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Abstract: The term Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) includes the health and well-being of employees 

at the workplace and therefore the balance between work and off-job time. In this paper we introduce the 

concepts of daily need for recovery (NFR), off-job activities and daily well-being. First, we consider the 

concept of daily recovery and distinguish between social, physical and low-effort off-job activities. Second, 

we describe the method of the study and subsequent empirical findings. Third, we suggest practical 

implications for HR programs and contribute to the general topic of external compliance versus internal 

commitment within the area of Business Ethics and CSR. 
 
Keywords: Corporate Social Responsibility, Well-being, Daily Need for Recovery, Off-job 
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DRUŽBENA ODGOVORNOST PODJETIJ IN ZDRAVJE PRI DELU: 

ŠTUDIJA O DNEVNEM VZPOSTAVLJANJU RAVNOVESJA 

Povzetek: Pojem družbena odgovornost podjetij (DOP) vključuje zdravje in dobro počutje 

zaposlenih na delovnem mestu in zato ravnovesje med časom v službi in izven nje. V prispevku 

uvajava koncepte o dnevni potrebi po regeneraciji (DPR), dejavnostih izven službe in dobrem 

počutju. Najprej se ukvarjava s konceptom dnevne regeneracije in razlikujeva dejavnostih v prostem 

času, ki so družabne ali telesne ali malo naporne. Drugo, opisujeva metodo raziskave in dosežena 

spoznanja. Tretje, predlagava praktične vplive na programe ukvarjanja s sodelavci in prispevava k 

splošni tematiki skladnosti z zunanjim okoljem in notranjo zagnanostjo, ko gre za poslovno etiko in 

DOP. 

 
Ključne besede: družbena odgovornost podjetij, dobro počutje, potreba o regeneraciji, dejavnosti 

izven službe, zagnanost v primerjavi s skladnostjo z okoljem 

 
1 Introduction 

The following theoretical model and statistical findings are part of a Master thesis research project conducted 

by Ivan Valev in 2013 at Erasmus University Rotterdam. We summarize select results of the study and interpret these 

through the lens of HR management and CSR. 

The study examines the impact proximal (daily, momentary) processes have on the extent to which employees 

recover from work-related exhaustion and fatigue and feel both physically and mentally refreshed at the end of the 



workday. To capture the subjective experience of an activity, the study investigates variation in the study variables both 

at the day and specific activity level. A first goal of the study was to look at reported daily need for recovery at the end 

of the workday and its impact on engagement in behavioral activities during non-work time, as well as on state well-

being measured at bedtime. In line with Effort-Recovery theory (E-R; Meijman & Mulder, 1998), it was expected that 

more effortful forms of activities - physical and social activities - will help restore one’s resources to prestressor levels 

when need for recovery is low. Conversely, low-effort activities were expected to be more beneficial to well-being when 

need for recovery is high. The present study is among the first to consider the distinct interconnections between daily 

need for recovery, time spent on off-job activities and state well-being. 

1.1 Daily Need for Recovery and Behavioral Choices during Off-job Time 

Off-job time begins when employees step outside of a work-related context and take the opportunity to abstain 

from work-related activities (Meijman & Mulder, 1998). As per E-R theory, negative stress-related load reactions ideally 

return to prestressor levels during after-work hours, effectively allowing recovery to take place. Daily need for recovery 

has been empirically established as a significant predictor of well-being (Sonnentag & Zijlstra, 2006). As well, Sluiter, 

Van der Beek, and Frings-Dresen (1999) reported need for recovery as a predictor of psychosomatic complaints, an 

indicator of marred well-being. According to Conservation of Resources theory (COR; Hobfoll, 2002), recovery 

activities either help restore dwindled resources, or help gain new ones. Need for recovery represents an impaired state 

of well-being as well as a desire to replenish internal resources by taking a temporary break from demands caused by 

work-related activities (Demerouti, Bakker, Geurts, & Taris, 2009; Sluiter et al., 1999). As such it is an integral 

component of the work-recovery-work cycle. 

The present study considers and distinguishes between low-effort activities and high-effort activities, namely 

social and physical. All three types of off-job activities can promote recovery by either replenishing exhausted resources 

or by helping individuals acquire new ones (Sonnentag, 2001; Rook & Zijlstra, 2006). Based on COR and E-R 

theoretical concepts (Hobfoll, 2002; Meijman & Mulder, 1998), the current study examines the direct effect daily need 

for recovery has on non-work behavioral engagement by looking at the amount of time invested in certain activities. 

More specifically, a higher need for recovery suggests that job demands at the workplace have strained the individual 

and thus decreased the amount of personal resources. This lack of resources may prevent the individual from engaging 

in further activities which involve tapping into personal resources. The individual may instead opt for low-effort 

activities, such as relaxing on the couch (Sonnentag & Jelden, 2009). In contrast, a less taxing day at work may result in 

a lower need for recovery, in effect allowing the individual to invest resources in more active forms of behavior 

(physical or social). Current literature considering psychological states at the end of the workday and specific behavioral 

measurements during off-job time is inconsequential. The present study thus aims to investigate the direct behavioral 

impact daily need for recovery may have on time invested in specific non-work activities.  

1.2 Physical Activities, Social Activities and State Well-being 

Physical exercise has been found to be beneficial to well-being at the end of the workday (Demerouti et al., 

2009). It has also been positively associated with improved physical and mental health (McAuley, Kramer, & Colcombe, 

2004). There is substantial empirical evidence that well-being at bedtime is improved on days when individuals spend 

time engaging in physical activities (Sonnentag, 2001; Sonnentag & Bayer, 2003; Sonnentag & Natter, 2004).  

Research has investigated the protective function of social activities (Sonnentag, 2001). An active engagement 

in social contact (going out for drinks, seeing a movie with friends) has been found to be advantageous to recovery by 

promoting social support. Bakker, Demerouti, and Euwema (2005) view social support as an important resource which 

reduces the negative impact job demands have on psychological well-being. Sonnentag and Zijlstra (2006) found a 

positive link between social activities and well-being at the end of the workday, while also reporting an inverse 

relationship between daily need for recovery and engagement in social activities. Current empirical evidence is however 

far from conclusive, with Sonnentag and Natter (2004) reporting a negative relation between social activities and the 

extent of daily recovery.  



1.3 Low-effort Activities and State Well-being 

Low-effort activities, a less effortful form of behavior, include watching TV or relaxing on the sofa, or even 

doing nothing. In theoretical terms low-effort activities promote recovery in that they do not “occupy resources” 

previously exhausted by work-related tasks (Sonnentag, 2001). The empirical evidence regarding the relationship 

between low-effort activities and daily well-being is inconclusive, with a study by Sonnentag (2001) reporting a positive 

connection between time spent on low-effort activities and well-being, while Rook and Zijlstra (2006) found no effect of 

low-effort activities on recovery (2006).  

2 Method 

2.1 Sample 

The sample used in the study was heterogeneous, consisting of fulltime working professionals from different 

geographies (Eastern and Western Europe, the UK, North America) and across various professional fields. A total of 87 

people participated on multiple days. The final sample size used in the subsequent statistical analysis was 79 

participants, following the exclusion of dubious (impossible) data entries (Valev, 2013). The average of working hours 

per week was calculated at 37.58 hours (SD = 13.00). Regarding personal well-being, the average level of self-assessed 

well-being state was calculated at 7.83 on a 10-point scale (SD = 1.52). 

2.2 Questionnaires & Day Reconstruction Method 

The participants filled out a one-time demographic questionnaire and a trait-level questionnaire. They also 

filled out daily questionnaires and kept a day reconstruction diary for the duration of a single workweek. In line with the 

study’s within-person design, the Day Reconstruction Method (DRM; Kahneman, Krueger, Schkade, Schwarz, & Stone, 

2004) was utilized to provide an ecologically valid method of accounting for daily intrapersonal variations in the exact 

duration and subjective experience of activities, as well as for daily need for recovery at the end of the workday and state 

well-being at bedtime. The DRM enables the collection of subjective momentary experiences on a daily basis at the 

activity level, which has the advantage of limiting any inaccuracy related to memory recall and social desirability. State 

well-being at bedtime was assessed via Sonnentag’s self-reported state recovery measure (2001) and two of the three 

Shirom-Melamed vigor-related dimensions (2004), namely physical strength and cognitive liveliness. 

3 Results 

3.1 Statistical Analysis 

The data from all 79 participants selected for further statistical analysis amassed a total of 2,556 activities over 

351 days reconstructed on the within-person level. Considering the hierarchical structure of the data with days nested 

within people, and tasks nested within days, hierarchical linear modeling was selected as the appropriate analytical 

procedure. To test each hypothesis, multilevel modeling analyses were carried out to assess the data at the between- and 

within-subject levels (Valev, 2013).  

3.2 Findings 

As hypothesized by Valev (2013), daily need for recovery was expected to have a direct effect on off-job 

engagement in activities, such that lower values of daily need for recovery are associated with more time spent on 



physical or social activities. While controlling for trait need for recovery, results from multilevel modeling (Table 1) did 

reveal a significant negative link between daily need for recovery and time spent on social activities after work  

(t = -2.66, p < .01). No significant effects of daily need for recovery on low-effort and physical activities were found.  

Table 1 

Multilevel modeling: Daily NFR on time spent on social activities (Valev, 2013) 

Time spent on social activities Estimate SE T-value P-value 

Constant 0.83 0.12 

NFR trait -0.03 0.12 -0.21 n.s. 

NFR day -0.39 0.15 -2.66 ** 

Person level variance 0.36 0.19 

Day level variance 2.05 0.22 

Note. **p < .01, n.s. = not significant with p > .05 

It was further argued that daily need for recovery will moderate the link between off-job activities and state 

well-being at bedtime such that higher values of daily need for recovery are associated with lower well-being scores 

when people spend time on high-effort (social, physical) types of off-job recovery activity. The findings revealed a 

single significant two-way interaction, such that daily need for recovery impacted the link between time spent on 
physical activities and well-being at bedtime (t = -2.96, p < 0.01), partially confirming the hypothesis (Valev, 2013). To 

elaborate, for employees high in need for recovery, time spent on physical activities resulted in worse state well-being 

reported at bedtime. For employees low in need for recovery, time spent on physical activities led to higher well-being 

scores reported at bedtime (Figure 1).  

 

Figure 1.Daily NFR moderating the link between time spent on phyiscal activites & well-being at bedtime (Valev, 2013) 

 

 

Figure 2 summarizes the relevant empirical findings.  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. Theoretical model and empirical findings, ***p < .001, est = estimate (Valev, 2013) 

 

4 Discussion 

Daily need for recovery was shown to have a controversial direct effect on the time people invested in high-

effort types of after-work activities (Valev, 2013). Higher values of daily need for recovery related negatively to time 

spent on social activities, while no such effect was found for daily time spent on physical activities. While daily need for 

recovery predicted behavioral engagement in high-effort types of off-job activities, social and physical activities should 

be differentiated beyond the activation dimension. Daily need for recovery was also expected to moderate the link 

between time spent on off-job activities and state well-being at the end of the workday. A significant two-way 

interaction between daily need for recovery, time spent on physical activities and state well-being at bedtime was found. 

On days where people experienced dwindled personal resources at the end of the workday, pursuing physical activities 

proved to be detrimental to their well-being at bedtime. Conversely, on those days where people had sufficient personal 

resources after work, engaging in physical activities led to an improved recovery state and better state vigor..  

According to the data, social activities are clearly to be distinguished from physical activities (Sonnentag, 2001; 

Sonnentag and Zijlstra, 2006) above and beyond the “active vs. passive” activation spectrum. In line with Russell’s 

circumplex model (Russell, 1980, 2003), future research should include the pleasure-displeasure continuum in further 

analysis to more accurately discriminate between the different types of off-job activities. More importantly, the 

subjective experience of an activity as pleasant versus unpleasant within this circumplex model should provide a more 

comprehensive framework, within which the multifold links between daily need for recovery, behavioral activities 

during off-job time and daily well-being at the end of the workday can be examined. 
 

 

 

5 Practical Implications 

Daily Need for 

Recovery  

Time spent: Physical  
off-job activities  

State Well-being  

at bedtime 

Time spent: Social 
off-job activities 

est = -.57, *** 

est = -.39, *** 



In this final section of the paper we explicate implications for HR-Managers and contribute to the CSR debate. 

Vitality programs should be diverse in their offering and encourage employees to try out different activities in non-work 

time (not the activity, but the subjective experience of an activity matters; pleasure vs. displeasure). When developing 

vitality programs, the ideographic and not the nomothetic approach shows great promise (Thomae, 1999), as it could 

lead to diversity and high variety of options for off-time activities. Vitality programs provide means of external 

motivation; Existing programs are beneficial to those individuals who are already internally motivated. In general, HR 

programs provide a scaffolding of external motivation, which only serves it purpose when fleshed out by comparable, 

internally motivated employees (nomothetic approach). For instance: A HR-program encouraging employees to visit a 

local gym by providing membership discounts by default excludes non-gym-goers who prefer running outside or 

engaging in team-based sports. The data of the study confirm the general understanding of Business Ethics and CSR of 

Peter Ulrich – integrative economic ethics. Within this approach, the internal commitment of the members of an 

organization is key. In this way the moral capacity of employees is the starting point of further ethical reflection, 

whereby the usual emphasis on externally given norms isn’t productive in the long run (Ulrich, 2008). Our study 

contributes therefore not only to the area of HR-management (concrete implications for vitality programs), but also to 

the general discussion within Business Ethics and CSR regarding the antipodes represented by internal commitment and 

external compliance with norms and rules. 

In summary, this study goes beyond the area of HR-management by contributing to the general Business Ethics 

and CSR discussion on the topic of internal commitment versus external compliance with norms and rules. 

 

6 References 

Bakker, A.B., Demerouti, E., & Euwema, M.C. (2005). Job resources buffer the impact of job demands on burnout. 

Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 10, 170–180. 
Demerouti, E., Bakker, A. B., Geurts, S., Taris, T. (2009). Daily recovery from work-related effort during non-work 

time, in Sabine Sonnentag, Pamela L. Perrewé, Daniel C. Ganster (ed). Current Perspectives on Job-Stress Recovery 
(Research in Occupational Stress and Well-being, Volume 7), Emerald Group Publishing Limited, pp. 85-123. 

Hobfoll, S. E. (2002). Social and psychological resources and adaptation. Review of General Psychology, 6, 307–324. 
Kahneman, D., Krueger, A. B., Schkade, D. A., Schwarz, N., & Stone, A. A. (2004). A Survey Method for 

Characterizing Daily Life Experience: The Day Reconstruction Method. Science, 306, 1776-1780. 
McAuley, E., Kramer, A. F., & Colcombe, S. J. (2004). Cardiovascular fitness and neurocognitive function in older 

adults: A brief review. Brain, Behavior, & Immunity, 18, 214–220. 

Meijman, T. F. and Mulder, G. (1998), “Psychological aspects of workload”, in Drenth, P.J., Thierry, H. and de Wolff, 

C.J. (Eds), Handbook of Work and Organizational Psychology, 2nd ed., Erlbaum, Hove, pp. 5-33. 

Rook, J., & Zijlstra, F. (2006). The contribution of various types of activities to recovery. European Journal of Work 
and Organizational Psychology, 15, 218–240. 

Russell, J.A. (1980). A circumplex model of affect. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 39, 1161–1178.  

Russell, J.A. (2003). Core Affect and the Psychological Construction of Emotion. Psychological Review, 110, 145-172. 

Shirom, A. (2004). Feeling vigorous at work? The construct of vigor and the study of positive affect in organizations. In 

D. Ganster & P. L. Perrewe (Eds.), Research in organizational stress and well-being (Vol. 3, pp. 135–165). Greenwich, 

CT: JAI 

Sluiter, J. K.,Van der Beek, A. J., & Frings-Dresen, M. H. W. (1999). The influence of work characteristics on the need 

for recovery and experienced health: A study on coach drivers. Ergonomics, 42, 573–583. 

Sonnentag, S. (2001). Work, recovery activities, and individual well-being: A diary study. Journal of Occupational 
Health Psychology, 6, 196–210. 

Sonnentag, S., & Bayer, U. V. (2003). Recovery, work engagement, and proactive behavior: A new look at the interface 

between nonwork and work. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88, 518–528. 

Sonnentag S., & Jelden, S. (2009). Job stressors and the pursuit of sport activities: a day-level perspective. Journal of 
Occupational Health Psychology (2): 165-181. 

Sonnentag, S., & Natter, E. (2004). Flight attendants’ daily recovery from work: Is there no place like home? 

International Journal of Stress Management, 11, 366–391. 



Sonnentag, S., & Zijlstra, F.R.H. (2006). Job characteristics and off-job activities as predictors of need for recovery, 

well-being, and fatigue. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91, 330–350. 

Thomae, H. (1999). "The nomothetic-idiographic issue: Some roots and recent trends, in: International Journal of 
Group Tensions, 28(1), 187–215. 

Ulrich, P. (2008). Integrative Wirtschaftsethik: Grundlagen einer lebensdienlichen Ökonomie, 4. vollst. neu bearb. Aufl., 

Haupt Verlag, Bern. 

Valev, I. (2013). “Need for recovery, off-job activities and well-being: a day reconstruction study” (Master’s thesis). 

Erasmus University, Rotterdam. 


