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Abstract

Recovery during nonwork time is essential for restoring resources that leave be
lost throughout the working day (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007). Recent research has begun to
explore the nature of recovery experiences as boundary conditions between various job
stressors and employee well-being (Kinnunen, Mauno, & Siltaloppi, 2010; Sonnentag,
Binnewies, & Mozja, 2010). Interpersonal conflict is an important work stresddraba
been associated with several negative employee outcomes, such as highef levels
psychosomatic complaints (Pennebaker, 1982), anxiety, depression, and frustration
(Spector & Jex, 1998). This study contributes to recovery research by exguhiai
moderating role of recovery experiences on the relationship between aazkpl
interpersonal conflict and employee well-being. Specifically, & iwgothesized that
recovery experiences (e.g., psychological detachment, mastery, cordsatios,
negative work reflection, positive work reflection, and social activities) waaderate
the relationship between interpersonal conflict and employee well-feopgjob
satisfaction, burnout, life satisfaction, and general health complaintsqrétiecal
regression was used to examine the hypotheses. Relaxation was found to Beansigni
moderator of the relationship between self-reported interpersonalct@miti employee
exhaustion. Additional analyses found mastery experiences to be a signifocieraior
of the relationship between coworker reported interpersonal conflict and bathsions
of burnout (exhaustion and disengagement). Several main relationships betweetyrecove
experiences and employee well-being were found that support and extesidreséarch

on recovery from work. Practical implications for future research arastisd.
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Interpersonal Conflict and Employee Well-Being:
The Moderating Role of Recovery Experiences

In today’s fast-paced society, it is common to interact with numerous individuals
throughout a workday, including supervisors, coworkers, and customers. While one may
hope that each of these interactions is pleasant and meaningful, this is notthévays
case. For various reasons, employees who interact with a variety of peoplédhrtaheg
workday may occasionally experience interpersonal conflict at wodeplatsonal
conflict at work is a common source of work stress that can be associatedweitbea
outcomes for its victims. Most commonly, interpersonal conflict at work manitsstf
in petty arguments, spreading rumors, and gossiping (Spector & Jex, 1998). More
specifically, interpersonal conflict has been defined by researchansoagamizational
stressor consisting of disagreements between individuals in the workplace(Spect
Jex, 1998). Conflict in the workplace can create hostile environments that add atlditiona
demands for employees. Victims of interpersonal conflict at work often useamot
regulation and rational thinking to cope with feelings of frustration and angearibat
from the conflict. These strategies may leave them feeling drantedreable to cope
with additional demands at work or at home (Grandey, 2000).

Past research has indicated several negative outcomes associated with
interpersonal conflict at work. For example, experienced interpersonéttanfvork is
related to higher levels of anxiety, depression, frustration, and intention to quito{Spec
& Jex, 1998). These findings suggest that interpersonal conflict is associtted wi

substantial negative outcomes for employees. While it is important that @tyamsz



address interpersonal conflict in the workplace, it is also essentiahtpliyees who
encounter conflict at work have strategies that facilitate theiryatolitope with the
conflict. Much of the research surrounding interpersonal conflict has focused on
identifying antecedents and outcomes, however, few studies have offered sngdesti
possible strategies to ameliorate the negative impacts of interpersofhiat ebrvork. It
can be assumed that even in the case of an organization that has been proactive in
eliminating interpersonal conflict, these contentious encounters are oftgalie

One possible way for employees to lessen potential negative impacts of
workplace stressors is to intentionally spend time recovering from work cwimgork
time. Several specific recovery experiences have been identified agovaydividuals
to recover from work stress (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007). Through recovery from work
individuals are able to separate themselves from work demands, enabling thiemmto re
to work feeling refreshed and rejuvenated. In the context of interpersonaticanfl
work, recovery may lessen the possible negative impacts of workplace tsoifitic
example, mentally distancing oneself from work may help individuals disemmgegehe
conflict they experienced at work that day. Similarly, spending time withotheside
of work may allow individuals to seek social support from friends and family.

The current study is an examination of the relationship between interpersonal
conflict and employee well-being outcomes. Specifically, | focus on welglmitcomes
that are both job-related (job satisfaction and burnout) and general (lifacadis and
general health). In line with past research, | propose that there wilphaévee

relationships between interpersonal conflict and indicators of well-bimgever, this



study moves beyond previous research by examining recovery experiences as possibl
moderators of the relationship between workplace interpersonal contlienaployee
well-being. The results of this study will provide insights for individuals dgadiith
interpersonal conflict at work, as well as for organizations seeking to iraptem
interventions to counteract the negative associations between interpemsthet and

employee well-being.

I nter personal Conflict at Work

Job stressors. There is a substantial body of research dedicated to examining the
various employee-level effects of job stressors. Individuals monitor and a&pevaists
in their environment (Lazarus, 1991). Events that are seen as threats to wellHbeing a
considered job stressors and may induce negative emotional reactions likerange
anxiety (Spector, 1998). Various workplace conditions have been identified as job
stressors, including role conflict and ambiguity (Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, &
Rosenthal, 1964), situational constraints (Peters & O’Connor, 1980), low autonomy
(Spector, 1986), and workload (Spector, 1987). These work stressors have been
associated with a variety of employee outcomes, including both job performance and
well-being. Additionally, as will be described below, interpersonal adnflianother job
stressor that has received attention in the research literature (Spdetqr1998).

Workplace inter personal conflict. Interpersonal conflict at work can manifest
itself in several ways, and can range in severity from spreading runirgdical

assault. Conflict at work can consist of covert behaviors that are indireetssnd |



identifiable, or overt behaviors with very direct and obvious intentions (Spector, & Jex
1998). While a wide variation of interpersonal conflict may be found across and within
organizations, the majority of interpersonal conflicts include petty angisna@d gossip,
and not actual physical attacks (Schat, Frone, & Kelloway, 2006). Regardthss of
interpersonal conflict manifestation, can elicit anger and frustration irogegs who
encounter it (Keenan & Newton, 1985). As a result, employees who encounter
interpersonal conflict at work may have difficulties disengaging fromghisuof the
conflict and may ruminate about the experience even after leaving the werkpthe

end of the day. They may also be less engaged in their work out of fear of future
conflicts. Over time, these continued thoughts of the experienced conflict adktple
detrimental outcomes for employees, such as higher levels of anxietygtfastand
burnout (De Dreu, Dierendonck, & Dijkstra, 2004b).

While the current study utilizes Spector and Jex’s (1998) explanation of
interpersonal conflict, it is important to consider other operationalizations of the
construct. Past research has examined various forms of conflicts in the werksiag
terms such as incivility, bullying, aggression, and counterproductive work behavior
(e.g., Schat et al., 2006; Bowling & Beehr, 2006; Barling, Dupre, & Kelloway, 2009;
Hershcovis & Barling, 2009; Hershcovis, 2011). Barki and Hartwick (2004) note that
even within studies pertaining explicitly to interpersonal conflict, rebeasaarely agree
on one single definition of interpersonal conflict, or avoid defining the construct
altogether. Barki and Hartwick (2004) define interpersonal conflict agrfardic process

that occurs between interdependent parties as they experience negative emotional



reactions to perceived disagreements and interference with the attainnieit gbals”

(p. 234). Additionally, they discuss three general themes used to describe:conflict
disagreement, interference, and negative emotion. Each of these three themesis thoug
to represent cognitive, behavioral, and affective manifestations of cordipgctively.
Disagreement occurs when parties involved think that a divergence of needs,ghought
opinions, or goals exists. Interference occurs when one party’s behavioerateith,

or oppose another party’s attainment of its own objectives, needs, or goals. Lastly,
negative emotions such as fear, jealously, anger, anxiety, and frustration Gavsbée

to characterize interpersonal conflict.

Several organizational and individual factors have been linked to increased
incidents of interpersonal conflict in the workplace. The Dollard-Millertfai®n-
aggression theory (Dollard, Doob, Miller, Mowrer & Sears, 1939) suggests that
frustration occurs when an instigated goal sequence or behavioral seguatereupted.
When this occurs an individual may respond with aggression, especially when a
substitute response for the prevented goal sequence is not available. keatehres
expanded the theory by including the mediating presence of an emotional reaction
(Spector, 1978; Spielberger, Reheiser & Sydeman, 1995). In this expanded model, the
frustration of a task performance or personal goal by one of a number of passitites
(e.g., supervisors, subordinates, coworkers, procedures, or formal structdselplan
emotional response of frustration or anger. These emotional reactionsoaiatadswith

behavioral outcomes, with severe frustration and no expectation of punishment being



linked to organizational and interpersonal aggression, as well as eventual witfadrdwa
goal abandonment.

Fox and Spector (1999) proposed a theoretical model of counterproductive work
behaviors pertaining to interpersonal and organizational aggression, whiclvastébe
the current context of interpersonal conflict. The work of Fox and Spector (1999)
expands the original Dollard-Miller frustration-aggression theory, dudireg both
emotional and behavioral reactions to frustration. In the work context, ceresa®ss,
such as situational constraints, may serve to block an intended organizational goa
causing individuals to become frustrated (Peters & O’Connor, 1980). Behavioral
reactions to frustration on the job, pertinent to the current study, include lowered job
performance, absenteeism, turnover, and both organizational and interpersonalamggressi
(Spector, 1978). Accordingly, Fox and Spector (1999) found that events in the workplace
(e.g., situational constraints) were related to organizational counterpradoehaviors
(including workplace aggression) and were mediated by affective responses t
frustration.

Spector and Jex (1998) conducted a meta-analysis of 13 studies utilizing the
Interpersonal Conflict at Work Scale. The results of this meta-anakgsisnstrated that
interpersonal conflict at work was most strongly related to severalrggsets (e.g., role
conflict, role ambiguity, and low autonomy). This meta-analysis further stger
model of frustration-aggression presented by Fox and Spector (1999), which suggests t
situational constraints as well as individual factors contribute to affecttvéehavioral

reactions, one of which is increased interpersonal aggression.



Affective eventstheory. Weiss and Cropanzano (1996) posited affective events
theory (AET) as an alternative explanation to theories that focus orasatisfwith
one’s job as an evaluative judgment process. Instead, Weiss and Cropanzano (1996)
argue that job satisfaction is a consequence of affective events in the wertkala
direct attention away from features of the work environment and toward @vents
proximal causes of affective reactions. Additionally, they suggest thatrzatteaffect
will influence both overall feelings about one’s job as well as discrete work behavi
Importantly, AET also acknowledges the multidimensional nature of affect—eegdoy
can feel angry, proud, frustrated, or joyful. Each of these different reabtigrdifferent
behavioral implications in the workplace.

At the core of AET are affective reactions, which occur in response to work
events. These affective reactions can be influenced by one’s disposition, armddetd t
attitudinal and behavioral outcomes. Affective reactions to workplace evenisnod
work attitudes (e.g., job satisfaction). Behavioral outcomes are grouped into two
categories: affect driven behaviors and judgment driven behaviors. Afiesh dr
behaviors follow directly from affective reactions and are influenced by ssesdike
coping and mood management (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). Judgment driven behaviors,
on the other hand, are mediated by satisfaction.

In the context of workplace interpersonal conflict, AET is useful for explgin
the potential linkage between interpersonal conflict and job satisfaction, tme of
several dependent variables in the current study. Experiencing conflict wooihe be

work event that would elicit an affective reaction. This affective reaetmuld in turn



lead to attitudinal and behavioral outcomes. The attitudinal outcomes may include
lowered levels of job satisfaction, frustration, or anger.
Recovery from Work Demands
Recovery from work refers to a process during which individual functional
systems that have been called upon during the workday return to their presénessor
(Meijman & Mulder, 1998)Recovery can be described as a psycho-physiological
process (Meijman & Mulder, 1998)nd has been conceptualized as being the opposite of
the strain process, in which prolonged activation results in stress reactioimgy Dur
recovery from work (e.g., during evenings or weekends) employees are diderigage
from work demands and focus on nonwork activities, which allow time for emotional and
cognitive systems that were activated during work to restabilize. Onsernagr
resources (e.g., feelings of self-efficacy, energy, etc.) aretddgteoughout the
workday in response to work demands. It is essential that employees engageenyre
experiences during nonwork time so that resources exhausted throughout the workday
can be regenerated. Recovery is necessary for one’s health and welbbgingonged
exposure to stressors without sufficient recovery can lead to health ddtenio
(McEwen, 1998)Recovery from work demands can be described in the context of
different theoretical frameworks. Several of these frameworkdesmeribed below.
Effort-recovery model. The effort-recovery model (Meijman & Mulder, 1998)
outlines the process of responding to cognitive demands. The model identifies three
determinants: work demands, work potential, and decision latitude. These three factor

together determine two specific outcomes: the work product, and short-term



physiological and physical reactions. The work product refers to the goodsioeser

that are a direct outcome of the work, while short-term reactions arasedaptive
responses at the physiological, behavioral, and subjective level, and are tedwmifes
lowered employee health. When exposure to work stressors ceases, the engaged
psychobiological systems stabilize at pre-stressor levels, a prosesthele as recovery.
When these same systems are called upon outside of work, the opportunity for recovery
is significantly decreased. In these instances, individuals are requinegiigesin
compensatory mechanisms, further drawing upon reserves of resources. Extended
exposure to work demands without significant time for recovery is thereforeessom
impair individual well-being.

Conservation of resourcestheory. Hobfoll's (1989) conservation of resources
(COR) theory posits that individuals strive to maintain, build, and protect their cesour
Resourceare defined as objects, personal characteristics, conditions, or energas tha
individual values or that serve as a means for obtaining further objects, energies,
conditions, or personal characteristics (Hobfoll, 1989). Psychological stress atc
response to three potential situations: (a) a threat to an individual’s resourees,iéb)
loss of resources, or (c) failure to gain resources after investment of essourc

The COR model identifies four types of resources. Object rescamreesluable
due to their actual nature, or their potential to be used as a status symbol (&ng., lux
items).Personal characteristics can also be seen as resources, in that they ailaaghe s
resistance process (e.g., self-efficacy, positive sense of seliplHd989; Hobfoll &

Lilly, 1993). Building personal characteristic resources may also atiothé
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development of more resources in other categories. Conditions are subjeciiveags
in the sense that they are sought after and valued (e.g., marriage and job seniority)
Lastly, energies (e.g., time, money, and knowledge) are seen as resouraethieytaid
in the quest for additional resources.

Resources may be viewed as more or less valuable depending on various
individual, group, and societal factors. Furthermore, various environmental factors ma
threaten these resources. The actual or possible loss of resources isastheass
because, at the most basic level, resources are instrumental to individublscansk
individuals often find self-worth in the resources they have at their disposal. Hobfoll
(1989) argues that loss is central to many of the theories of psychologisal sind
points to numerous studies that have examined significant life events, sjigddss
events, that cause stress (Dohrenwend, 1978; Holmes & Rahe, 1967; Sarason, Johnson, &
Siegel, 1978). Additionally, more ambiguous life events can be seen afustredse
extent to which they are perceived as “undesirable.” Furthermore, fesedicates that
the loss of resources is much more salient and detrimental to individuals thaneesourc
gains (Hobfoll & Lilly, 1993).

The COR model predicts that those confronted with stress will seek to minimize
resource loss (Hobfoll, 1989), and those who are not presented with stress will seek to
build and develop new resources, so as to offset the possibility of future resource loss.
When people develop new resources, they may experience positive well-being (Cohen &

Wills, 1985) Those that are unable to build new resources, however, are particularly
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vulnerable and may be more likely to develop self-protective styles in the hopes of
preventing future resource loss (Arkin, 1981; Cheek & Buss, .198I)

In the context of COR theory, engaging in recovery experiences outsidaelof w
allows individuals to restore resources that were lost while at work.I#agassible that
some recovery experiences may allow one to build new resources, which iatkey f
of COR theory. For example, taking time to relax after work may allow indisdoal
restore emotional energy that was depleted during a particularlg ttginat work. The
same may be said for cognitive resources that were called upon during the workday
While employees may feel exhausted at the end of the workday, which would signal a
decreased level of resources, taking time to relax, detach from work, or emgageli
activities with friends and family may leave one feeling rejuvenateatidognd of the
evening. Additionally, particular recovery strategies entail engagitearning
experiences (e.g., mastery experiences), which offer the opportunity fonguikeliv
resources. For example, learning a new language or rock climbing during kamaer
may facilitate the development of a new skill or the increase of such perssoaices
as self-efficacy and a positive sense of self.

Ego depletion model. Past research on recovery from work has also included the
concept of ego depletion. The theory of ego depletion assumes that the self's \@sious a
of volition draw on a similar limited resource, such that acts of volition will have a
negative impact on subsequent acts of volition (Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Muraven, &
Tice, 1998). Baumeister and colleagues (1998) found support for this explanation over

the course of four unique experiences. In each of these cases, individuals who were
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required to exert self-control and conscious acts of volition were more likglygap or
persist for a shorter period of time on subsequent tasks than those who were not required
to exert self-control. Additional support for the ego depletion model has been
demonstrated for cases in which participants are asked to regulate and seipotessal
responses. Those who were asked to regulate and control their emotions were again
linked to subsequent decreases in physical stamina (measured by the leinggh of t
participants could continuously squeeze a handgrip) and the ability to regutlage fu
emotional responses (Muraven, Tice, & Baumeister, 1998).

Ego depletion is relevant to the process of recovery from work, such thageact
to work stressors may require conscious acts of volition (e.g., engagement in a work
task). The acts of volition in response to these stressors reduce one’s satbrggul
resources, which in turn may impair subsequent acts of volition (e.g., decreaseih eff
the second task). The lack in self-control may also impair individual well-beigg (
increased levels of fatigue, burnout, etc.). By engaging in recovery expes
employees are able to rebuild the resources that were lost by engagialgiple acts of
volition during the workday. For example, by relaxing or mentally distancing lbnese
from work, an individual is able to regain self-regulatory resources necéssangrk.

Mood regulation. Recovery from work also provides opportunities to restore
positive affect that may have been diminished during the workday as a resulbogvar
work stressors. One’s ability to self-regulate mood is crucial to maingasocial

relationships, particularly under stressful situations. For example n¢8e0)
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describes mood regulation as a series of control processes in which individuals act
directly to control their mood.

Some research has suggested that mood repair may be one of the core functions of
recovery (Fuller, Stanton, Fisher, Spitzmuller, Russell, & Smith, 2003). Indivichats
undertake various strategies in the process of mood regulation, including both cognitive
and behavioral approaches (Parkinson, Totterdell, Briner, & Reynolds, 1996; Thayer,
Newman, & McClain, 1994). Parkinson and Totterdell’s (1999) research on mood
regulation strategies provides insight into the ways in which individutil&ehcseek to
control their moods. Two particular types of strategies were suggestedkinysBa and
Totterdell (1999): diversionary and engagement strategies. Diversiondegssa
involve avoiding negative and stressful situations and seeking distractions from such
situations (e.g., relaxation-oriented, pleasure-oriented, or masteryedrexyperiences).
Engagement strategies involve actively confronting or accepting strasisétions. Both
of these forms of engagement strategies involve an affect-directed atobsHiirected
component. Diversionary strategies appear to be most related to recovergreogeras
they allow an individual to disengage from stressful experiences and regain lost
resources. In contrast, engagement experiences may keep individualselygniti
occupied with stressors, which would lead to continued resource losses (Sonnentag &
Fritz, 2007). This framework is directly relevant to research on recovery froky asan
active component of recovery is the process of regulating one’s mood and responses to

daily stressors, which will become apparent in employee well-being.
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Recent research has demonstrated an association between recoverp@gerie
and emotional states. For example, Fritz, Sonnentag, Spector, and Mcinroe {@0d0a)
that recovery experiences (e.g., psychological detachment, relaxatioarynasd
control) during the weekend were related to affective states during theifglavork
week. Specifically, relaxation was associated with increased podiiet @and decreased
negative affect during the following work week. Mastery was associatedigher
levels of positive affect at the end of the weekend, and psychological detachraent wa
associated with positive affective states both at the end of the weekend anehat die
the following work week. Additionally, a recent diary study by Sonnentag, Binegwie
and Mozja (2008) found an association between a lack of psychological detachment in
the evening and negative activation and fatigue the following morning. On the other
hand, evening relaxation was associated with morning serenity, and magptengrces
in the evening were related to positive activation in the morning.

Mechanisms linking work and nonwork domains. While it is necessary to
discuss in detail the several theoretical frameworks used to support the notion efyrecov
during nonwork time, it is also important to acknowledge work being done in the area of
work-family research that offers alternative explanations for the impéetork on
home life. Edwards and Rothbard (2000) discuss several mechanisms that link the work
and family domains. They define a linking mechanism as “a relationshipdreawsork
construct and a family construct. Linking mechanisms can exist only wienand
family are conceptually distinct” (p. 180). The six general categofikesking

mechanisms include: spillover, compensation, segmentation, resource drain, congruence,
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and work-family conflict. These linking mechanisms are relevant to thercbdesing
done on recovery from work, as several of these mechanisms may be useful for
explaining the necessity of recovery during nonwork time.

Spillover refers to effects of work and family on one another that generate
similarities between the two domains (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000), and consists of two
versions: one in which spillover is characterized as a similarity betweerkadomain
construct and a distinct but related family domain construct, and another versioshn whi
spillover consists of experiences between domains. This spillover betweemsl@anai
be either positive or negative. Recovery from work may be increasingly ngcessa
situations of negative spillover to prevent negative experiences in one domain from
affecting the other domain as well. For example, recovery after work reegrr
increased levels of fatigue due to work from negatively impacting one’s inveihtem
family domain activities. In their recent chapter on the quality of workiHeemmer and
Zimmerman (2010) provide an overview of positive spillover and health outcomes.
Work-family positive spillover has been linked with lower risks of menta¢ds,
depression, and problem drinking. Furthermore, Hammer and Zimmerman point out
recovery from work as a new direction in the work-family field. Whileleydr is
particularly relevant to the concept of recovery from work, there are $etieea linking
mechanisms that may be important as well.

Compensation, another linking mechanism, consists of efforts to offset
dissatisfaction in one domain by seeking satisfaction in another domain, and comes in

two forms: the reallocation of importance, and supplemental compensation. Recovery
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from work may be particularly relevant to this second type of compensation,ah whi
individuals seek to engage in recovery experiences as a way of offsettititaless
satisfactory work experiences. Segmentation refers to “an active prebeseby people
maintain a boundary between work and family” (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000, p. 181).
This linking mechanism may be most relevant to the process of mentally anchpiys
distancing oneself from work during nonwork time in an attempt to disengage from work
demands. Resource drasnanother linking mechanism that refers to the transfer of
personal resources (e.g., time, attention, energy) from one domain to anotherrjRecove
from work may decrease employees’ experience of resource drain, gagriga

recovery experiences allows for the rebuilding of resources necesshpottiovork and
family domains. Congruence, another linking mechanism, refers to the “siynilarit
between work and family, owing to a third variable that acts as a common cause” (p.
182). For example, overarching life values or general aptitudes and intelligagice m
affect both the work and family domains. Lastly, work-family conflictnete a form of
interrole conflict in which the demands of work and family are incompatible, in which
meeting the demands of one domain makes it difficult to meet demands in the other
domain. Work-family conflict has been separated into three forms: tineetpostsain-
based, and behavior-based (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). In this context, recovery from
work may be most relevant to forms of strain-based work-family conflicirSbased
work-family conflict refers to a process by which strain (e.g., difaation, anxiety,
fatigue) from one domain makes it difficult to meet demands of the other domain. By

engaging in recovery experiences during nonwork time, employees may lbe laisken



17

the detrimental outcomes associated with work demands, thereby allowingréased
resources to be allocated to the family domain.
Specific Recovery Experiences

Various experiences outside of the work domain have been suggested to
contribute to recovery from work. Building on past research on recovery from work | wil
focus on several specific recovery experiences that will be described in rtaite de
below.

Psychological detachment. Psychological detachment can be described as
physically and mentally separating oneself from the working environmetaciiaent
can result from the simple physical act of leaving work and going homeyainned
from thinking about work-related problems or issues while at home (Sonnentaiz & Fri
2007). In the context of the effort-recovery model, psychological detachment rpay hel
individuals restore resources lost while at work. After work, it is importantibatame
systems that were activated by work stressors are no longer called upgwat, a0 t
individual's psychobiological systems are able to return to prestressts. Bye
psychologically detaching from work, an individual is no longer exposed to the demands
of various work stressors, and is able to recover the resources that were Iqgsinsees
to the work demands of that day. Additionally, in accordance with the theory of mood
regulation, psychologically detaching from work can allow individuals to remove
themselves from work situations associated with negative emotions.

Several empirical studies have suggested that psychological detachment fro

work during nonwork time is an important factor in recovery from work demands.
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Psychological detachment from work has been linked to positive mood and low fatigue in
the evening before bedtime and the next morning (Sonnentag & Bayer,&f0tentag
et al., 2008 Psychological detachment has also been linked to lower levels of health
complaints, emotional exhaustion, depressive symptoms, need for recovery, and sleep
problems and higher levels of life satisfaction (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007 teAtrstudy
also found that higher levels of self-reported psychological detachmenassare@ated
with higher levels of significant-other reported life satisfaction anefdevels of
emotional exhaustion (Fritz, Yankelevich, Zarubin, & Barger, 2010b). Additionally, low
levels of psychological detachment were associated with high levelsotibeal
exhaustion and need for recovery, and also partially mediate the relationshiprbgtive
stressors and strain reactions (Sonnentag, Kuttler, & Fritz, 2010). Psychblogi
detachment during the weekend has also been associated with certain aspeitigeof pos
affect during the following workweek (e.g., joviality and serenity; Fiitzle 2010a).
Relaxation. Relaxation is associated with low activation and positive affect
(Stone, Kennedy-Moore, & Neale, 1998nd can result from various leisure activities,
including meditation, a light walk, or casual social activities. Accorddn@®R theory,
individuals strive to maintain, build, and protect their resources (Hobfoll, 1989).
Relaxation as a recovery experience is helpful for those individuals who aedinne
maintaining and protecting their resources, particularly after havihgelesurces at
work. In this case, relaxation may expedite the process by which systamsetk
activated by work stressors return to prestressor levels. Relaxatioalsodpster mood

regulation, as engaging in relaxation after work may help reduce high activagative



19

affect (e.g., anger) that may have resulted as a response to variousresssrst
Through relaxation experiences such as taking a walk or reading a book, an individual
may be able to both reduce negative mood as well as restore positive mood.

Relaxation during nonwork time has been linked to lower levels of health
problems, emotional exhaustion, need for recovery, and sleep problems and higher levels
of life satisfaction (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007). In addition, Sonnentag and colleagues
(2008) showed that higher levels of relaxation in the evening were related toysereni
following morning. Keeping in line with mood regulation theory, relaxation during the
weekend has also been associated with higher levels of joviality, salfassuand
serenity and lower levels of fear, hostility, and sadness at the end of thend/askeell
as at the end of the following work week (Fritz et al., 2010a).

Mastery. Engaging in mastery experiences is another form of recovery during
which an individual seeks to build new internal resources. This may be accomplished by
seeking out new and challenging activities and learning experiences (Sgntdritz,

2007). Mastery experiences are assumed to challenge the individual withoutiogerta

his or her capabilities (Siltaloppi, Kinnunen, & Feldt, 2009). While these mastery
experiences may put additional demands on the individual, they also enhance recovery by
allowing for the development of new resources such as skills, competencies, and self
efficacy (Bandura, 1997; Hobfoll, 1998). Mastery experiences would allow indigitimal

build new resources of their own choosing. These additional resources are helpful in
confronting subsequent stressors, and in many cases, may increase an individual’s

feelings of self-worth and self-efficacy. Engaging in mastery maapees during nonwork
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time may also allow individuals to regulate their mood, particularly in resgonse
negative affective states that may have been elicited by interpersofiats at work.
Mood regulation theory posits that individuals are able to actively engagategsts in
the process of mood regulation, and mastery experiences typify an engagiategy
in which individuals select activities that will increase positive affadtfaelings of self-
efficacy.

Mastery experiences during vacation have been found to be negatively related to
exhaustion after vacation (Fritz & Sonnentag, 2006). Mastery has also been shown to be
negatively related to emotional exhaustion, depressive symptoms, and need folrecover
and positively related to life satisfaction (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007). Furthermastery
experiences during the weekend have been associated with higher levels of pffeitve
(e.g., joviality, self-assurance, and serenity) at the end of the weekérndtrl.,
2010a).

Nonwork control. Nonwork control refers to an individual’s ability to decide
what leisure experiences he or she will partake in during recovery frokn(8onnentag
& Fritz, 2007). Control over one’s recovery experiences may be particulgrtyriamt
for mood regulation. As Parkinson and Totterdell (1999) describe, there are various
strategies individuals engage in to change their own moods in response to particular
situational experiences. As diversionary strategies have been suggdstadyanost
related to recovery experiences (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007), it is possiblaghgirey in
control over one’s recovery experiences will allow an individual to selecttaditihat

elicit recovery experiences that will be most helpful in improving one’s mood. In
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addition, while diversionary strategies should be most related to recovenngvivrk
experiences, it is also possible that control is utilized to engage in otherrgecove
experiences that are more related to engagement strategies asahuegping with the
negative outcomes of workplace stressors. As individuals strive to maintain asxt prot
resources, engaging in control over one’s experiences may allow an indioidia)et
specific resources for rebuilding, which will prevent future resource loss.

Control over one’s experiences allows for a positive reevaluation of potentially
stressful situations and has been found to be positively related to individual well-being
(Lazarus, 1966Bandura, 1997). Conversely, low levels of control have been linked to
psychological distress and anxiety (Rosenfield, 1989). In situations of lovolamte’s
ability to react to and influence the surrounding environment is diminished, whiclnmay
turn lead to negative self-evaluations and lowered self-worth. For exangaaraie by
Griffin, Fuhrer, Stansfeld, and Marmot (2002) indicates that women who had low levels
of control at home experienced higher levels of depression five years latercitmem w
high in control. Similarly, men low in control at home showed higher depression and
anxiety levels than men with high levels of control (Griffin et al., 2002).

Control during leisure time may satisfy an individual’s need for control, and in
turn increase feelings of self-efficacy and competence (Sonnentatg&2007). It is
also possible that control over leisure experiences allows individuals toreeleeery
experiences that will be most helpful for the restoration of resources. Sag ek Fritz

(2007) demonstrated links between control and lower levels of health complaints,
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emotional exhaustion, depressive symptoms, need for recovery, and sleep problems, and
higher levels of life satisfaction.

Social activity during nonwork time. Engaging in social activities includes
meeting new people and spending time with friends and family. Social astieffer an
opportunity to seek and receive social support from others (Sonnentag, 2001). Engaging
in social activities may allow individuals to halt the process of resdossethat occurs
in response to work stressors. Engaging in positive social activity may awo all
individuals to regain emotional resources through social support from friendsnaihd fa
This gain in resources will bolster reactions to future threats of reslogscdt is also
likely that various social activities result in the creation of new resoueags gelf-
esteem, extended social network), which also helps individuals to cope with future
resource threats and losses. Furthermore, in line with mood regulation theoggmgnga
in social activities with friends and family allows individuals to regulate theods in
such a way that increases positive affect. Engaging in pleasant axtivttiesocial
contacts allows an individual to disengage from work and possible negative impacts of
interpersonal conflict at work.

Seeking social support is beneficial for individual health (Viswesvaranh8&anc
& Fisher, 1999), and can serve as a vehicle to replenish one’s depleted pmgkical a
emotional resources (Westman, 1999). Research further suggests that emgsayiag
activities with friends and family may call for less self-regolatihan engaging in social
interactions with coworkers, supervisors, or customers (Grandey, 2000). Nonwork

experiences such as social activity have also been associated with poditivkial
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outcomes. Fritz and Sonnentag (2005) found positive relationships between social
activities on the weekend and well-being at the beginning of the followank) week.
Engaging in social activities in the evening after work has also been asdotitht
higher levels of well-being before going to sleep (Sonnentag, 2001).

Work reflection. Reflecting on one’s work has been examined as another
potential recovery experience. Fritz and Sonnentag (2005) specificallyrescapuositive
work reflection, which refers to reflecting on one’s job in a positive way during n&nwor
time. Engaging in positive work reflection may act as a type of reapipoaistaessful
work situations (Lazarus & Folkman, 198#) positively reappraising work, stress
reactions may be reduced, which leads to the restoration of resources. Adgitional
positively reflecting on one’s work allows an employee to focus on the posireets of
the job, and the things that one enjoys about their work. Thus, it may allow for the
creation of new resources, or the increase of existing resources. Forexamging
about the work goals that one has already accomplished may lead to greatiicaelf,
which in turn may be associated with increased well-being (Westman, 199%: Fritz
Sonnentag, 2005). Positive work reflection may also be related to the development of
new goals concerning an individual’'s work.

Fritz and Sonnentag (2005) found that positively reflecting on one’s work over
the weekend significantly and negatively predicted burnout at the beginning of the
following work week. The findings on positive work reflection suggest that it is not only
limited to the work or nonwork domain, but that it may have important implications for

both life domains (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000; Fritz & Sonnentag, 2005).
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It may also be the case that individuals reflect negatively on their jobs awalg
from work. Contrary to positive work reflection, negative work reflection entaiking
about the undesirable aspects of one’s job, such as those aspects that are ¢ enjoya
(Fritz & Sonnentag, 2006). Thinking negatively about one’s job may in turn consume
resources or prevent necessary regeneration processes, which in turn may lead to
decreased well-being and performance (Etzion, Eden, & Lapidot, 1998; Sonnentag &
Bayer, 2005). Negative work reflection during vacation has been shown to be adsociate
with higher health complaints and exhaustion after vacation (Fritz & Sonnentag, 2006).

Related to negative work reflection, rumination is a particular responsérstyl
which individuals repetitively think about their negative emotions, focus on their
symptoms, and worry about the meaning of their negative emotions (Lyubomirsky,
Caldwell, & Nolen-Hoeksema, 1998; Nolen-Hoeksema, 1991). Rumination appears to
contribute to feelings of hopelessness for the future and uncertainty. Esngagegative
work reflection would be very similar to employees ruminating about their work
experience. In the context of mood regulation, negative and positive work reflection can
be seen as examples of engagement strategies. Though engagemermsstiadess
indicative of recovery experiences, reflecting on work is an example vélcti
confronting and accepting work stressors. Regarding positive work reflection, an
individual may actively accept work stressors as a challenge and ushtthabgut work
to develop future work goals and strategies. Conversely, negative work reflestitia re

in the continued use of resources needed at work, instead of creating strategas or go
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for dealing with stressors, or disengaging from them altogether as withiolnaggs
strategies.
Work-Related Well-Being

As mentioned previously, | will view well-being variables as belonginghead
two domains: work-related well-being and general well-being. Work-ceia&d-being
will include job satisfaction and burnout, which will be discussed below.

Job satisfaction. Job satisfaction is one of the most widely studied attitudes in
Industrial & Organizational Psychology (Kinicki, McKee-Ryan, Schre@sh& Carson,
2002), and is defined as a multidimensional attitudinal response to one’s job that has
cognitive, affective, and behavioral components (Smith, Kendall & Hulin, 196i#) &
Judge, 2003). Weiss (2002) defined job satisfaction as “a positive (or negative)ieealuat
judgment one makes about one’s job or job situation” (p. 175).

Both antecedents and outcomes of job satisfaction have been studiedretens
For example, self-esteem, generalized self-efficacy,natdocus of control, emotional
stability, and negative affect have been linked to job satisfa¢iudge & Bono, 2001;
Siu, Lu, & Cooper, 1999). In the work context, a variety of factors hage lweked to
job satisfaction, such as specific job characteristics, pagsti@r & Chen, 1999), and
justice perceptions (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001). Specificedlgarch has linked
each of the five core characteristics of job tasks (Haok&aOldham, 1976): skKill
variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy, and task feedback to jdacsiamiis

Job satisfaction also seems to be related to more generatordiof well-being,

such as anxiety, depression, burnout, cardiovascular disease, sulpbgsical illness,
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strain, higher levels of self-esteem and general mentahhgaragher, Cass, & Cooper,
2005) and sleep problems (Spector, 2006). A meta-analysis focusing on business
outcomes of job satisfaction showed relationships between job dabisfand customer
satisfaction-loyalty, profitability, productivity, employee tureoyand safety outcomes
(Harder, Schmidt, & Hayes, 2002). Furthermore, a recent metasenahdicated a
modest but significant relationship between job satisfaction and jédrpence = .20;
Judge, Thoreson, Bono, & Patton, 2001; Harrison, Newman, & Roth, 2006). Lastly,
several studies have demonstrated a link between job satisfactioamnather outcome
variable of this study, life satisfaction. Generally, individwalf® are more satisfied with
their jobs tend to be more satisfied with their life as wefid aseveral possible
explanations (e.g., spillover, compensation, and segmentation) haveibeerfor this
relationship (Spector, 2006).

Burnout. When individuals are exposed to work stressors over a significant
period of time without the opportunity to recover, burnout is often a likely outcome.
Maslach (1982) originally conceptualized burnout as a syndrome affectingeser
workers, consisting of emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and reduced personal
accomplishment. Burnout, generally speaking, is a response to chronic work stiessors
which individuals feel depleted and unable to further cope with work demands.

Subsequent research on burnout has identified two relevant dimensions of
burnout, namely, exhaustion and disengagement (Demerouti, Bakker, Vardakou, &
Kantas, 2003). While Maslach’s (1982) initial conceptualization of burnout had important

psychometric and theoretical limitations (Kalliath, 2001), Demerouti’s aleagues’
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(2003) revised conceptualization of burnout was not only applicable to a wide range of
occupations, but had stronger theoretical and psychometric properties (e.gs|dhalve

& Demerouti, 2005). According to Demerouti and colleagues (2003), exhaisséion
reaction to prolonged exposure to work stressors, and in this context refexgitmam
physical, and cognitive forms of exhaustion. This definition of exhaustion isagiynil
applicable to employees who engage in prolonged physical labor or information
processing. Disengagement is a physical and emotional response that castriiselif

as distancing oneself from one’s work, or having negative feelings towards amk!s w
The relevant scale measuring disengagement refers to emotions towaalkhasks as
well as to a devaluation and mechanical execution of the work (Demerouti et al., 2003).
According to the effort-recovery model, burnout is a likely outcome of prolonged
activation, specifically when individuals are unable to regain resources tlealostto
dealing with work stressors.

For example, burnout has been found to be associated with a variety of work
stressors. Specifically, burnout has been linked to low levels of perceived comiorka
high levels of role conflict, and work overload (Spector, 2006). It is important to include
burnout in the conceptualization of employee well-being, as it is a likely outcome of
dealing with chronic work stressors, particularly if individuals are lac&kimgutlet in

which they are able to recover from such stressors.
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General Well-Being

In addition to the domain of work-related well-being, | will also be addressing
more general indicators of well-being, including life satisfaction andrgehealth
complaints. Both of these constructs will be discussed in more detail below.

Life satisfaction. Life satisfaction is a global indicator of an individual's
perceptions of their quality of life, and is seen as a cognitive-judgmentat aspe
individual happiness. Each individual assesses his or her own quality of life with a
different and unique set of standards (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985),
meaning that different individuals may place varying levels of importance fenedif
aspects of life (e.g., health and finances).

Life satisfaction can be seen as a result of satisfaction across varioussjana
of which would include work. As such, it has been positively (Judge & Watanabe, 1993)
associated with job satisfaction. It is important to note that confirm&totgr analyses
did identify the two scales of satisfaction as separate constructs (Juligeafiabe,

1993). Additionally, a meta-analysis (Kossek & Ozeki, 1998) found a negative
relationship between work-family conflict and life satisfaction furgwgporting the

notion that life satisfaction is affected by multiple domains. Accordindéyshtisfaction
was shown to be lower among dual-career couples suggesting work can havecasignif
impact on one’s level of life satisfaction.

Health complaints. Past research indicates that prolonged exposure to stressors is
associated with decreased levels of physical health. Health complaints bawadveed

as an overall indicator of poor well-being and refer to physical symptomss$ str
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minor problems (Watson & Pennebaker, 1989) such as headaches and sleep disturbances.
Chronic work stress has been linked to a number of detrimental health outcomes, such as
heart disease, ulcers, headaches, cancer, and diabetes. Additionally, under high levels
work stressors, individuals are more prone to engage in negative health behaviars suc
smoking, drug and alcohol use, and violence. Lastly, work stress has also been linked to
higher levels of family conflict, sleep disturbances, and depression (see Ggegnbe

Baron, 2008 for a review).

According to the effort-recovery model, if an individual is unable to recover afte
prolonged activation due to work stressors, negative outcomes such as reduced well-
being and health are often the case. In the case of failing to recover, an individual
continually taxes the psychological and physiological systems that ad itath action
as a result of dealing with such work stressors. When these systemsdeaduerrto
prestressor levels, compensatory mechanisms are often called upon, fuitiieg dra
resource reserves. It is this continual activation and further taxation on pste'sis that
often leads to negative health outcomes for those dealing with chronic work stness
example, the depletion of one’s resources often becomes apparent in the form of

increased psychosomatic complaints (Pennebaker, 1982).

I nter personal Conflict and Employee Well-Being

Research has demonstrated that interpersonal conflict is a work stressuayha
come in various forms, including overt and covert behaviors by coworkers (Spector &

Jex, 1998). Employees experiencing interpersonal conflict may experiendeoé hos
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negative outcomes as a response including impaired well-being (Stoetze2@99).

Conflict in itself is inherently stressful. Negative emotions, threateriedsteem, and
heightened cognitive effort as a result of interpersonal conflict can trapacdividual’s
physiological resources in a multitude of ways (De Dreu et al., 2004b). The egtoteple
model has been offered as a possible explanation for these relationshipsc&lyecifi

research indicates that asking individuals to regulate and control their emstions i
associated with subsequent decreases in physical ability and the abilgylededurther
emotional responses (Baumeister et al., 1998; Muraven et al., 1998). For these reasons, it
is important to further examine the negative impacts of interpersonal cenflicirk, and

to investigate factors that may help alleviate negative outcomes.

An overview of possible negative outcomes of interpersonal conflict at work
indicates that dealing with conflict at work is associated with highetdef stress
hormones which deplete the physiological system (McEwen, 1998; De Dreu, Van
Dierendonck, & Best-Waldhober, 2004a). This depletion of one’s systems may become
manifest as psychosomatic complaints, such as persistent headaches artdrapsks s
(Pennebaker, 1982). Additionally, enduring conflict at work may lead to decreased
individual well-being through increased rumination, alcohol intake and low-quality sleep

(Cooper & Marshall, 1976; Danna & Griffin, 1999).

One meta-analysis (Spector & Jex, 1998) further indicates that interpersonal
conflict at work is associated with higher levels of anxiety, depressiomnatiostand

doctor visits. Workplace aggression, a similar construct, has also been linked agesmpl
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health and well-being (Herschovis & Barling, 2009). Specifically, workpdaggession,
regardless of the source, was related to higher levels of emotional exhaunti
depression and lower levels of physical well-being and general health. Acciordirey
results of Hershcovis and Barling’s (2009) meta-analysis, supervisamrser, and
outsider aggression were all related to general health, emotional eahadspression,
and physical well-being. Supervisor aggression was shown to have stronger adverse
impact on general health than co-worker aggression. On the other hand, co-worker
aggression had a greater adverse impact than supervisor aggression on phijsical w
being. In comparing co-worker aggression and outsider aggression, co-wggkession
had a stronger adverse impact than outsider aggression on physical well-bsthg.ih
comparing supervisor aggression to outsider aggression, supervisor aggression had a

stronger adverse impact on general health than outsider aggression.

In addition to the meta-analytic evidence for the detrimental consequeEnces
workplace interpersonal conflict and workplace aggression, a recent longltstlidy
also examined problematic interpersonal relationships at work and theis efifect
employee depression levels (Stoetzer et al., 2009). This study examined a cohort of
Swedish employees over two years. In addition to looking at interpersonal Gahdic
researchers also examined social support, exclusion by superiors, and exclusion by
workers. All four of these variables, including conflict at work, were reélaadhigher
levels of depression among employees. Previous depression was controlled for,

suggesting that interpersonal conflict is associated with subsequent lowdrbding
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above and beyond lowered well-being being a possible predictor of conflict. Inasymm
interpersonal conflict at work has been associated with a variety obaial-outcomes,

which implies that it is an important workplace stressor that necessudtesy fstudy.

It is important to note that while this study conceptualizes interpersonaictanfl
work as leading to detrimental health outcomes, it is also possible thatddesesés of
well-being lead to workplace interpersonal conflict. In this case, srapsowould come
to work with lowered levels of resources, which would potentially result in a lodwere
ability to engage in emotion regulation, and subsequently, higher levels of interpler
conflict. However, this process poses a separate and unique research gugstionld
potentially be addressed with longitudinal research designs. In the conte2Rath€ory
(Hobfoll, 1989), it is possible that interpersonal conflict in the workplace is asswciat
with lowered well-being, and for those with lowered levels of resources, maif set
‘loss spiral,” which would in turn be associated with subsequent higher levels of
interpersonal conflict. For the purposes of the current study, interpersonaitasiiifbe

conceptualized as an antecedent to lowered well-being.

Recovery Experiences As Potential M oderators

As the previous section suggests, there have been numerous studies linking
interpersonal conflict at work to potential individual outcomes, including emplogée
being. Additionally, interpersonal conflict is only one of many work stressors, afany
which (including role conflict, role ambiguity, lack of control, and perceivekload)

have been examined in detail with respect to employee well-being outcomes (e. g
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Jackson & Schuler, 1985; Spector, 1986; Spector, Dwyer, & Jex, 1988; Jex & Beehr,
1991; Spector & Jex, 1998). Recent research has also examined the benefits of various
recovery experiences outside of work on employee well-being and performraitre:
Sonnentag, 2005; 2006; Sonnentag & Bayer, 2005; Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007). Only
recently, however, have particular recovery experiences been examinedibepos
boundary conditions in the relationship between work stressors and well-being outcomes

(Siltaloppi et al., 2009; Kinnunen et al., 2010; Sonnentag et al., 2010).

A recent study examined the direct and moderator roles of psychological
detachment, relaxation, mastery, and control in the relationship between time demands
job control, and justice of the supervisor and work-related well-beingl{pittieet al.,

2009). In this study, work-related well-being was measured as need forrggegolse
exhaustion, and work engagement. Psychological detachment and mastery were found to
moderate the relationship between job control and need for recovery; additionally
relaxation was shown to moderate the relationship between time demands and job
exhaustionMore specifically, higher levels of detachment and mastery were assbcia

with lower need for recovery, both generally and particularly in a low coniwakion,
compared to those low in detachment. Secondly, job exhaustion was higher in situations
of high time demands and low relaxation. Employees high in relaxation expeesse

weaker negative association between time demands and job exhaustion.

Furthermore, a recent study examining recovery experiences as maefalar

relationship between job insecurity and well-being outcomes indicated diféeffeects
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of recovery experiences as buffers against the negative outcomes of wsskIstr
(Kinnunen et al., 2010). Specifically, across a sample of 527 employees from various
occupations, relaxation moderated the relationship between an insecure jidnsaod
need for recovery, such that individuals with low relaxation experienced higta:fare
recovery in conditions of high job insecurity. Control was also found to moderate the
relationship between job insecurity and need for recovery. Individuals with hidhk téve
control experienced significantly lower need for recovery under conditions of low job
insecurity, though under conditions of high job insecurity, individuals with both high and
low control experienced similar levels of need for recovery. Lastly, psygical
detachment was found to moderate the relationship between job insecurity and vigor a
work, such that individuals with high psychological detachment experienced similar
levels of vigor at work under both low and high conditions of job insecurity, while those
with low psychological detachment experienced lower vigor at work under ioorsdatf

high job insecurity. Job insecurity is just one of many daily stressors fgadgioyees,
and it is possible that recovery experiences will play differing rolescaerators

depending on the form of work stressor.

A recent longitudinal study by Sonnentag and colleagues (Sonnentag et al., 2010)
examined the role of psychological detachment during nonwork time as a moderator of
the relationship between job demands and psychological well-being and work
engagement. Among a sample of 309 human service employees, psychological

detachment was shown to moderate the relationship between job demands and
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psychological well-being and work engagement, such that those with high levels of job
demands and low levels of psychological detachment experienced higher levels of
psychosomatic complaints and decreased levels of work engagement. In the prese
study, various recovery experiences may buffer against negative outcomes of
interpersonal conflict at worlk.hus, the current study seeks to extend recent research
examining recovery experiences as moderators, particularly by expioterpersonal

conflict as the workplace stressor in question.

According to the effort-recovery model, extended effort at work requipesied
of recovery afterwards in order for an individual’s psychobiological systemeturn to
the prestressor level. In the context of this study, interpersonal conflicrlatets as a
work stressor that will engage psychological and physiological gese®ver time, this
activation will be associated with impairments in well-being and health. fbiheye
recovery is necessary for alleviating the negative outcomes asdogititevork
stressors. In addition, specific recovery experiences outside of work mary dnydfast
the negative impacts of interpersonal conflict. Thus, though there may be dé&dtime
outcomes associated with interpersonal conflict at work, engaging in vegmusery
experiences may help protect an individual’'s systems that are calledtintoaca
response to this work stressor. The different recovery experiences (i.e., psigetholog
detachment, relaxation, mastery, control, social activities, and positive Viledtion)
may affect the relationship between interpersonal conflict and emplojemas to

varying degrees, though all except for negative work reflection aretedpecreduce the
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negative relationship. Negative work reflection, however, may exacehgategative
association between interpersonal conflict and well-being, because individuals a
expending more time and energy ruminating on negative work experiences$icSihgci
those recovery experiences that are primarily related to positive psgdablor social
processes should be most effective in alleviating negative impacts of iatergle
conflict. Thus, for employees with higher levels of positive recovery expesetite
negative relationship between interpersonal conflict and well-being wilidager than
for employees with low levels of recovery experiences. A visual depiction of the

following hypotheses can be found in Figure 1.

Psychological detachment asa moderator. Employees that are subject to high
levels of interpersonal conflict at work may ruminate about the experigeneaéter
leaving the workplace, particularly if the interpersonal conflict is ealhesalient or
increasingly negative. They may continue to think about what they should have said in
response to a rude comment, or contemplate ways to retaliate against thetperpetra
these reasons, it may be especially important that victims of interpersofiatat work
seek to psychologically detach from work. Detaching from work in generalding
from any conflict that may have taken place during the day, will allow@rapk to more
effectively recover, thereby lessening any negative impacts of tiiectohs individuals
psychologically detach from work, the psychobiological systems that wevatad as a
result of interpersonal conflict are no longer engaged. Psychologicahdetat—by

definition—Ilimits rumination about a particular work conflict, and may allow eygae



37

to focus on regaining emotional resources that were lost as a result of the.cbm8ict
assumption is in line with the effort-recovery model (Meijman & Mulder, 1998),lwhic
states that recovery is necessary after extended effort at wagkolfery does not take
place, an individual may need to engage in various compensatory strategiesatat dra

additional resource reserves.

On the other hand, those individuals who are unable to detach from work while at
home may have a more difficult time recovering, and will therefore eqpeihigher
levels of negative outcomes associated with interpersonal conflict at wof&iliBg to
disengage from work stressors, particularly interpersonal conflict, an indivwdua
continue to use emotional and physical resources that were already called upothéuring
time of the conflict. This resource loss will become apparent in impaired weg-aerd
health. Thus, | hypothesize that psychological detachment from work during nonwork
time will help reduce negative associations between interpersonal conflictlagnd

employee well-being.

Hypothesis 1Psychological detachment will moderate the negative relationship
between interpersonal conflict and employee well-being. Specifid¢aily
employees high in detachment, interpersonal conflict will be less strogigted

to well-being than for employees low in detachment.

Relaxation asa moderator. Interpersonal conflict at work often elicits anger and
frustration in employees (Keenan & Newton, 1985). Therefore, seeking ouhgela

activities after work should allow employees to manage the strong emthteyntelt
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while at work. Relaxation during nonwork time helps employees regulate their mood. |
accordance with mood regulation theory, relaxation serves as a diversiwatagysto
reduce negative affect that may have been elicited throughout the wakdagsult of
interpersonal conflict. By engaging in relaxation experiences, negatect @.g., anger,
anxiety) is decreased and a lower activation positive affect (e.g., geremlicited.
Drawing on the effort-recovery model, taking time to relax allows for tbevery of
resources that were lost while at work. Specifically, emotional and cogreseerces

that were lost while dealing with conflict are restored during relaxat

Keeping with propositions of mood regulation theory and the effort-recovery
model, individuals who take time to relax after work will be more successfidtatirg
lost resources, which will help reduce the negative relationship between integberson
conflict at work and well-being. In contrast, failing to relax after work hintles
psychobiological systems that were called into action during work from récgyer
which is associated with continued resource loss. As individuals fail to recowearéhe
less able to deal with subsequent interpersonal conflict at work. Therefore|divas
relaxation during nonwork time should experience lowered levels of well-bemg as

result of interpersonal conflict at work compared to those high in relaxation.

Hypothesis 2Relaxation will moderate the negative relationship between
interpersonal conflict and employee well-being. Specifically, foplegees with
high levels of relaxation, interpersonal conflict will be less stronggtedito

well-being than for employees with low levels of relaxation.
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Mastery experience as a moderator. According to the COR theory, emotional
and psychological responses to interpersonal conflict may deplete an individual’s
resources, becoming apparent in lower levels of well-being. Resource logtcidqudy
salient to individuals. In keeping with COR theory, individuals attempt to genurees
as a way to increase self-esteem and prevent future resource loss. Most},if not al
individuals seek to avoid losing resources. To counteract this, engaging ifieacthat
build new resources or replenish existing ones may be helpful. In this resgecfingn
in mastery experiences may allow for the development of new resourcel,imtirn
can help counteract the loss of resources due to interpersonal conflict at work. By
engaging in mastery experiences, individuals may learn new skills, suchiag sew
rock-climbing. These new resources should help buffer against the negatiomesitof
future threats to resources or actual resource losses. Accordingly, | hygothas
individuals who engage in a higher level of mastery experiences outsideko$eoaid
experience fewer negative associations between interpersonal canfiictk and well-
being. In contrast, those low in mastery experiences will have fewer resaargtilize
when dealing with interpersonal conflict at work, and will therefore expegiencreased

negative associations between interpersonal conflict at work and well-being

Hypothesis 3Mastery experiences will moderate the negative relationship
between interpersonal conflict and employee well-being. Specifi¢aily
employees high in mastery, interpersonal conflict will be less stroelglied to

well-being than for employees low in mastery.
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Nonwork control asa moderator. In keeping with COR theory, control over
nonwork experiences allows an individual to independently select experiencedlthat wi
allow for the most gains in resources. In gaining resources, individuals will lecatler
to handle future threats to their resources and actual resource lossessuls aatrol
experiences should allow employees to offset possible negative outcomedsessutia

interpersonal conflict.

Additionally, interpersonal conflict, in the sense that it is occasionally
unwarranted and thrust upon the victim, may leave the employee with feelings of
frustration concerning the lack of control they have in dealing with that ylartic
interaction. Therefore, control experiences outside of the workplace may bédatk
of control one feels within the context of interpersonal conflict. According to Fox and
Spector’s (1999) model of frustration-aggression, workplace aggression isheftesalt
of thwarted workplace goals, which causes frustration within employeess If thi
frustration does not have an outlet, it may result in further instances of interpersona
conflict, either in the form of retaliation from the victim, or conflict pergietd by the
victim towards another target. Utilizing control experiences outside of worlalioay
victims of interpersonal conflict to deal with feelings of frustration aased with

workplace interpersonal conflict.

Thus, those individuals who are able to engage in a high level of control over their
recovery experiences should experience weaker negative associatiomsrbetw

interpersonal conflict and well-being because exercising contogésathem to regain
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many of their resources. Conversely, those individuals who are unable to exett cont
over their recovery experiences will be less likely to regain their resyuace therefore
will experience stronger negative associations between interpersorfiadtand well-

being.

Hypothesis 4Control will moderate the negative relationship between
interpersonal conflict and employee well-being. Specifically, foplegees high
in control, interpersonal conflict will be less strongly related to weldpéian

for employees low in control.

Social activitiesasa moderator. Social activities can be used as a way to
recover from work stressors. Additionally, engaging in social activities of @h@osing
may allow for access to social support (Viswesvaran et al., 1999). Seekingialt soc
support from one’s family and friends may allow for the regeneration of emotional
resources that were called upon and lost while dealing with interpersonal cdnflarka

(Sonnentag, 2001).

According to COR theory, an individual will seek to protect and maintain their
resources, as well as build new resources. By engaging in social egtivitividuals are
able to regain emotional and cognitive resources, which will halt the procesoofge
loss, and bolster an individual against future resource losses. It is also possible tha
certain social activities may result in the building of new resourcesxgaorme, when
individuals join a social group they expand their social network and in such cases build

new resources, which are known to be beneficial for feelings of self-worth (H&bfol
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Lilly, 1993). Engaging in social activities may also serve as a dorasy strategy (in
line with mood regulation theory) that serves to distract an individual fronparsamal

conflict at work.

Thus, in the context of COR theory and mood regulation theory, individuals who
are able to engage in higher levels of positive social activities will be ablé théha
process of resource loss associated with interpersonal conflict, ankdenatdre
experience weaker relationships between interpersonal conflict anrtewad. In
contrast, those that are less able to engage in social activities outsidé& ofiayonave
more difficulty halting the process of resource loss and therefore emperstronger

negative associations between interpersonal conflict and well-being.

Hypothesis 5Social activities will moderate the negative relationship between
interpersonal conflict and employee well-being. Specifically, fgplegees high
in social activities, interpersonal conflict will be less strongly relabewell-

being than for employees low in social activities.

Work reflection asa moderator. Work reflection during nonwork timean be
either a positive or negative experience for an employee dealing withargenal
conflict at work. Positive work reflection allows an individual to focus on the aspkcts
their job that he or she enjoys, which presumably would not include whatever instances
of interpersonal conflict that may have been encountered at work. Pogiéfletting on
work may encourage individuals to set goals for themselves and focus on advancing at

work, while keeping negative aspects of the job in perspective. Therefore, positkve w
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reflection should weaken the negative relationship between interpersoriait ot

employee well-being.

As positive work reflection may result in the creation of positive work-related
goals, it is possible that such an activity may be used as a way to gain new latedk-re
resources such as self-efficacy. This would be in line with COR theory, aglumals/in
this case seek to gain new resources. It is also likely that positive iledtiom may be
used as an engagement strategy of mood regulation in which an individual actively
confronts workplace issues, and in this case utilizes potential stressors to uild ne
resources and work-related goals. As such, those individuals who are able to focus on the
positive aspects of work will be less likely to experience negative asisos between

interpersonal conflict and well-being.

Hypothesis 6Positive work reflection will moderate the negative relationship
between interpersonal conflict and employee well-being. Specifid¢aily
employees high in positive work reflection, interpersonal conflict will be less

strongly related to well-being than for employees low in positive work teftec

Negative work reflection, on the other hand, involves focusing on negative
aspects of the workplace that an individual is frustrated with, upset by, or would like t
change. With regard to interpersonal conflict, this would involve ruminating on the
experienced conflict and the emotions resulting from it. This rumination may notenvol
any proactive strategies to confront and deal with interpersonal confivcirl, but

instead may be focused on the negative feelings the conflict elicits imfiieyee. As a
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result, negative work reflection may actually call upon additional cognitive aaticeral
resources, which would further exacerbate the negative association betwgmnsotel

conflict and well-being.

In the context of mood regulation theory, individuals who engage in negative
work reflection may in fact be utilizing an engagement strategy to changentie.
However, unlike positive work reflection, negative work reflection is less liicefgsult
in increased positive affect and the creation of work goals. Instead, those whe Engag
negative work reflection may continue to lose resources that were called bpen w
confronting interpersonal conflict at work. By failing to halt this processsufuree loss,
individuals who engage in negative work reflection are more likely to expe@ence
stronger negative relationship between interpersonal conflict at wmdrivell-being.

Thus, | hypothesize that negative work reflection will moderate the relhiphstween

interpersonal conflict and employee well-being.

Hypothesis 7Negative work reflection will moderate the negative relationship
between interpersonal conflict and employee well-being. Specifi¢aily
employees high in negative work reflection, interpersonal conflict will b& mor

strongly related to well-being than for employees low in negative worlctieite
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M ethod

Procedure

This study utilized archival data collected as part of a larger study on rgcove
experiences and employee well-being by Dr. Charlotte Fritz. Parttsipgere recruited
from seven U.S. colleges and universities. Once schools agreed to participate in the
study, recruitment e-mails were sent to potential participants. Survey packet sent
out to 299 non-academic employees and included an introduction letter, three surveys,
and three stamped, preaddressed return envelopes. A raffle flier washidedrin the
packet, and participants were entered into a raffle for restauranegificates for each

survey they returned, for a maximum of three raffle entries per participant

Of the three surveys that were included in the packet, the participant wascasked t
fill out one. The target employee reported information on their experience of
interpersonal conflict during work as well as on their own recovery expesieinceg
non-work time over the previous few weeks. The target employee was then asked to
choose one coworker who knew his or her work well and ask this coworker to fill out a
second survey pertaining to the target employee’s work environment (including
interpersonal conflict). Lastly, the third survey was to be given to the emgabyee’s

significant other or close friend, and pertained to the target employeé&keid.

Thus, for the purposes of the current study, data were analyzed using the target

employee’s report of interpersonal conflict, the target employee’strep@covery
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experiences, and the significant other’s report of well-being. Additionblsezawere
conducted using coworker-reported interpersonal conflict. These additiohaleana
consisted of a replication of the current study’s hypotheses using coworkeedepor
interpersonal conflict instead of self-reported interpersonal conflics. Was done to
determine if coworkers’ report of interpersonal conflict could potentially bRiLis
predicting negative well-being outcomes. This particular data analsesisgy was used
to reduce issues relating to common method bias (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, &

Podsakoff, 2003).

The target employee’s self-report of interpersonal conflict at wosksgan as
being most appropriate for data analysis since it is often an individual’'s oweppens
of the severity of conflict that leads to detrimental health outcomes. Individua
differences may account for one employee reacting more strongly thiqueatwothe
same perceived conflict. In addition to the perceptions of the severity of conflic
individuals may differ in their perceptions of whether or not a conflict actoatiyrred
at all. In examining the relationships between interpersonal conflict andsephell-
being, | am most interested in capturing workplace interpersonal conflichéhtarget
actually perceived as occurring, as these conflicts are most likehpact their
subsequent well-being. The coworker’s report of interpersonal conflict lexssls
potentially be useful as well, provided there is a match between the perceptions of the
coworker and that of the target employee. The types of interpersonal confligt bei

measured in this study are directly observable, so in addition to being alxeoteese
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displays of conflict, such as arguments or rude comments, a coworker may dito the a
perceive and assess the target employee’s reaction to the conflipbgsible that the
coworker may also not perceive that a conflict took place if the coworker dogssenat
reaction from the target employee. As this latter analysis syretegxploratory in nature,

these assumptions will need to be interpreted in light of the results of this study

Regarding the measure of recovery experiences, the report of thestapdeyee
will be used for analysis. Quality of recovery experiences vary acrdssduals, are
targeted at restoring internal resources, and thus, are very subjectivercg®rDue to
the internal nature of such processes, it is difficult to assess the qualityeofe¢begery

experiences using data from other sources.

Finally, the measures of employee well-being (job satisfaction, buydifeut
satisfaction, and general health) will be analyzed using significant refherts. Lowered
well-being (or conversely, high levels of well-being) should affect omdégionships,
and in turn be noticeable to those especially close to the individual, which in this case
would include their significant other—especially given the focus on more “aironi
levels of well-being in the current study. Similar data analysisegiies have been used
in recent recovery-related research. For example, Fritz and collg2@l€b) used
significant other reports of emotional exhaustion and life satisfaction inetkexinination
of the role of psychological detachment during nonwork time. Specifically, thegd fou
that higher levels of detachment (self-report) were related to lowes leivemotional

exhaustion and higher levels of life satisfaction (significant other report)
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Participants

Of the 299 participants that were recruited, 172 returned surveys (57% response
rate), 65 of which were left out of the analyses due to miskitegor missing significant
other or coworker reports. The final 107 participants consisted of 91 women (85%) and
16 men (15%). The average age of the participants was 45 $&ars10.71). Mean job
tenure was 10 yearSD = 8.96). Of the 107 participants, 45% held supervisory positions.
Some of the jobs included in the sample were administrative assistant, coorafinator
programs, director, web developer, and library associate. Regarding edudatieha
39% were college graduates, 30% held a master’'s degree, and 5% had earned a doctoral

degree.

M easur es

A subset of the measures gathered as part of the larger study will be ubed for
current study. A copy of those measures can be found in Appenditk &.the measures
ask participants to refer to the past few weeks as a time frame foregminses. All

Cronbach’s alphas (see Table 1) refer to the scales as used in the current study

I nter personal conflict. The Interpersonal Conflict at Work Scale (ICAWS;
Spector & Jex, 1998) was administered to target employees and coworkeest as
target employees’ level of interpersonal conflict at work. The scalestedsf four
items on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging fronrdrély) to 5 very often. A sample item

from the scale was “How often did he/she get into arguments with othersk&t’wWie
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coworker report of this scale will be used for data analysis. Cronbach’sfaighés

scale was .78.

Recovery experiences. Measures of recovery experiences were administered to
target employees. Psychological detachment, mastery, control, andioslaxere
measured with the Recovery Questionnaire (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007). Each of these
subscales was measured with four items on a 5-point rating system, ranging ffrot
at all) to 5 @lwayg. Psychological detachmenteasured a participant’s frequency of
mentally and physically distancing oneself from work, and included samplestezthsas
“I forgot about my work” ¢ = .84).Masteryitems measured an individual’'s engagement
in challenging activities and learning experiences. This subscalel@tcbample items
such as “I learned new thingsi € .93).Control items measured an individual’s ability
to choose their own recovery experiences, and included items such as “| felolikd | ¢
decide for myself what to do% (= .79).Relaxationassessed an individual’'s experience
of a low activation and positive affect state and was measured with itemsssiich a

kicked back and relaxedd = .82).

Positive work reflection, negative work reflection, and social activitieg wer
measured using adapted measures from an earlier study by Sonnentaty 4860%).
Each of these experiences was measured with three items on a 5-point edéing sc
ranging from 1ifot at al) to 5 @lwayg. Positive work reflectiomeasured the amount of
time an individual spent thinking about the positive aspects of their work. Items ihclude

“It became clear to me what | like about my work,” “I contemplated the pestdes to
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my work,” and “I considered the positive aspects of my woak® (83).Negative work
reflectionassessed how often individuals spent time thinking about negative aspects of
their work. Items included: “I considered the negative aspects of my work,” “awase

of what is negative about my work,” and “It became clear to me what | donali&et

my work” (o = .88). Lastlysocial activitiesassessed the amount of time individuals
spent engaging in social experiences with other individuals. Items includpdrit time

with nice people,” “I took care of my relationships,” and “I did things togethdr ether

people” @ = .68).

Job Satisfaction. Job satisfaction and all other well-being measures are
significant-other reports. The short version of the Job Satisfaction ScaldiéBt &
Rothe, 1951; Judge, Locke, Durham, & Kluger, 1998) was used to assess job satisfaction.
The scale consisted of five items on a 5-point rating scale, ranging fremodgly
disagre@ to 5 trongly agreg A sample item from this scale was “Most days he/she was

enthusiastic about his/her world € .76).

Burnout. The Oldenburg Burnout Inventory (Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, &
Schaufeli, 2001) was used to assess emotional exhaustion and disengagement as two
dimensions of burnout. The scale consisted of sixteen items on a 4-point rating scale
ranging from 1tptally disagreg¢to 4 totally agred. Theexhaustiorsubscale consisted
of eight items. A sample item from this subscale was “After work, he/sfdedenore
time to relax than in the past to become fit agair® (84). Thedisengagemersubscale

was also measured with eight items. A sample item from this subscale e/&htH
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tended to think less during his/her work and just executed it mechanieatty83). For

each of the subscales, four of the eight items were reverse coded.

Life Satisfaction. To measure life satisfaction, Diener and colleagues’ (1985) five

item scale was used with a 5-point rating scale ranging fratrdn@ly disagregto 5

(strongly agreg A sample item from this scale was “In most ways his/her life is atose t

his/her ideal” ¢ = .87).

General Health. A short version of the Subjective Health Complaints Inventory

(Ursin, Endresen, & Ursin, 1988) was used to measure the participant’s level @i gener

health. The scale consists of 17 items on a 4-point rating scale ranging finotral &l)
to 4 (serioug. Sample items included “headache/migraine,” “anxiety,” and “sleep

problems/tiredness’a(= .68).

Control Variables. In the current study, age, gender, employee negative
affectivity, and job status (supervisory vs. nonsupervisory) will be used as control
variables. Each control variable was selected based on a theoretical ralioneaeer,
preliminary analyses were conducted in order to determine if each of the gtopose

control variables were significantly related to the outcome variables stiguoe

Employee age was included as a control variable because of its &sthblis
relationships with several of the outcome variables. For example, older engaleyddo

report higher levels of satisfaction with their jobs (Siu et al., 1999) and lowdés tdve
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burnout (Brewer & Shapard, 2004). Age has also previously been positively caortelate

physical well-being (Siu et al., 1999). Age was assessed with one-sargleneasure.

Employee gender was also considered as a control variable based on past
literature. It may be that female employees have additional nonwosk@tsge.g.,
family responsibilities such as childcare) that lead to resource draie abdvbeyond
that caused by workplace interpersonal conflict. Additionally, at leasthetee-analysis
has indicated possible gender differences in both life and job satisfaction, wignwom
often reporting higher levels of satisfaction than men (Kossek & Ozeki, 1998)o¥ae
gender was assessed with one single-item measure, with males bethgsddand

females coded as 2.

Employee negative affectivity (NA) was considered as a contri@blaras well,
as it reflects stable and pervasive mood states. Individuals high in negjédistevity are
likely to consistently experience significant levels of distress arsatii$action. Watson
and Pennebaker (1989) demonstrated that NA is positively correlated Vatbepsets of
subjective health complaints, though uncorrelated with actual objective health asitcome
This study controls for NA in an attempt to assess the negative impactspéistaal
conflict above and beyond those impacts interpreted by individuals high in trait NA.
Negative affectivity was measured with the ten-item negative aftad¢ taken from the
Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988). pantisi

were asked to rate the extent to which they generally experienced seuethktates on
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a five-point rating scale, ranging from\e(y slightly or not at ajJlto 5 extremely.

Sample items include, “afraid,” “distressed,” and “hostile.”

Lastly, job status was considered as a control variable in the current stadgde
one’s status as a supervisor has the potential to protect them from becoming afvictim
interpersonal conflict at work. Lower level employees may be more ligatgme into
conflict with coworkers because of the lack of power differential amorsg theployees.
However, a supervisor may find themselves the victim of fewer direct workplace
conflicts. Job status was assessed with a single-item question, and wasscbded a

supervisory and 2 = nonsupervisory.
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Results

Hierarchical regression analyses were used to test the proposed hggotlnes
analysis is most appropriate for the current study, as it allows for thesassnt of
whether or not the relationship between two variables varies according tedhefle

some third variable (Tabachnik & Fidell, 2007).

Preliminary Analyses

Prior to hypothesis testing, preliminary analyses were conducted to emestuteet
data conformed to assumptions of multiple regression (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007),
including that no univariate and multivariate outliers were present. Datdouere to
meet all assumptions of regression, and so no transformations were necesaasy. Me
standards deviations, intercorrelations, and reliabilities can be found in Table 2.
Generally, both self-reported and coworker-reported interpersonal covdlietrelated to
decreased life and job satisfaction and increased burnout. Overall, recoveigregse
were associated with higher well-being. Psychological detachment, codgalive
work reflection, and social activities demonstrated the strongest camnslatith well-

being outcomes.

In addition to checking that the assumptions of hierarchical regression were me
preliminary analyses were conducted to assess whether or not any depenasadyin
the data due to job status (supervisory vs. non-supervisory). Independent-gdaegites

were conducted to evaluate whether or not differences existed between supaivis
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non-supervisors on all study variables. No significant differences were det@oteas a
result of these analyses, supervisors and non-supervisors were assetbed itofurther

analyses.

Additionally, preliminary analyses were conducted to determine the ngaafssi
each of the proposed control variables (age, gender, employee negativetgffaod
job status). Control variables were retained based on their relationshipstwady
variables and their theoretical importance. An examination of correlatibnsdreall
study variables demonstrated that age and job status were not signifietatty to
dependent variables, and gender (male = 1, female = 2) was only negatively @dsociat
with job satisfaction. In terms of predictor variables, gender was assbwilesocial
activities, while age was positively associated with positive workaedfin and
negatively associated with self-reported interpersonal conflict. Em@loggative
affectivity was associated with every study variable with the exceptioiadation.
These control variables were retained in further analyses givernhteeretical
importance and use in past literature (e.g., Fritz et al., 2010b; Park, Fritz, & Jex,d4011)
well as to account for the correlations mentioned. Education level was alsdetedsas
a potential additional control variable, but was not included in further analydesass i
not significantly associated with any dependent variables, and has not typieally be

associated with the well-being outcomes included in the current study.
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Hypothesis Testing

The current study hypothesized that recovery experiences would moderate the
relationships between workplace interpersonal conflict and employedewed. Both
the independent variable (interpersonal conflict) and moderating variablgs ¢f the
recovery experiences) were grand mean centered so as to avoid issues oflimeatity|
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Centering the variables also prevents the problem of
evaluating one main effect at an extreme value of the other main eftegel|H2010).
In an attempt to mitigate issues of sufficient power, all interactions argered into

different regression models, rather than analyzing all interactions iane model.

All seven hypotheses proposed that recovery experiences (psychological
work reflection, and negative work reflection) would moderate the relationshipdretwe
workplace interpersonal conflict and employee well-being. A total of thugy
regression analyses were conducted to test Hypotheses 1-7. Results @fghesssgon
analyses can be found in Tables 3-16. For each analysis, the well-being outcome in
guestion was regressed onto interpersonal conflict and each recovery experienc
individually. Control variables (i.e., age, gender, employee negative witigciind job
status) were entered into Step 1 of the regression analysis. The centéuqgldaeor
interpersonal conflict variable was entered in the second step, followed by tedent

recovery experience (e.g., psychological detachment) in Step 3. Finallytaraciion
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term (e.g., psychological detachment x job satisfaction) was entered inahstéip of

the regression model.

Results are discussed below by hypothesis. All results indicate findiags a
controlling for age, gender, job status, and employee negative affectivity.Hegpst1-7

tested moderator relationships. Significgn&(.05) relationships are graphed.
Hypothesis 1

Overall, no significant moderator effects were detected for psychologica
detachment, providing no support for Hypothesis 1. Psychological detachment was
shown to be significantly related to exhaustipr, -.28,t(100) = -2.95p = .004 and life
satisfactionf = .28,t(104) = 2.92p = .004. Psychological detachment explained a
significant proportion of variance in both exhaustioR* = .07,F(6, 93) = 6.52p < .001
and life satisfactiondR? = .07,F(6, 97) = 5.65p < .001.Results of hierarchical
regression analyses are presented in Tables 3 and 4. Results for wekweldbeing
outcomes (job satisfaction, disengagement, and exhaustion) are found in Table 3, while
results for general well-being outcomes (life satisfaction and heattplaints) are found

in Table 4.
Hypothesis 2

As seen in Table 5, one significant moderator effect for relaxation wasetktec
The interaction term between relaxation and interpersonal conflict waBcsighfor

exhaustionp = .23,t(99) = 2.28p=.03. The interaction between relaxation and
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interpersonal conflict explained a significant amount of variance in exhaus$on,04,
F(7, 92) = 5.37p < .001. This interaction is graphed in Figure 2. Employees with low
levels of relaxation had similar levels of exhaustion regardless of the amaepbadied
workplace interpersonal conflict. Those with high levels of relaxation lgadisantly

lower levels of exhaustion under conditions of low workplace interpersonal conflict tha
those with low levels of relaxation. Interestingly, at high levels of workplace
interpersonal conflict, those with high levels of relaxation experiencedlgligbte

exhaustion than those with low relaxation.

No other significant moderator effects were detected for relaxatios, limited
support was found for Hypothesis 2. However, relaxation was significardahgdeto life
satisfactionf = .31,t(104) = 3.56p = .001. Relaxation also explained a significant
proportion of the variance in life satisfactiati? = .09,F(6, 97) = 6.51p < .001. Results
are presented in Tables 5 and 6. Results for work-related well-being outamiesnd

in Table 5, while results for general well-being outcomes are found in Table 6.
Hypothesis 3

No significant moderator effects were detected for mastery expesignoviding
no support for Hypothesis 3. However, mastery experiences were significdatbdrto
disengagemenp = .24,t(91) = 2.46p = .016 and health complainfs= .27,t(96) =
2.93,p = .004. Mastery explained a significant amount of the variance in disengagement,
AR?=.05,F(6, 84) = 5.68p < .001 and health complaint&® = .07,F(6, 89) = 6.38p <

.001. Results are presented in Tables 7 and 8. Results for work-related well-being
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outcomes are found in Table 7, while results for general well-being outesemésind

in Table 8.
Hypothesis 4

No significant moderator effects were detected for nonwork control, providing no
support for Hypothesis 4. However, nonwork control was significantly related to
exhaustionp = -.22,t(98) = -2.26p = .026, and life satisfactioft,= .44,t(102) = 5.04p
<.001. Nonwork control explained a significant amount of the variance in exhaustion,
AR? = .04,F(6, 91) = 5.38p < .001 and life satisfaction|R® = .17,F(6, 95) = 8.93p <
.000. Results are presented in Tables 9 and 10. Results for work-related well-being
outcomes are found in Table 9, while results for general well-being outcoenfesiad

in Table 10.
Hypothesis5

No significant moderator effects were detected for social activitiesiding no
support for Hypothesis 5. However, social activities were found to be significafatgd
to exhaustionp = -.20,t(100) = -2.03p = .047 and life satisfactiof,= .30,t(104) =
3.07,p=.003. Social activities explained a significant proportion of the variance in
exhaustiondR? = .03,F(6, 93) = 5.53p < .001 and life satisfactiod R = .07,F(6, 97)
=5.84,p < .001. Results are presented in Tables 11 and 12. Results for work-related
well-being outcomes are found in Table 11, while results for general wedj-be

outcomes are found in Table 12.
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Hypothesis 6

No significant moderator effects were detected for positive work tieffec
providing no support for Hypothesis 6. Positive work reflection was found to be
significantly related to job satisfactiop= .24,t(101) = 2.68p = .009. Positive work
reflection explained a significant proportion of the variance in job satisfadtidre .05,
F(6, 94) = 7.46p < .001. Results are presented in Tables 13 and 14. Results for work-
related well-being outcomes are found in Table 13, while results forajevet-being

outcomes are found in Table 14.
Hypothesis 7

No significant moderator effects were detected for negative worlkctiefte
providing no support for Hypothesis 7. Negative work reflection was found to be
significantly related to job satisfactiop= -.38,t(102) = -3.90p < .001, exhaustior§ =
.34,t1(100) = 3.30p =.001, and health complain{s=.24,t(98) = 2.19p = .031.
Negative work reflection explained a significant proportion of the varian@abin |
satisfactiondR? = .10,F(6, 95) = 9.53p < .001, exhaustiomR? = .08,F(6, 93) = 6.99,
p < .001, and health complaint®* = .04,F(6, 91) = 5.60p < .001. Results are
presented in Tables 15 and 16. Results for work-related well-being outconfiesralén

Table 15, while results for general well-being outcomes are found in Table 16.
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Additional Analyses

Hypotheses 1-7 were re-analyzed using coworker reports of interpersofiatc
in an effort to understand whether or not coworkers’ reports of interpersonal tcionflic
the workplace are useful in drawing associations with employee weli-deis
interesting to note that coworker reports of workplace interpersonal ¢ondéiie only
moderately correlated with self-reports of workplace interpersonalicionflL06) = .38,

p <.001.

Using coworker reports of workplace interpersonal conflict provided slightly
different results than self-reported interpersonal conflict did in the cistaahy. The
only recovery experience that appeared as a significant moderator of tiveséia
between workplace interpersonal conflict and employee well-being wasrsnas
experiences. Mastery experiences were a significant moderator ofatienship
between workplace interpersonal conflict and both dimensions of burnout: exhatistion,
=-.19,t(98) = -2.02,p = .046, and disengagemepts -.29,t(91) = -3.32,p = .001. The
interaction term between mastery experiences and interpersonaltoexplizined a
significant proportion of the variance in both exhaustititf, = .03,F(7, 90) = 4.62p <
.001, and disengagemen&? = .09,F(7, 83) = 6.69p < .001. The results of these
hierarchical regressions can be found in Table 22. Interactions are graphedes Bigu
and 4. For both exhaustion and disengagement, employees with high levels of maste
experiences exhibited a negative relationship with disengagement—as werkpla

interpersonal conflict increases, these employees show lower levelsmjatiement
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and exhaustion. Conversely, those employees with low levels of mastery szegrie

show higher levels of disengagement and exhaustion as workplace interpersonal conflic
increases. Finally, the significant results from Hypothesis 2 (in whichatedaxwas a
significant moderator of the relationship between workplace interpersonittantl
exhaustion) were not replicated using coworker reports of workplace intampkers

conflict.

In addition to conducting further analyses using coworker reports of interpersonal
conflict, all main analyses were conducted without controlling for employgsgine
affectivity. As employee negative affectivity was significantlgyasated with every
study variable with the exception of relaxation, the additional analyses areteated to
determine if its inclusion as a control variable was suppressing assockztoren
interpersonal conflict, recovery experiences, and employee well-beasgltR of these
analyses included replications of two out of three of the significant interaetios t
utilizing both self and coworker reports of interpersonal conflict. These furthérses
did not replicate the findings concerning mastery experiences as a modéth&or

relationship between coworker-reported interpersonal conflict and empldyaestion.

Three additional moderator effects were detected after removing eseploy
negative affectivity from analyses. These include: psychological detattas a
moderator of coworker-reported interpersonal conflict and employee exima@st -.22,

t(101) = -2.13,p = .036 (Figure 5) and disengagemént, -.25,t(94) = -2.29,p = .024
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(Figure 6); and relaxation as a moderator of coworker-reported interpecsmrilict and

life satisfactionf = .23,t(105) = -2.35,p = .021 (Figure 7).
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Discussion

The current study provided an examination of the moderating role of recovery
experiences in the relationship between workplace interpersonal conflict aha/een
well-being. Overall, limited support was found for the hypotheses presented stuthys
It was proposed that recovery experiences (i.e., psychological detachnasatjoa,
mastery, nonwork control, positive work reflection, negative work reflection, and socia
activities) would moderate the relationships between workplace interplecsoifiect and
both general and work-related employee well-being. Relaxation during nonmerk ti
was found to buffer the negative relationship between workplace interpersonaitconfli
and employee exhaustion; however, the specific nature of this relationshgomawhat
unexpected. Those employees who engaged in higher levels of relaxation outside of wor
displayed lower levels of exhaustion than those who engaged in little relaxati@eoutsi
of work when workplace interpersonal conflict was low. This relationship is imifitie
the current study’s hypotheses, and demonstrates that relaxation during nonwork time
may halt resource loss, as well as potentially encourage the restaflost resources
under low levels of work stressors. It is particularly interesting, thatghunder high
levels of workplace interpersonal conflict, employees with high levelda{aton
experienced similar exhaustion levels as those with low relaxation lev@igy Ibe that
in cases of exceedingly high workplace interpersonal conflict, emplayeestually
spending a portion of their relaxation time ruminating about how to resolve work

conflicts. An alternative explanation would be that employees who do spend more time
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relaxing in these high conflict situations are failing to address the safrcesflict in an
attempt to resolve them. Hypotheses regarding psychological detachment, nonwork
control, mastery experiences, positive work reflection, negative work refieeind

social activities as moderators of the relationship between workplaceensengal

conflict and employee well-being were not supported.

Additional analyses using coworker reports of interpersonal conflict iedichat
mastery experiences moderated the negative relationship between saegbeonflict
and both disengagement and exhaustion. Employees who engaged in low levels of
mastery experiences showed increased levels of both disengagement andogxasusti
workplace interpersonal conflict increased. This is in line with earloavexy research,
which suggests that failing to engage in mastery experiences outside of work is
associated with a lack of resources indicated by lower well-being (Sogr&fatz,
2007). However, employees with high levels of mastery experiences showedaseecre
in both disengagement and exhaustion as levels of workplace interpersonal conflict
increased. This was contrary to the hypothesis that individuals high in recovery
experiences would demonstrate a weaker positive relationship between iotepers
conflict and burnout than those low in recovery experiences. There are severagepossibl
explanations for these results. It may be that more active recovery pgysesdeas
mastery experiences, are more effective in dealing with high levels oplaoek
interpersonal conflict, a stressor related to anxiety, depression, and burn@ure(Det

al., 2004), than less active recovery processes such as psychological detadhoemt
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high levels of workplace interpersonal conflict, employees may be dramong heavily
upon their nonwork mastery experiences in order to make up for the resources lost at
work due to conflicts with coworkers, supervisors, or customers. It is also pdhsible
coworker reports of interpersonal conflict are capturing only a portion of thstseces

of workplace interpersonal conflict assessed through self-reports. &opkx

coworkers may not have been aware of every instance of conflict the targeyeenpl
experienced at work, or may have only been reporting on exceptionally saliantesst

of conflict (e.g., ongoing arguments).

Surprisingly, under low levels of workplace interpersonal conflict employéhs w
high levels of mastery experiences experienced higher levels of disengagehe
exhaustion than those with low levels of mastery experiences. Furthechesieaunld be
done in an attempt to replicate and examine the nature of these findings. The fihdings o
the current study run contradictory to earlier findings examining mastexyraoderator
(Siltaloppi et al., 2009; Kinnunen et al., 2010). These recent studies examined stressors
such as lack of job control and job insecurity, and have found that mastery experiences
buffered the negative associations between these stressors and emplepeayell
outcomes. It may be that mastery experiences play a different role ictivemgprocess
when taking into account interpersonal conflict as the workplace stressongdidering
possible explanations for the findings of the current study, it may be helpfulito tet

the ego depletion model. Depending on the nature of the specific mastery exgserienc



67

undertaken, it may be that these mastery experiences are drawing upod,afistea

replenishing, the same internal resource taxed by workplace interdersofiiat.

Though there were few moderator effects detected in the current studgl sever
main effects were detected that are in line with and support past researchvamnyre
from work. Specifically, psychological detachment and nonwork control were both
associated with lower levels of exhaustion and higher levels of life stibsfac
Relaxation was also found to be positively associated with life satisfactiese Tesults
replicate earlier findings by Sonnentag and Fritz (2007). The currentagaljound
relationships between social activities and lower levels of exhaustion and lewgtls of
life satisfaction. While social activity during nonwork time has previousénbieked to
general well-being (Fritz & Sonnentag, 2005), the current study links sotialyaio
additional measures of well-being. Positive work reflection was positiedted to job
satisfaction, again providing an additional linkage to employee well-beasgjy,
negative work reflection was associated with lower levels of job satwficetid higher
levels of exhaustion and health complaints. Earlier findings have also linked negative

work reflection to higher health complaints and exhaustion (Fritz & Sonnentag, 2006).

While three significant moderating relationships were found, the rest of the
proposed hypotheses were not supported. There are several possible reasons for the
absence of significant findings for these additional relationships. Firs, riegy be
insufficient power to detect the effects. The current study utilizedlg $avall sample

size, which may have limited the ability to find significant moderator effect
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Alternatively, it may be the case that other processes are involved itetienship
between interpersonal conflict and well-being. For example, an individinalisecof
coping strategy may also play a role in terms of the outcomes they expeiitie

amount of social support an individual experiences (distinct from the concept of social
activities) may also help to buffer the relationship between interpersomtitct and
employee well-being. Additionally, it may be the case that certaovesy experiences

are more effective than others in alleviating negative outcomes asdoitite

interpersonal conflict.

As mentioned, it is likely that coping strategies also play a role in tHensaip
between interpersonal conflict, recovery experiences, and well-beicgnoes. In
validating the Recovery Experience Questionnaire, Sonnentag and Fritz (2007) point out
the similarities between coping and recovery experiences, though they cahelutihe
concepts are not identical. Lazarus and Folkman (1984) have described coping as
“constantly changing cognitive and behavioral efforts to manage specgimakand/or
internal demands that are appraised as taxing or exceeding the resourceeidahe
(p. 141). Based on this definition, as compared to recovery experiences, copingrefers t
the way an individual deals with stressors, while recovery refers to theawdch
internal resources are restored. Sonnentag and Fritz (2007) demonstrate e¢lsttarr
between coping styles and recovery experiences are generally low ahdnoost
significant. The results of the current study suggest that the proposed modtlforay

coping, though not for recovery. It may also be that different pathwaysetmsten
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coping and recovery experiences and well-being outcomes. For example, copipg ma
designed to act as a buffer of these relationships, while recovery may ingaloeing
more directly through the rebuilding of internal resources. This is consistéanheit
current study’s demonstration of several significant relationships beteeavery
experiences and employee well-being, which is in line with past recoeenywiork
research (e.g., Fritz & Sonnentag, 2005; 2006; Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007). It may also
offer an explanation for the lack of significant findings concerning recasey
moderator of the relationship between workplace interpersonal conflict andye®pl

well-being.

Furthermore, it is important to note that, to the author’s knowledge, this is the firs
study to examine recovery experiences as a moderator of the relatioatsigen
interpersonal conflict and well-being outcomes. The literature on rgcexperiences as
moderators is quite limited to date, and existing studies include the examingtbn of
stressors such as a lack of job control (Siltaloppi et al., 2010) job insecurity (Kimeune
al., 2010), and job demands (Sonnentag et al., 2010). It may be that recovery experiences
play a different role in the experience of relationship-based work stsessdr as
interpersonal conflict. The main effects of recovery experiences fouhd outrent
study suggest that engaging in recovery during nonwork time does have anampact
employee well-being. However, it may be that this relationship is ongurniaddition
to, or outside of, the impacts of interpersonal conflict on employee well-beiagl$o

possible that interpersonal conflict draws on another set of internal resdwatcasetnot
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as readily replenished by recovery experiences. Finally, as mentioned pisevtauay
be that additional mechanisms, such as coping strategies or social support,irgeaplay

role in the relationship between interpersonal conflict, recovery, and well-being.

Implications

In terms of practical implications, it would be premature to suggest specific
recovery-based interventions to lessen the effects of workplace interparsofiat,
particularly since several of the current findings run contrary to the expetédionships
between recovery experiences, workplace interpersonal conflict, and emplefe
being. That being said, numerous recent studies have demonstrated the positiwe impact
of recovery from work (e.g., Fritz & Sonnentag, 2005; 2006; Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007;
Fritz et al., 2010a; 2010b; Sonnentag et al., 2008; 2010) and the current study should not
be seen as discounting the impacts of this stream of research. Indeed, rhanyaiht
effects found in the current study support and extend this line of research. For these
reasons, recovery experiences should be encouraged by organizations and sought after b

employees looking to increase both well-being and performance capabilities

In terms of implications for research on recovery from work, the countemetuiti
findings presented in this study suggest that recovery experiences majiffexeatial
outcomes depending on the type of work stressor. As mentioned in the general
discussion, few studies on recovery have focused on the role of recovery expesences a
moderators, and thus it would be wise to continue this line of research. Furthestresear

in this area would be useful in identifying the unique contributions of recovery
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experiences in lessening the impacts of various work stressors. As re@seasch

turns towards examining the effects of recovery-based workplace intengnti
distinguishing the specific contributions of individual recovery experiencesrissc
increasingly important. One recent quasi-experimental study examinefidbes of a
recovery-based intervention and found beneficial effects for recovpeyierces,
recovery related self-efficacy, sleep quality, perceived stress, dadhstative affect
(Hahn, Binnewies, Sonnentag, & Mozja, 2011). While this study demonstrated effects
a training program, work stressors prior to the intervention were not measured.
Incorporating results of the current study and previous studies of recoverieagpsras
moderators (Siltaloppi et al., 2009; Kinnunen et al., 2010), would further extend this new
line of research on recovery based interventions by identifying work @tses®st likely

to be affected by such interventions.

Contributions and Limitations

The current study offers several contributions to the literature on rgcouer
work. Strengths of this study include an extension of previous recovery research,
including an answer to the call of Sonnentag and Fritz (2007) for further researeh on th
moderating role of recovery experiences. Several recent studies lgavevioark on this
direction of research (Siltaloppi et al., 2009; Kinnunen et al., 2010; Sonnentag et al.,
2010), though this is the first known study to examine the moderating role of recovery
experiences in the relationship between interpersonal conflict and emplef«dseing.

Interpersonal conflict has been identified as an important work stress@ #sabciated
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with negative outcomes for its victims (Spector & Jex, 1998), though much of the
research on interpersonal conflict has focused on the antecedents and outcomes of this

work stressor without offering strategies for reducing its potential inegeffects.

In addition to these contributions, coworker and significant other reports of study
variables were used in both an effort to alleviate issues of common method bias, but also
to extend the current literature on recovery and interpersonal conflict. Sagmidither
reports of well-being have been used successfully in recovery resegtcki(ez et al.,
2010b), and the current study provides an additional example of the use of this form of
survey data. By including coworker reports of interpersonal conflict, a asapaould
be made between self-report and coworker reports of this construct to contribute to the
understanding of whether or not coworker reports were a sufficient measumment
employee interpersonal conflict. The results of the current study suggestwtaker
reports should not be discounted, though they may be identifying differing relapienshi
between work stressors, recovery, and well-being than those studiesguséifineports

of interpersonal conflict.

While this study does make several important contributions, it is important to also
consider its limitations. For example, the cross-sectional nature of thecsestaot allow
for inferences of causality. While past research (e.g. Stoetzer et al) va@f suggest
that increased interpersonal conflict leads to lower well-being, from thentulata it is
also possible that lowered well-being may contribute to increased workplace

interpersonal conflict or lower levels of recovery experiences. The issaearte
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causality is an important one, as it may be that employees with lowes tfweéll-being
have fewer resources available with which to regulate negative emotionh, iwiirn

may be associated with higher instances of conflict with coworkers. CORy teuld
suggest that these individuals may experience loss spirals, in which rdesseslead

to continued future resource loss. If future longitudinal studies were to findwered
well-being was predictive of increased interpersonal conflict, thesesporsals may
contribute to the understanding of this process. Future studies should examine similar
processes with longitudinal designs so as to allow for a clearer understandingitoepos
causal processes. The current study has adopted an “intervention” apprdaaththe t
primary focus lies in whether or not recovery experiences can lesservaegati
associations between workplace interpersonal conflict and employebeieil

However, if future longitudinal studies find that lower well-being also causes
interpersonal conflict at work, additional studies adopting a “prevention” agpwauld

be warranted, in which the aim would be to increase employee well-being, in hopes of

reducing the levels of interpersonal conflict at work.

On a related note, the measure of interpersonal conflict used in the current study
does not measure the source of the conflict. Instead, the levels of interpeosiiiz! ¢
can be seen as a composite score of any conflict the employee came iato wiht
while at work, be it from supervisors, coworkers, or customers. Due to the inability t
separate sources of conflict from the data at hand, it is impossible to know mdratbé

interpersonal conflict experienced with a certain group of people (e.g., supEransyr
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have impacted well-being outcomes more strongly than conflict with otherdodls at
work. It is also possible that recovery experiences are particulaflyl usenitigating
interpersonal conflict with certain individuals at work. In general, the saaipized in
the current study had a relatively low base rate of workplace interpecsorildt, which

may somewhat account for the lack of significant findings.

Additionally, the current study uses a relatively small sample sizehwnay
have resulted in lower than preferred statistical power. Howevdr hg@othesis was
analyzed in separate regression models in an attempt to mitigate the issuerof pow
Nevertheless, numerous models were analyzed, and as such, future studies wowdd be wis
to consider utilizing larger sample sizes. Using larger sample sizes altmvidfor a

greater breadth of analyses, as well as the examination of more complex.model

The current sample consists of administrative university staff, which nvay ha
unique job characteristics, such as the interdependence of work tasks, and di#fer in t
frequency of experienced interpersonal conflict from more serviedhmsupations. It
would be helpful to examine various occupations in order to explore the geneligfizabi
of these findings to different populations. Finally, while the data was call&cie
seven different institutions, grouping data was not available with which topestile
nested structure. Though several significant relationships were stitte@tassessing the
sample as one group, it is possible that testing for group differences aciritssanst

may have provided additional interpretations. For example, the amount of workplace
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interpersonal conflict or recovery experiences may have differed ansbs$gtions due

to organizational climate or policies.

Future Research

In considering the contributions and limitations of the current study, several
recommendations can be made for future research in the area of recoveryfforAsw
the results of the current study differ somewhat from the recent findiggsineg
recovery experiences as moderators (e.g., particularly concernirngrynagberiences),
future studies examining the role of recovery experiences as moderatorstakeuhto
consideration the severity of the workplace stressor, as this may playia tioé types of
recovery experiences that are useful in buffering negative associationseltieing. In
doing so, it would be possible to determine whether certain recovery experiences are
more useful in lessening the effects of certain workplace stressasknidwledge would
prove useful in furthering research designed to evaluate recovery-baseentites

(Hahn et al., 2011).

In considering the construct of interpersonal conflict, future studies should
explore whether or not the size of one’s work group could play a role in the effects of
interpersonal conflict. In large work groups, employees may be able to seak soci
support from other coworkers, while those in small work groups may see stronger
negative impacts of interpersonal conflict with the few coworkers they havec@udj
data on the size of participants’ work groups in future studies would help to address this

guestion. Additionally, collecting data on the source of conflict could prove fruigful, a
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previous research has shown differential associations with well-beingnoegcacross

sources of conflict (Frone, 2000).

As mentioned in the limitations section, it would be helpful to employ
longitudinal designs in future research in order to further examine the dirdityioha
relationships between work stressors, recovery experiences, and empl\ssEnge
Additionally, future studies should consider using larger sample sizes and safmguing
a wide variety of occupations. In particular, it may be helpful to examine ocoapati
with higher base rates of workplace interpersonal conflict, such as custeriee
based occupations or nursing. Finally, research on recovery from work haernedigit
relied upon subjective measures of employee well-being. Future studies shmittec
using objective measures of well-being, such as blood pressure, actigragplor dat

cortisol levels.
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Conclusion

The current study contributes to the literature on recovery from work by
examining the moderating role of recovery experiences in the relationsiwpenet
workplace interpersonal conflict and employee well-being. Both relaxatdmastery
experiences were found to act as moderators of the relationship betweger uieal
conflict and employee burnout, though the directions of these relationships warrant
further research. Many of the main effects detected in the current studsulpgptbrt and
extend the current recovery literature. As interpersonal conflict has previmesi
linked to numerous negative well-being outcomes, it is important that futeecas
continue to examine possible strategies for helping employees cope withebs®st
Continued research can result in practical recommendations to organizations for
providing interventions, policies, and practices that will address the impacts of

interpersonal conflict in the workplace.
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Table 1

Table of Variables and Measurement Scales

Variable Author Number Scale Cronbach’s
of alpha
ltems

Job Stressot ?

Interpersonal Conflict  Spector & Jex, 1998 4 1-5 .78
Recovery
Psychological Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007 25 1-5 .84
Detachment .93
Mastery .79
Control .82
Relaxation Fritz & Sonnentag, 2005 .68
Social Activities .83
Positive Work .88
Reflection
Negative Work
Reflection
Well-Being®
Life Satisfaction Diener et al., 1985 5 1-5 .87
Burnout Demerouti et al., 2003

Exhaustion 8 1-4 .84

Disengagement 8 1-4 .83
General Health Ursin, Endresen, & Ursin, 17 1-4 .68
Job Satisfaction 1988

Brayfield & Rothe, 1951 5 1-5 .76

Judge et al., 1998
Control Variable!

Negative Affectivity Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 10 1-5 .84
1988

! Self-report,? Coworker-report? Significant Other-Report
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Work Stressor R Well-Being
Interpersonal " Work-related
Conflict T Job satisfaction
Burnout
Recover General
TECOVETY Life satisfaction
Psychological detachment .
) Health Complaints
Relaxation
Mastery

Nonwork control
Social activities
Positive work reflection
Negative work reflection

Figure 1.Hypothesized model of relationships between interpersonal conflict and well-
being with recovery experiences as moderators.
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Figure 4.Additional Analyses: Mastery Experiences as a Moderator of the Rel@pons
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Appendix:
Survey Items

Negative Affectivity (Self-Report)

InstructionsPlease rate the extent to whigbu experience the followingnoodsin
general.

Afraid
Upset
Distressed
Jittery
Nervous
Ashamed
Guilty
Irritable

. Hostile

10. Scared

CoNoO~WNE

Response options: (1 = Very slightly or not at all, 2 = A little, 3 = Moderately, 4 = Quite

a bit, 5 = Extremely)

I nterpersonal Conflict at Work (Coworker-Report)

Instructions:During the past few weeks, how often did the following occur in your job?

1. How often did he/she get into arguments with others at work?
2. How often did other people yell at him/her at work?

3. How often were people rude to him/her at work?

4. How often did other people do nasty things to him/her at work?

Response options: (1 = Never, 2 = Rarely, 3 = Sometimes, 4 = Quite Often, 5
Extremely often)

Recovery Experiences (Self-Report & Coworker-Report)

InstructionsPlease tell us about your leisure timigring the past few weeks. During off
work time in the past few weeks...

Psychological Detachment:

1. | forgot about work.

2. 1 didn’t think about work at all.

3. I distanced myself from work.

4. | got a break from the demands of work.
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Relaxation:
1. I kicked back and relaxed.
2. 1 did things that were relaxing.
3. l used the time to relax.
4. | took time for leisure.
Mastery:
1. I learned new things.
2. | sought out mental challenges.
3. 1 did things that challenged me.
4. | did something to broaden my horizons.
Control:
1. | felt like I could decide for myself what to do.
2. | decided my own schedule.
3. | determined for myself how | spent my time.
4. | took care of things the way that | wanted them done.

Positive Work Reflection:

1.
2.
3.

It became clear to me what I like about my work.
| contemplated the positive sides to my work.
| considered the positive aspects of my work.

Negative Work Reflection:

1.
2.
3.

| considered the negative aspects of my work.
| was aware of what is negative about my work.
It became clear to me what | don't like about my work.

Social Activities:

1.
2.
3.

Response Options: (1 = Not At All, 2 = Rarely, 3 = Sometimes, 4 = Most of the Time, 5 =

| spent time with nice people.
| did things together with other people.
| took care of my relationships.

Always)

Well-Being (Significant Other Report)

Job Satisfaction:

InstructionsPlease mark the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following

statements regarding how you felt about yourijothe past few weeks:

1.
2.

Most days he/she was enthusiastic about my work.
He/She felt fairly satisfied with my present job.
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3. Each day at work seemed like it would never end for him/her.
4. He/She found real enjoyment in his/her work.
5. He/She considered his/her job rather unpleasant.

Response Options: (1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neither Agree Nor
Disagree, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree)

Burnout:

Instructions:Please answer the following items (from 1 to 4) with regattégast few
weeks.

Exhaustion:

1. There were days that he/she felt already tired before he/she wemkio w

2. After his/her work, he/she now needed more time to relax than in the past to
become

fit again.

3. He/She could stand the pressure of his/her work very well.

4. During his/her work, he/she often felt emotionally drained.

5. After his/her work, he/she usually felt still totally fit for his/kesure

activities.

6. After his/her work, he/she usually felt worn out and weary.

7. He/She could manage the amount of work well.

8. When he/she worked, he/she usually felt vital.

Disengagement:
1. He/She always found new and interesting aspects in his/her work.
2. It happened more and more often that he/she talked about my work in a
derogatory
way.
3. He/She tended to think less during his/her work and just execute it
mechanically.
4. He/She experienced his/her work as a real challenge.
5. He/She believes that, with the time, one loses the internal relationship with
one’s work.
6. Sometimes he/she felt really sick about his/her work tasks.
7. He/She could not imagine another occupation for himself/herself.
8. He/She got more and more engaged in his/her work.

Response Options: (1 = Totally Disagree, 2 = Somewhat Disagree, 3 = Somewhat Agree,
4 = Totally Agree)
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Life Satisfaction:

Instructions:Using the 1-5 scale below, indicate your agreement with each item by
circling that item. Please be open and honest in your responding. Describe how satisfied
you were with your lifeluring the past few weeks.

1. In most ways his/her life was close to his/her ideal.

2. The conditions of his/her life were excellent.

3. He/She was satisfied with his/her life.

4. So far he/she has gotten the important things he/she wanted in life.

5. If he/she could have lived his/her life over, he/she would change almost
nothing.

Response Options: (1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neither Agree Nor
Disagree, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree)

General Health:

Instructions:Please answer the following items (from 1 to 4) with regard to the extent to
which you experienced these symptdarsng the past few weeks.

. Cold, flu

. Back pain

. Arm pain

. Leg pain

. Headache/Migraine

. Anxiety

. Sadness/depression

. Sleep problems/Tiredness
. Extra heartbeats

10. Heat flushes

11. Dizziness

12. Stomach discomfort
13. Heartburn

14. Diarrhea/Constipation
15. Breathing difficulties
16. Allergies

17. Chest pain

OCoO~NOUIDEWNE

Response Options: (1 = Not at All, 2 = A Little, 3 = Some, 4 = Seriou
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