hierarchical
regression analyses, thereby entering dispositional
negative affect and day of the third measurement as
control variables into the equation in the first step,
and health and job performance before the weekend
in the second step. More specifically, we entered
burnout at Time 1 when predicting burnout at Time 3,
task performance at Time 1 when predicting task
performance at Time 3, and so forth. In the third step,
we added nonwork hassles, positive work reflection,
and social activity during the weekend. Tables 2 and
3 indicate that different weekend experiences account
for significant additional variance in the outcome
variables.

Health

Burnout

With regard to burnout, we found the following
pattern: Dispositional negative affect entered in the
first step significantly explained variance in exhaus-
tion and disengagement. This indicates that employ-
ees high in negative affect reported higher burnout
after the weekend. Exhaustion and disengagement
before the weekend significantly predicted postweek-
end scores of exhaustion and disengagement, respec-
tively. In addition, weekend experiences significantly
contributed to both burnout dimensions. However, of
the experiences measured, only positive work reflec-

tion was significantly negatively related to exhaus-
tion, suggesting that employees who positively re-
flected about their job during the weekend
experienced lower exhaustion after the weekend. In
contrast, disengagement after the weekend was sig-
nificantly predicted by all the weekend experiences.
These results show that low disengagement after the
weekend was associated with fewer nonwork hassles,
higher levels of positive work reflection, and more
social activity during the weekend.

General Well-Being

Similar outcomes emerged with regard to general
well-being. Results revealed that poor general well-
being at Time 1 entered in the second step signifi-
cantly contributed to poor general well-being after
the weekend. Nonwork hassles were significantly
positively related to poor general well-being after the
weekend, meaning that employees who faced more
stressors during the weekend reported lower general
well-being after the weekend. Additionally, social
activity during the weekend significantly predicted
the degree of general well-being after the weekend.
In more detail, employees who were involved in
more social activity during the weekend reported
better general well-being after the weekend. In sum-
mary, specific experiences during the weekend con-
tributed to poor general well-being after the weekend.
This contribution resulted over and above the contri-
bution of negative affect and well-being before the
weekend.

Job Performance

Task Performance

Regarding effects of the control variables, the day
of the third measurement significantly predicted task
performance after the weekend, indicating that em-
ployees reported higher levels of task performance on
Monday than on Tuesday. Task performance before
the weekend entered in the second step accounted for
significant variance in task performance after the
weekend. Weekend experiences significantly contrib-
uted to task performance after the weekend. Thus,
nonwork hassles experienced during the weekend
were negatively related to task performance after the
weekend, which means that individuals who faced a
high amount of nonwork stressors during the week-
end showed lower performance in their everyday
work tasks at the beginning of the following work
week. Social activity showed a positive relationship
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with task performance after the weekend, indicating
that spending time with important others during the
weekend enhances task performance when being
back at work.

Proactivity

With regard to personal initiative, the third mea-
surement point entered into the regression analysis in
the first step showed a significant regression weight,
meaning that participants showed significantly more
personal initiative on Tuesday than on Monday. Per-
sonal initiative before the weekend significantly pre-

dicted personal initiative after the weekend. Experi-
ences during the weekend overall did not account for
additional variance in personal initiative after the
weekend.

Pursuit of learning before the weekend was a
strong predictor of pursuit of learning after the week-
end. Weekend experiences accounted for additional
variance in pursuit of learning after the weekend.
Specifically, nonwork hassles showed a negative re-
gression weight, implying that a high number of
nonwork hassles during the weekend was associated
with lower pursuit of learning after the weekend.
Additionally, positive work reflection revealed a sig-

Table 2
Hierarchical Regression of Health on Weekend Experiences

Variable

Exhaustion (Time 3)
Disengagement

(Time 3)
Poor general well-being

(Time 3)

� �R2 R2 � �R2 R2 � �R2 R2

Step 1: Control variables .17** .17** .28** .28** .23** .23**
Negative affect .20* .32** .06
Time 3 .02 �.02 �.06

Step 2: Outcome variable at Time 1
Exhaustion .63** .44** .61**
Disengagement .26** .13** .41**
Poor general well-being .46** .14** .37**

Step 3: Weekend experiences .06** .67** .14** .55** .09* .46*
Nonwork hassles (Time 2) �.08 .26** .24*
Positive work reflection (Time 2) �.17* �.25** �.03
Social activity (Time 2) �.14 �.25** �.21*

Note. Beta weights refer to the full model, Time 3: 0 � Monday, 1 � Tuesday.
* p � .05. ** p � .01.

Table 3
Hierarchical Regression of Job Performance on Weekend Experiences

Variable

Task performance
(Time 3)

Personal initiative
(Time 3)

Pursuit of learning
(Time 3)

� �R2 R2 � �R2 R2 � �R2 R2

Step 1: Control variables .15** .15** .07 .07 .05 .05
Negative affect �.03 .10 .12
Time 3 �.18* .25* .18

Step 2: Outcome variable at Time 1
Task performance .30** .15** .30**
Personal initiative .28** .10** .17**
Pursuit of learning .31** .15** .20**

Step 3: Weekend experiences .20** .50** .06 .23** .13** .33**
Nonwork hassles (Time 2) �.33** �.23* �.25*
Positive work reflection (Time 2) �.06 .17 .33**
Social activity (Time 2) .38** .04 .08

Note. Beta weights refer to the full model; Time 3: 0 � Monday, 1 � Tuesday.
* p � .05. ** p � .01.
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nificant positive regression weight, indicating that
higher positive work reflection during the weekend
led to higher reported pursuit of learning after the
weekend.

Additional Analyses

One may argue that an employee’s health mediates
the relationship between individual respite experi-
ences and job performance. Research has revealed
that recovering from work demands increases indi-
vidual health (Westman & Eden, 1997; Westman &
Etzion, 2001). In addition, research has found signif-
icant relationships between individual health and job
performance (e.g., Parker & Kulik, 1995). More spe-
cifically, in a longitudinal study, Wright and Cropan-
zano (1998) found a significant effect of emotional
exhaustion on low job performance. Applied to the
context of our study, this means that specific week-
end experiences may have an effect on health, which
in turn may be associated with job performance.
Thus, we investigated whether health after the week-
end, in our case burnout and poor general well-being,
mediated the relationship between individual week-
end experiences and job performance after the week-
end.

To test for mediation, we used Baron and Kenny’s
(1986) analytical approach. We first investigated the
relationships between weekend experiences and
health, between weekend experiences and job perfor-
mance, and between health and job performance. The
first two relationships already have been shown by
testing Hypotheses 1–6, with the exception of per-
sonal initiative. To study the third relationship, we
regressed each aspect of job performance on all the
aspects of health we had measured. Analyses re-
vealed that exhaustion was significantly related to
task performance (� � �.26, p � .01), indicating
that individuals who reported lower feelings of ex-
haustion showed higher levels of task performance.
Further, disengagement was significantly associated
with both aspects of proactivity, namely personal
initiative (� � �.42, p � .01) and pursuit of learning
(� � �.39, p �.01), suggesting that individuals who
experienced higher levels of disengagement after the
weekend showed lower levels of proactive behavior
at work. General well-being was not associated with
any reports of job performance. We then used addi-
tional regression models to investigate the pattern of
mediation for the significant predictors (exhaustion
and disengagement). In the first case we tested the
mediation of exhaustion on task performance, enter-
ing control variables and task performance at Time 1

into the regression in Steps 1 and 2, respectively, and
weekend experiences and exhaustion in Steps 3 and
4, respectively. If the beta weights for weekend ex-
periences are significant in the third but not signifi-
cant or substantially reduced in the fourth step, we
have a pattern consistent with mediation. Exhaustion
did not mediate the relationship between social ac-
tivities (beta weight changed from � � .33, p � .01,
to � � .26, p � .01), positive work reflection (beta
weight changed from � � �.05, p � .57, to � �
�.19, p � .06), or nonwork hassles (beta weight
changed from � � �.24, p � .02, to � � �.25, p �
.02) and task performance. In the second case, we
studied the possible mediation of disengagement on
pursuit of learning. Analyses showed that disengage-
ment did not mediate the relationship between social
activities (which changed from � � .07, p � .50, to
� � �.06, p � .57), positive work reflection (beta
weight changed from � � .34, p � .01, to � � .27,
p � .01), or nonwork hassles (beta weight changed
from � � �.15, p � .18, to � � �.06, p � .54) and
pursuit of learning. We did not test for a mediation of
disengagement in the relationship between weekend
experiences and personal initiative, because weekend
experiences were not significantly related to personal
initiative after the weekend in the first place. In
summary, results referring to mediation effects
showed that burnout or general well-being did not
mediate the relationship between weekend experi-
ences and job performance after the weekend.

Discussion

The primary objective of this study was to examine
if specific experiences during a weekend significantly
contribute to health and performance after the week-
end. Our data partially supported our hypotheses.
Specifically, nonwork hassles were significantly re-
lated to disengagement and poor general well-being
after the weekend. These results support those of
Bolger et al. (1989) and suggest that additional non-
work hassles during the weekend may impair indi-
vidual recovery processes. As a consequence, disen-
gagement after the weekend is higher, and general
well-being decreases. However, exhaustion—an of-
ten studied work-related strain reaction—does not
seem to be influenced by nonwork hassles during the
weekend. With regard to job performance, nonwork
hassles experienced during the weekend were nega-
tively related to task performance and pursuit of
learning after the weekend. This result may imply
that facing a lot of nonwork hassles during the week-
end consumes resources that otherwise can be in-
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vested into task performance as well as into proac-
tivity after the weekend. Additionally, nonwork
hassles during the weekend may impair the regener-
ation of resources necessary for high performance
during the following work week.

Analysis further revealed that reflecting positively
about the job during the weekend had an effect on
exhaustion and disengagement, indicating that think-
ing positively about one’s job during leisure time
decreases feelings of burnout. These findings may
indicate that weekend experiences that refer to work-
related issues may be more strongly related to work-
related health than to general well-being. This expla-
nation is supported by our finding that positive work
reflection did not contribute to general well-being
after the weekend. Further, thinking about one’s job
in a positive way during the weekend was positively
related to pursuit of learning after the weekend, in-
dicating that reflecting positively about the job seems
to enhance a person’s striving to learn something new
at work. It may be that thinking positively about
one’s work fosters the development of goals and
plans. The realization of such goals and plans may
then be reflected in a person’s willingness to learn
when back at the workplace. In addition, with respect
to the interface between the work and nonwork do-
main, results on positive work reflection suggest no
segmentation in the form of a separation between the
two domains (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000). In con-
trast, thinking positively about work during nonwork
time is beneficial for health and to some extent for
job performance.

Finally, social activity during the weekend was
negatively associated with disengagement and poor
general well-being after the weekend. Although so-
cial activity did not have a significant effect on ex-
haustion, results pointed to the hypothesized direc-
tion, and there was a strong bivariate relationship
between the two variables. Thus, involving oneself in
social activities during the weekend decreases burn-
out and fosters general well-being after the weekend.
It appears as if spending time with important others
rebuilds resources that pay off after the weekend.
These findings support research indicating that
spending time with other people can be one way of
recovering from work demands (Sonnentag, 2001;
Westman, 1999). In addition, social activity during
leisure time was positively associated with task per-
formance after the weekend. Thus, social activity
may replenish resources that—besides having posi-
tive effects on health—promote individual fulfillment
of everyday work tasks when returning to the work-
place. The processes of social activity may thus par-

allel those of social support (Viswesvaran et al.,
1999). It is possible that social activity during off-
work time becomes less important if social support at
work is high. Future research should investigate the
role of social activity and its relationship with social
support, referring to different employee groups and
time frames. In contrast to our predictions, social
activity during the weekend did not have an effect on
proactivity. Again, the question is how far these
results depend on the sample we studied. It is possi-
ble, that in the case of emergency medical service
workers, the resources that are built up through social
activity during the weekend are used for the fulfill-
ment of everyday work tasks but have low potential
for proactivity. Here, further research clearly seems
necessary.

In summary, referring to indicators of individual
health, our results extend previous research on re-
spites from work and their effect on individual health
(Eden, 2001; Lounsbury & Hoopes, 1986; Sonnen-
tag, 2001; Westman & Eden, 1997). In this study, we
shed some light on the specific processes underlying
changes in burnout and general well-being during a
weekend. Our results indicate that specific weekend
experiences have an effect on burnout and general
well-being after the weekend, although the specific
processes that lead to relationships between specific
weekend experiences and aspects of health obviously
need to be further investigated.

It is surprising that the weekend experiences we
measured were not a strong predictor of personal
initiative. However, results referring to nonwork has-
sles and positive work reflection point to the hypoth-
esized direction. The failure to find a significant
increase in explained variance in personal initiative
after the weekend may, on the one hand, be a con-
sequence of the small sample size and, on the other
hand, result from the specific work conditions of our
sample. Working for an emergency medical service
may not leave the freedom to show personal initiative
within 1 day. In contrast, such a job may even include
strict procedures that for safety reasons should not be
challenged in the short term. Possibilities for show-
ing personal initiative may depend to a great extent
on the situation and may not so much be under the
control of the employee. Accordingly, in our study,
personal initiative at work after the weekend was not
related to individual experiences during the weekend.
In contrast, two of the three weekend experiences we
measured were significantly related to proactivity in
the form of pursuit of learning, indicating that how
employees experience their weekend has an impact
on their willingness to learn something at work. In
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the case of our sample, it may also imply that in
contrast to seemingly missing opportunities for
showing personal initiative, there are quite a few
opportunities for employees to actively approach
learning-related situations. Overall, with regard to
job performance, this study extends the still rare
research on the effects of respites on job performance
(Westman & Aharon-Madar, 1998). Focusing on the
underlying recovery processes, we found that week-
end experiences have an influence on at least some
aspect of job performance after the weekend. This
effect includes the fulfillment of everyday work tasks
and the active approach toward learning opportuni-
ties. However, our results further indicate that the
specific processes that underlie the relationship be-
tween recovery on one hand and health and perfor-
mance on the other hand need to be better understood
and clarified.

In additional analyses, we tested if burnout and
general well-being mediated the relationship between
weekend experiences and job performance. Such a
pattern of results would imply that weekend experi-
ences lead to changes in health, which then will be
related to performance at work. However, we did not
find any mediation. Thus, changes in job perfor-
mance after the weekend are not a consequence of
changes in health but seem to be influenced indepen-
dently by specific weekend experiences. However,
there could be other mediators, for example, motiva-
tional processes, that explain the effect of weekend
experiences on subsequent job performance. It might
be that specific weekend experiences increase work
motivation, which in turn affects job performance.

Strengths and Limitations

As with any study, the present study has a number
of shortcomings. First, the low response rate in our
study could mean that our sample differed signifi-
cantly from the population in several aspects. How-
ever, this response rate seems reflective of the work
conditions of medical emergency service employees:
They only have one free 2-day weekend per month.
On the one hand, this could mean that possible par-
ticipants did not have a 2-day weekend within the
time of data gathering. On the other hand, we assume
that a lot of possible participants were not willing to
fill out the survey during their rare weekend. Further-
more, results from a recent meta-analysis (Schalm &
Kelloway, 2001) suggest that study findings do not
seem to be affected by the size of the response rate.

Second, as we only used self-reports, we have to
consider that common method variance may have

inflated our results. However, results of Crampton
and Wagner (1994) indicate that criticism of the use
of self-report often seems overestimated. In addition,
the differential pattern of relationships lends support
to the assumption that common method variance is
not a major limitation of this study. A third short-
coming of our study is the small and very specific
sample, namely employees of emergency medical
services. This sample might show different relation-
ships between the main variables than would be the
case in other employee groups, which brings into
question the generalizability of our findings. How-
ever, this study was the first to focus on the relation-
ship between specific weekend experiences and job-
related outcomes. In this context, it seems sensible to
study the relationships with a focus on a smaller and
more specific context in which as much “natural”
variance as possible can be controlled for. This ap-
proach clearly calls for further research that may be
able to generalize our findings to other work settings.

Although the limitations should be taken into ac-
count, there are strengths in this study that may foster
the relevance of our results. First, we applied a lon-
gitudinal design including three measurement points.
Thus, the inference of causality is much stronger than
in cross-sectional data. Second, because we assessed
health and performance before and after the weekend,
we can control for each variable at Time 1 when
predicting the same variable at Time 3. After adding
these and other control variables, weekend experi-
ences still explained variance in the dependent vari-
ables.

This research has several new features. First, we
studied employees’ experiences during the weekend,
a time frame that to our knowledge has not been
studied in the context of work yet. Second, we fo-
cused on specific experiences during the weekend,
namely nonwork stressors, positive job reflection,
and social activity. Overall, our results stress the
importance of investigating specific leisure time ex-
periences as they may be relevant for individual as
well as organizational outcomes.

Implications and Future Research

Our study has theoretical as well as practical im-
plications. In terms of theoretical discussions, our
results suggest looking at specific recovery processes
if one wants to understand the effects of respites on
employees’ health and performance. First, as the pic-
ture is not totally clear yet, future research should
further investigate the causal relationships between
on-the-job and off-the-job experiences. Future stud-
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ies may incorporate the approach taken in the present
study by focusing on specific experiences during a
respite and their impact on subsequent individual
health and performance. One additional experience
that may be important in the context of the weekend
is the amount and quality of sleep or rest time. High
levels of sleep and rest time may replenish resources
that become visible in subsequent health and job
performance. Second, we need to examine the gen-
eralizability of our results to other time frames. Al-
though weekend experiences may be effective in
reducing acute stress reactions, longer respites may
be necessary to reduce symptoms of chronic job
stress and to fill up individual resources in a more
long-term perspective (Westman & Eden, 1997). A
vacation, for example, leaves more room for other
activities to foster the recovery process than the
evening or a weekend. Third, we need to study the
generalizability of our results to other employee
groups. Maybe future research will show that differ-
ent occupational groups need different leisure activ-
ities to recover. Fourth, vacation research found that
the positive effects of this off-the-job time fade out
quickly (Eden, 2001). Future research should inves-
tigate if this phenomenon also appears in the context
of a weekend and if there are experiences on the job
and at home that may delay fade-out processes. We
hope that our study will provide an impetus for future
research on these topics.

Knowing the impact of experiences during leisure
time on health and behaviors on the job additionally
has practical implications for individuals and organi-
zations. In reference to the results in this study,
employees should try to enhance positive social ac-
tivity during off-job time. In addition, employees
should take some time during the weekend to reflect
about the positive aspects of their job by developing
goals and plans. Finally, when facing nonwork has-
sles during the weekend, individuals should actively
search for recovery possibilities to optimize effects of
positive leisure experiences and maximize individual
recovery processes.

In addition, organizations should try to design jobs
in a way that allows recovery from weekly work
demands during a weekend. In other words, job de-
mands should not exceed certain levels so that indi-
viduals can completely recover from these demands
during a free weekend. Furthermore, organizations
should consider possible reductions in workload or
allow explicit breaks after intensive work. Enhanced
recovery can then reduce employees’ burnout symp-
toms and foster general well-being. In addition, suc-

cessful recovery processes will be beneficial for job
performance.
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