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Abstract

:

This study aimed to investigate working hours, sleep quality and alertness, and recovery and detachment in expert work using a mobile app. The study sample comprised members of The Finnish Business School Graduates and employees of an information technology (IT) company. The final study sample included 154 employees with at least four days of mobile app data. For statistical analyses of the survey and mobile app data (cross-sectional setting), we used logistic regression, and for the day-to-day data, we used multi-level logistic regression to calculate the odds ratios (OR), and a general equation estimates model for regression coefficients with 95% confidence intervals (CI). The results showed that moderate to fair sleep quality or alertness at awakening were associated with longer working hours the following day (OR 1.07–1.14, 95% CI 1.01–1.22). Recovery and detachment during the preceding day were associated with longer working hours. These associations were the same in the opposite direction. To conclude, the day-to-day ratings of sleep quality and alertness at awakening, and recovery and detachment from work during leisure time were associated with increased working hours the following day. In addition, longer working hours the preceding day were associated with worse ratings of sleep quality, alertness, recovery, and detachment.
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1. Introduction


Expert work today consists of knowledge work related to the development of the industrialized world. Digitalization has made expert work more common [1]. Expert work can be defined as requiring extensive formal education and continuous on-the-job learning, but also includes transferable skills. In expert work, the nature of work includes abstract knowledge and symbols (e.g., design and planning of production processes), while the organization of work ranges from professional bureaucracies to self-managing teams, and job and task circulation, but knowledge is a primary production factor [2]. The flexibility of expert work, through the use of mobile technology, has made it possible to work not only in offices, but also while travelling, at customers’ premises, in public places, or remotely [3,4]. Being able to influence working hours, i.e., individual flexibility, is generally linked to better health, wellbeing, and work/life balance [5,6,7]. Flexibility also means more autonomy for employees in terms of choosing when and where to work and which tasks to take on [8]. Hence, flexibility may lead to blurred boundaries between work and leisure time, and consequently to prolonged working hours [4,9].



Work organization (i.e., working hours, timing of work, and stress related factors) plays an important role in the associations between expert work, health, and wellbeing [5,10]. For example, working hours merit special attention since working hours is one of the few aspects of working conditions that has been regulated by national governments and labor unions, but also varies both within, and between, jobs and impacts wellbeing [11]. Therefore, individual characteristics of employees, work, and the organization of work potentially influence the increase of job demands. Hence, attention should be paid to working hours and well-being to clarify the factors, such as work hour control and flexibility, non-work demands, age, gender, job complexity, job demands, and norms that may potentially affect the effects of work on health and wellbeing [10,11]. Many of the findings regarding the effects of expert work on health and wellbeing have been mixed, i.e., flexibility may promote as well as compromise health and wellbeing [5,6,12]. These mixed findings are partly due to the fact that schedules for work tasks set by the employee themselves may prove to be unrealistic, leading to an increased workload and eventually to negative consequences for health, wellbeing, and the work/life balance [6]. Another explanation for the mixed findings on health and wellbeing in expert work may be related to remote work (i.e., working elsewhere than the office, nevertheless in close contact with one’s supervisor and colleagues), which may also lead to increased time pressure and stress due to a lack of support and contact, or unclear expectations of results [4].



The boundaries between work and leisure time are important for recovery and sleep. Placing boundaries on work enables detachment from work during leisure time, which is consequently important for recovery, especially when an employee has a strong commitment to work. On the other hand, employees with strong commitment to work perceive more energy and less loading after the working week [13,14]. One assumption is that high commitment to work may lead to longer working hours. An English study found that long working hours were associated with worse sleep quality among ministers [15], but a large-scale international study [16] showed that shortening working hours from 8 to 6 h a day had positive effects on sleep quality and alertness [17]. Indications exist that show a high workload may lead to difficulties in falling asleep [18], whereas sleep promotes recovery in many ways [19]. A recent meta-analysis showed that extending working hours negatively affected sleep length and quality, whereas work engagement improved sleep length and quality [20]. However, the association between work engagement and working hours has rarely been investigated [21]. A wider underlying assumption related to wellbeing and health is that recovery and detachment from work may prevent burnout [22], although the association with working hours in expert work remains to be shown [11].



Until now, most studies of working hours, recovery, and sleep in expert work have relied on retrospective and short-period self-reported surveys [4,23], or even on a few days utilizing diary methods [24]. Studies that have utilized daily-based information, focusing mainly on modelling work and physical activity at leisure-time [25,26] or flexible working hours [27], are relatively scarce. Hence further studies on day-to-day information regarding working hours, recovery, and sleep are warranted to shed further light on their role in wellbeing in expert work.



The aim of this study was to investigate the association between the use of daily time in expert work and sleep and recovery, utilizing a mobile app and survey data. We specifically aimed to study the day-to-day associations of sleep quality, alertness, recovery, and detachment with working hours.




2. Materials and Methods


The study sample included employed members of the Finnish Association of Business School Graduates and employees of an international information technology (IT) company. Participation in the study was voluntary and required the installation of a mobile application (mobile app) onto one’s smartphone. Altogether 1544 employees installed the mobile app and gave their approval for participation to the study. A total of 307 employees responded to the survey. Time use was recorded by 651 employees, and of these, 218 (14% of those with a mobile app and 33% of those with time use data) responded to the survey. The final study sample included 154 employees with at least four days’ worth of time use data and survey data. Due to a relatively large loss of data, we compared the survey respondents to those with only the mobile app data. We found no differences in terms of age, sex, or the survey data of time use (for example working hours/week) between those with only survey data, those with survey and mobile app data, or those with only mobile app data.



The survey consisted of comprehensive questions on work-related and sociodemographic factors. We elicited responses regarding age, sex, workplace size (categorized variable with response alternatives 1, 2–9, 10–29, 30–99, 100–249, 250–499, 500–999, or ≥1000), being a supervisor, and sector (with response alternatives: private sector, public sector, civil service, non-governmental organizations, or university).



We evaluated survey items regarding work-related mobile phone use outside regular working hours using a five-item measure with a five-point scale (from strongly disagree to strongly agree). The scale range was 5–25, and high values indicated a high degree of work-related mobile phone use outside regular work hours, as has been described in detail earlier [28]. We used the survey of the Standard Shiftwork Index [29] to evaluate sleep and alertness, which includes the following question: ‘Do your working hours affect your sleep and alertness?’ with the following response alternatives: negatively (often or somewhat), no, and positively (often or somewhat). Wellbeing was elicited by asking: ‘Do your working hours affect your wellbeing at work?’ with the same response alternatives as above for sleep and alertness.



Time use data were collected using a mobile app 24/7 with five preset dimensions: work, work without pay, leisure-time activities, physical activity, and sleep. During recruitment, the participants, were instructed to record their time use for 14 days in as much detail as possible, using the preset dimensions. We estimated also the midsleep time [30] based on the bedtime recorded by the mobile app. Hence, we lacked control for time to fall asleep which means that sleep onset and offset merely reflect the time in bed. Still, midsleep time has been considered useful for assessing chronotype [30] and an estimate for melatonin onset [31]. Furthermore, the mobile app collected data on sleep quality and alertness in the morning, i.e., at awakening, and recovery and detachment from work in the evenings, i.e., before going to bed.



Questions on sleep quality and alertness were based on the Pittsburgh Sleep Diary [32], and the recovery and detachment questions on the Recovery Experience Questionnaire, with response alternatives being fully agree, somewhat agree, do not know, somewhat disagree, and fully disagree [33]. These were surveyed passively, which means that the mobile app did not remind the participants of these, but the questions were recorded only if the participant logged in to the mobile app in the morning (time period between 05:00 and 10:00) and in the evening (time period between 18:00 and 22:00). For statistical analyses, both sleep quality and alertness, and recovery and detachment, were collapsed into three categories (good, moderate, fair; agree, do not know, disagree).



A third aspect of the mobile app was the possibility of collecting the perceived importance and perceived feelings related to the tasks recorded into the main dimensions. The three-point scale for importance and feelings was ‘good’, ‘neutral’ and ‘bad’.



Statistical Analyses


Standard descriptive statistics including means with standard deviations and percentages were calculated for survey and mobile app data. First, utilizing cross-sectional design, we tested the associations between time use (mobile app data) and the indicators of wellbeing, sleep, and alertness (survey data), using logistic regression analyses for odds ratios (OR) and 95% confidence intervals (CI), controlling for age and sex. We tested the effect of workplace size, being a supervisor, sector, perceived importance or feelings, and work-related mobile phone use during off-hours on the associations. However, as their (separate) effect was minimal, i.e., all the associations remained in terms of magnitude and direction, we do not report these results here (data not shown). We also tested the effect of sleep length. The second set of analyses were based on day-to-day data gathered by the mobile app only. For statistical analyses, the day-to-day characteristics collected by the mobile app were treated in two ways. First, we evaluated the day-to-day characteristics during the recorded days for each individual. The sleep length and working hour characteristics, ratings of sleep quality and alertness, recovery and detachment, and perceived importance and feelings were averaged over all the days recorded by the mobile app. We also created a variable for indicating if an employee had worked in the evenings (between 18:00–23:00), as dichotomous yes/no, and another variable to indicate days on which the employee had worked for several periods. A break of at least two hours (leisure-time activities or physical activity) between two periods of work, or work without pay was the limit to being interpreted as several working periods. The number of recorded days with at least one recorded time period on the mobile app varied between 1 and 70. In order to maximize the number of employees in the dataset, but to capture variation between days, we set a criterion of four days as the minimum for being included in the further within-subject analyses. Due to within correlation and repeated measures, the day-to-day data were analyzed using multi-level logistic regression models, which is a regression method applicable to clustered data. This estimated odds ratios (OR) with a 95% CI. For these analyses, we collapsed the original five-point response scales of sleep quality and alertness, and recovery and detachment into a dichotomy by combining fully agree and somewhat agree into ‘agree’, and all the other three alternatives into ‘disagree’. In the statistical models, the groups with agree were used as a comparison group, i.e., we estimated the effect of mean working hours/day on perceived disagreement in sleep quality and alertness, and recovery and detachment. For a continuous day-to-day variable (working hours/day), we applied the general equation estimates (GEE) model to account for variation in correlation structures and inter-dependent observations within individuals and estimated regression coefficients with 95% CI. The effect of midsleep time was tested in the models.



This study was granted ethical permission by the ethical committee of the Finnish Institute of Occupational Health.





3. Results


Table 1 shows the characteristics of the study sample, and includes time use, sleep, alertness, and wellbeing. The age range was 19–62 years, slightly over half were men, and almost half of the sample reported that working hours often or somewhat affected their sleep, alertness, or wellbeing.



The day-to-day ratings of sleep quality and alertness, and recovery and detachment indicated that on average, 65–75% perceived their sleep quality and alertness as good at awakening (Table 2). Regarding recovery and detachment, on average 35–43% reported forgetting their work or not thinking about their work during leisure time, whereas 57–63% reported being able to distance themselves or take a break from work during their leisure time (on average).



The cross-sectional analyses yielded statistically significant associations between mean positive feelings at work and sleep quality and alertness (OR 0.37, 95% CI 0.18, 0.80), and between mean positive importance of work and wellbeing (OR 0.30, 95% CI 0.10, 0.91, Table 3). However, when sleep length was accounted for in the models, the association between working hours and wellbeing (OR 1.36, 95% CI 0.92, 2.02), and the association between working hours and sleep quality and alertness (OR 1.45, 95% CI 0.94, 2.21), became insignificant. All the other associations retained the magnitude and direction of the models in which only age and sex was accounted for (Table 3).



The associations between the day-to-day ratings of sleep quality and alertness and working hours/day showed that moderate to fair sleep quality or alertness at awakening were associated with a higher likelihood of longer working hours the following day (Table 4). In addition, a lack (do not know/disagree) of recovery and detachment from work during leisure time the preceding evening was associated with an increase in working hours the following day. These associations shown in Table 4 retained their direction and magnitude even when the working hours of the preceding day or midsleep time were controlled.



The opposite direction in the day-to-day ratings of sleep quality and alertness, and recovery and detachment showed that longer working hours the preceding day were associated with a greater likelihood of worse sleep quality and alertness ratings at awakening (Figure 1). The trend was also similar for recovery and detachment, although not all the associations yielded statistical significance (95% CIs below 1.00 as indicated by the horizontal line in Figure 1). In the Figure 1, midsleep time has been accounted for and the crude associations were in the same direction and at the same magnitude although with a slightly tighter 95% CI (data not shown).




4. Discussion


This study of 154 employees in knowledge-intensive expert work in various sectors aimed to investigate daily time use in association with sleep and recovery utilizing a mobile app and survey data. This evaluation of the day-to-day associations between sleep quality and alertness, and recovery and detachment, and working hours might be among the first. The majority of the participants reported good sleep quality at awakening, whereas alertness was good among 65% of participants, although earlier findings have indicated that sleep quality might be compromised in expert work [15,20]. Thinking about work-related matters during leisure-time (48–57%) and not being able to detach from work during leisure time (24–33%) were relatively common, and were in line with earlier studies of experts [13]. Our cross-sectional analyses showed that positive feelings at work were associated with a lesser likelihood of worse sleep quality and alertness, and positive importance of work was associated with wellbeing at work. Although these were only cross-sectional associations, they point in the same direction as earlier studies of commitment to work being supportive of energy and less loading at work [13,14]. The specific interest of this study, namely day-to-day associations, indicated a vicious circle between sleep quality and alertness, detachment and recovery, and working hours. This study might be among the first to show that these associations exist in both directions, i.e., from a day of work to the next morning, but also from the preceding evening and morning to the next day. An earlier study of unreasonable and unnecessary tasks [26], a day-level study of recovery and work performance [34], and a review of recovery from job stress [35] have indicated the same trend. Furthermore, controlling the potential effect of chronotype [30] through the use of midsleep time in the analyses of the day-to-day associations between working hours and sleep quality, alertness, detachment, and recovery, confirmed the findings.



Based on the existing literature, we expected to see associations between time use and wellbeing or sleep quality and alertness [4,5,6,9,12]. However, perhaps due to the limited sample size or to cross-sectional analyses, we were not able to yield any statistically significant results for time use and wellbeing. Instead only feeling positive at work and positive importance of work were associated with sleep quality and alertness, and wellbeing, respectively. Although this finding merits caution, it may be in line with studies of work engagement improving sleep length and quality [20].



Day-to-day ratings and diary studies of time use [24], and recovery and detachment [36], have been relatively rare. Although day-to-day sleep studies are numerous [13,37], they usually also utilize other tracking methods, including wearable technology [38] or ambulatory techniques [39]. More specifically, associations with working hours on a day-to-day basis have been scarcely investigated. Hence, although the sample size and the limitation regarding the number of consecutive days (four days in minimum) must be borne in mind, the results of our study add to the knowledge on working hours, sleep quality and alertness, and detachment and recovery. More specifically, the potential to control midsleep time as a proxy for chronotype ascertained our findings pointing into direction that the association with working hours and sleep and alertness, but also with detachment and recovery is important for all. Not only further studies, but also workplaces and their supervisors, teams, and employees, as well as occupational health services would benefit from recognizing how working hours affect sleep quality and alertness, or recovery and detachment, as well as how they work in the opposite direction.



Although this study was limited to 154 employees, this study of working hours, sleep, and recovery in expert work might be of interest for those linked with work organizations, such as human resource departments, supervisors, or in occupational health care. Working hours are the aspect of working conditions that has been regulated by national governments and labor unions, and also often assessed at workplaces [11]. Our findings of the vicious circle between working hours, sleep, and recovery could be used for informing employees and supervisors to discuss possibilities regarding setting boundaries and to take care of leisure-time. Furthermore, since working hours varies both within, and between, jobs and consequently impacts wellbeing [11], perhaps both workplaces and occupational health care could consider early identification of those being at risk for excess amounts of work within certain time periods. Third, due to individual characteristics of employees, work, and the organization of work, instructions for possibilities to control working hours, or to add flexibility, but also how to react for non-work demands, in various age groups, and among both sexes would be needed in the workplaces, but also potentially at societal level too [10,11].



Despite the strengths of the study, i.e., utilizing the day-to-day mobile app data for time use, it also has some limitations. We aimed to gather data for 14 consecutive days, but only 154 participants had data from at least four days (range 4–70 days). Two weeks would have been optimal for obtaining data for two weekends, but we decided to use the four-day limit in order to maximize the number of participants. This may have resulted in some selection-bias that we cannot rule out. We assume that the lack of time use data was because this mobile app was free and not directly linked to any workplaces or their time control of working hours. Hence, we expected that those with survey data only would be different from those with mobile app data, but this was not the case. We cannot rule out that some selection bias may have affected our results, as the mobile app required a new smart phone and some familiarization with the use of mobile apps. Similar assumptions have been considered in earlier studies using various data collection methods [40]. Another limitation is related to the fact that we invited some 29,000 employees to participate in this study, but allowed only some 1500 of them to download the mobile app. This is a very low number, but the use of both cross-sectional and day-to-day within-subject analyses of time use, sleep quality and alertness, and recovery and detachment enabled sufficient statistical power. However, due to the low participation rate, and even the low number of subjects, we agree that further studies with even larger sample sizes would be merited to confirm these results.



Although this study only covered Finland, we were able to investigate employees in knowledge-intensive work in various sectors. Hence, we believe that these findings could be generalized to other industrialized countries in which expert work is emerging and that provide various possibilities for flexibility in terms of where and when to work [1,3,23].




5. Conclusions


Day-to-day ratings of sleep quality and alertness at awakening, and recovery and detachment from work during leisure time were associated with increased working hours the following day. In addition, vice versa, longer working hours the preceding day were associated with worse ratings of sleep quality and alertness, as well as worse recovery and detachment. This suggests a vicious circle, although further studies should confirm this result with larger sample sizes and longer follow-ups.







Author Contributions


Conceptualization, M.H., A.R., and M.S.; Methodology, M.H., A.R., and M.S.; Software, A.R.; Formal Analysis, A.R.; Investigation, A.R.; Resources, M.S.; Data Curation, A.R.; Writing-Original Draft Preparation, A.R.; Writing-Review & Editing, B.B., M.H., J.N., A.R., and M.S.; Visualization, B.B., M.H., J.N., A.R., and M.S.; Supervision, M.S.; Project Administration, A.R.; Funding Acquisition, A.R.




Funding


Data collection was supported by the Finnish Work Environment Fund and the writing by the NordForsk Nordic Program on Health and Welfare (74809).




Conflicts of Interest


The authors have no conflict of interest.




References


	



Ojala, S.; Pyöriä, P. Working around the clock? The time and location of paid work in Finland, 1979–2010. Electron. Int. J. Time Use Res. 2015, 12, 73–96. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pyöriä, P. The concept of knowledge work revisited. J. Knowl. Manag. 2005, 9, 116–127. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Eldridge, L.P.; Wulff Pabilonia, S. Bringing work home: Implications for BLS productivity measures. Mon. Labor Rev. 2010, 133, 18–35. [Google Scholar]

	



Ojala, S.; Pyöriä, P. Kotona työskentelyn yleisyys ja seuraukset: Suomi eurooppalaisessa vertailussa. Työpoliittinen Aikakauskirja 2013, 56, 53–64. [Google Scholar]

	



Nijp, H.H.; Beckers, D.G.; Geurts, S.A.; Tucker, P.; Kompier, M.A. Systematic review on the association between employee worktime control and work-non-work balance, health and well-being, and job-related outcomes. Scand. J. Work Environ. Health 2012, 38, 299–313. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Grönlund, A. Egenkontroll som friskfaktor och riskfaktor. Det gränslösa arbetet i Västeuropa och Sverige. Arbetsmarknad Arbetsliv 2007, 13, 11–25. [Google Scholar]

	



Morganson, V.J.; Major, D.A.; Oborn, K.L.; Verive, J.M.; Heelan, M.P. Comparing telework locations and traditional work arrangements: Differences in work-life balance support, job satisfaction, and inclusion. J. Manag. Psychol. 2010, 25, 578–595. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Blok, M.M.; Groenesteijn, L.; Schelvis, R.; Vink, P. New ways of working: Does flexibility in time and location of work change work behavior and affect business outcomes? Work 2012, 41, 5075–5080. [Google Scholar] [PubMed]

	



Mellner, C.; Aronsson, G.; Kecklund, G. Segmentering och integrering—Om mäns och kvinnors gränssättningsstrategier i högkvalificerat arbete. Arbete Och Hälsa 2012, 46, 24. [Google Scholar]

	



Kompier, M.A. New systems of work organization and workers’ health. Scand. J. Work Environ. Health 2006, 421–430. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef][Green Version]

	



Ganster, D.C.; Rosen, C.C.; Fisher, G.G. Long Working Hours and Well-being: What We Know, What We Do Not Know, and What We Need to Know. J. Bus. Psychol. 2018, 33, 25–39. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kattenbach, R.; Demerouti, E.; Nachreiner, F. Flexible working times: Effects on employees’ exhaustion, work-nonwork conflict and job performance. Career Dev. Int. 2010, 15, 279–295. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sonnentag, S.; Binnewies, C.; Mojza, E.J. “Did you have a nice evening?” A day-level study on recovery experiences, sleep, and affect. J. Appl. Psychol. 2008, 93, 674–684. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Salanova, M.; Del Libano, M.; Llorens, S.; Schaufeli, W.B. Engaged, workaholic, burned-out or just 9-to-5? Toward a typology of employee well-being. Stress Health J. Int. Soc. Investig. Stress 2014, 30, 71–81. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed][Green Version]

	



Clinton, M.E.; Conway, N.; Sturges, J. “It’s tough hanging-up a call”: The relationships between calling and work hours, psychological detachment, sleep quality, and morning vigor. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 2017, 22, 28–39. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed][Green Version]

	



Virtanen, M.; Ferrie, J.E.; Gimeno, D.; Vahtera, J.; Elovainio, M.; Singh-Manoux, A.; Marmot, M.G.; Kivimaki, M. Long working hours and sleep disturbances: The Whitehall II prospective cohort study. Sleep 2009, 32, 737–745. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Schiller, H.; Lekander, M.; Rajaleid, K.; Hellgren, C.; Åkerstedt, T.; Barck-Holst, P.; Kecklund, G. The impact of reduced worktime on sleep and perceived stress—A group randomized intervention study using diary data. Scand. J. Work Environ. Health 2017. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Åkerstedt, T. Psychosocial stress and impaired sleep. Scand. J. Work Environ. Health 2006, 32, 493–501. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Krueger, J.M.; Frank, M.G.; Wisor, J.P.; Roy, S. Sleep function: Toward elucidating an enigma. Sleep Med. Rev. 2016, 28, 46–54. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed][Green Version]

	



Litwiller, B.; Snyder, L.A.; Taylor, W.D.; Steele, L.M. The relationship between sleep and work: A meta-analysis. J. Appl. Psychol. 2017, 102, 682–699. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Esteve, M.; Schuster, C.; Albareda, A.; Losada, C. The Effects of Doing More with Less in the Public Sector: Evidence from a Large-Scale Survey. Public Adm. Rev. 2017, 77, 544–553. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hakanen, J.J.; Bakker, A.B. Born and bred to burn out: A life-course view and reflections on job burnout. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 2017, 22, 354–364. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Parent-Thirion, A.; Biletta, I.; Cabrita, J.; Vargas Llave, O.; Vermeylen, G.; Wilczy’nska, A.; Wilkens, M. Sixth European Working Conditions Survey—Overview Report Dublin; Eurofound: Dublin, Ireland, 2017. [Google Scholar]

	



Tilastokeskus. Suomen Virallinen Tilasto (SVT): Ajankäyttötutkimus [Verkkojulkaisu]; Tilastokeskus: Helsinki, Finland, 2017. [Google Scholar]

	



Feuerhahn, N.; Sonnentag, S.; Woll, A. Exercise after work, psychological mediators, and affect: A day-level study. Eur. J. Work Organ. Psychol. 2014, 23, 62–79. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sonnentag, S.; Lischetzke, T. Illegitimate Tasks Reach Into Afterwork Hours: A Multilevel Study. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 2017. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Spieler, I.; Scheibe, S.; Stamov-Roßnagel, C.; Kappas, A. Help or hindrance? Day-level relationships between flextime use, work-nonwork boundaries, and affective well-being. J. Appl. Psychol. 2017, 102, 67–87. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Mellner, C. After-hours availability expectations, work-related smartphone use during leisure, and psychological detachment: The moderating role of boundary control. Int. J. Workplace Health Manag. 2016, 9, 146–164. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Barton, J.; Spelten, E.; Totterdell, P.; Smith, L.; Folkard, S.; Costa, G. The Standard Shiftwork Index: A battery of questionnaires for assessing shiftwork-related problems. Work Stress 1995, 9, 4–30. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Roenneberg, T.; Wirz-Justice, A.; Merrow, M. Life between clocks: Daily temporal patterns of human chronotypes. J. Biol. Rhythms 2003, 18, 80–90. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Terman, J.S.; Terman, M.; Lo, E.S.; Cooper, T.B. Circadian time of morning light administration and therapeutic response in winter depression. Arch. Gen. Psychiatry 2001, 58, 69–75. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Monk, T.H.; Reynolds, C.F.; Kupfer, D.J.; Buysse, D.J.; Coble, P.A.; Hayes, A.J.; MacHen, M.A.; Petrie, S.R.; Ritenour, A.M. The Pittsburgh Sleep Diary. J. Sleep Res. 1994, 3, 111–120. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed][Green Version]

	



Sonnentag, S.; Fritz, C. The Recovery Experience Questionnaire: Development and validation of a measure for assessing recuperation and unwinding from work. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 2007, 12, 204–221. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Binnewies, C.; Sonnentag, S.; Mojza, E.J. Daily performance at work: Feeling recovered in the morning as a predictor of day-level job performance. J. Organ. Behav. 2009, 30, 67–93. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sonnentag, S.; Fritz, C. Recovery from job stress: The stressor-detachment model as an integrative framework. J. Organ. Behav. 2015, 36, S72–S103. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hooff, M.L.M.; Geurts, S.A.E. Need Satisfaction during Free Evening Hours: Examining Its Role in Daily Recovery. Stress Health 2014, 30, 198–208. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Åkerstedt, T.; Orsini, N.; Petersen, H.; Axelsson, J.; Lekander, M.; Kecklund, G. Predicting sleep quality from stress and prior sleep—A study of day-to-day covariation across six weeks. Sleep Med. 2011, 13, 674–679. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Pereira, D.; Meier, L.L.; Elfering, A. Short-term Effects of Social Exclusion at Work and Worries on Sleep. Stress Health 2013, 29, 240–252. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Dahlgren, A.; Kecklund, G.; Theorell, T.; Åkerstedt, T. Day-to-day variation in saliva cortisol—Relation with sleep, stress and self-rated health. Biol. Psychol. 2009, 82, 149–155. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Wirth, K.E.; Tchetgen, E.J. Accounting for selection bias in association studies with complex survey data. Epidemiology 2014, 25, 444–453. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]








[image: Ijerph 15 01361 g001 550] 





Figure 1. Odds ratios (OR) for association between working hours/day and ratings of sleep quality and alertness, and recovery and detachment (midsleep time accounted in the analysis). Error bars indicate 95% CIs. 
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics for background, time use, sleep, alertness, and wellbeing of 154 individuals.
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Time Use Data Collected by Mobile App and Survey Data

	
Mean

	
SD






	
Age

	
41.7

	
0.5




	
Work-related mobile phone use during off-hours (range: 5–25)

	
18.8

	
6.9




	
Mean working hours/day

	
7.4

	
2.9




	
Mean working hours without pay/day

	
2.2

	
2.5




	
Mean sleeping hours/day

	
8.3

	
2.7




	
Mean midsleep time (o’clock)

	
3:07

	
1:20




	
Mean feeling at work/day (range: bad, neutral, good)

	
2.4

	
0.6




	
Mean importance of work/day (range: bad, neutral, good)

	
1.6

	
1.1




	

	
%




	
Sex (women)

	
42%




	
Works evening hours (18:00–23:00, yes)

	
12%




	
Working day includes several periods of work

	
30%




	
Working hours affect sleep and alertness (often/somewhat)

	
59%




	
Working hours affect wellbeing (often/somewhat)

	
44%
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Table 2. Percentages of day-to-day ratings of mean sleep quality, alertness, recovery, and detachment from work.
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	Time Use Data Collected by Mobile App/Day-to-Day Data
	%





	Sleep quality at awakening
	



	 Good
	75



	 Moderate
	15



	 Fair
	10



	Alertness at awakening
	



	 Good
	65



	 Moderate
	25



	 Fair
	11



	During my leisure time, I forget about work
	



	 Agree
	43



	 Do not know
	9



	 Disagree
	48



	During my leisure time, I don’t think about work at all
	



	 Agree
	35



	 Do not know
	8



	 Disagree
	57



	During my leisure time, I distance myself from my work
	



	 Agree
	57



	 Do not know
	11



	 Disagree
	33



	During my leisure time, I get a break from the demands of work
	



	 Agree
	66



	 Do not know
	10



	 Disagree
	24
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Table 3. Odds ratios (OR) with 95% confidence intervals (CI) for associations between time use and wellbeing and sleep in expert work.
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Cross-Sectional Analyses between Time Use Data and Survey Data

	
Poor Wellbeing §

	
Poor Sleep and Alertness §




	
OR *

	
95% CI

	
OR *

	
95% CI






	
Mean working hours/day

	
1.06

	
0.90, 1.25

	
1.08

	
0.92, 1.27




	
Mean working hours without pay/day

	
0.90

	
0.69, 1.17

	
0.88

	
0.67, 1.15




	
Mean sleeping hours/day

	
1.05

	
0.71, 1.54

	
0.82

	
0.55, 1.22




	
Work during evening hours (18:00–23:00)

	
1.45

	
0.81, 2.59

	
1.71

	
0.93, 3.16




	
Working day includes several periods of work

	
1.04

	
0.50, 2.15

	
1.34

	
0.63, 2.85




	
Mean positive feeling during work/day

	
0.48

	
0.22, 1.03

	
0.37

	
0.18, 0.80




	
Mean positive importance of work/day

	
0.30

	
0.10, 0.91

	
0.60

	
0.23, 1.56








§ in comparison to those who had neutral, good, or very good wellbeing and/or sleep and alertness. * age and sex-adjusted model, statistically significant results in bold face.
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Table 4. Regression coefficients with 95% confidence intervals (CI) for associations between day-to-day ratings of sleep quality and alertness, recovery and detachment, and working hours in expert work.
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Working Hours/Day




	
Crude Model

	
Adjusted Model *




	
Regression Coefficient

	
95% CI

	
Regression Coefficient

	
95% CI






	
Sleep quality at awakening (reference good)

	

	




	
  Moderate

	
1.02

	
0.96, 1.08

	
1.09

	
1.01, 1.18




	
  Fair

	
1.14

	
1.07, 1.22

	
1.09

	
0.98, 1.20




	
Alertness at awakening (reference good)

	

	




	
  Moderate

	
1.07

	
1.01, 1.12

	
1.08

	
1.01, 1.16




	
  Fair

	
1.09

	
1.01, 1.17

	
1.04

	
0.93, 1.16




	
During my leisure time, I forget about work (reference agree)

	

	




	
  Do not know

	
1.05

	
0.97, 1.14

	
1.04

	
0.94, 1.16




	
  Disagree

	
1.04

	
0.99, 1.09

	
1.03

	
0.97, 1.09




	
During my leisure time, I don’t think about work at all (reference agree)

	

	




	
  Do not know

	
1.09

	
1.00, 1.19

	
1.14

	
1.01, 1.29




	
  Disagree

	
1.06

	
1.00, 1.11

	
1.07

	
1.00, 1.13




	
During my leisure time, I distance myself from my work (reference agree)

	

	




	
  Do not know

	
1.09

	
1.01, 1.17

	
1.04

	
0.92, 1.17




	
  Disagree

	
1.06

	
1.01, 1.11

	
1.09

	
1.03, 1.16




	
During my leisure time, I get a break from the demands of work (reference agree)

	

	




	
  Do not know

	
1.12

	
1.04, 1.21

	
1.08

	
0.97, 1.21




	
  Disagree

	
1.09

	
1.03, 1.15

	
1.07

	
1.00, 1.15








* Adjusted for midsleep time. Bold figures indicate statistically significant results.














© 2018 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).






nav.xhtml


  ijerph-15-01361


  
    		
      ijerph-15-01361
    


  




  





media/file0.png





media/file2.png
OR

1.40
| M Working hours/day
1.30 T
1.20
1.10
1.0
0.90
Sleep quality at  Alertness at During my During my During my During my
awakening awakening leisure-time, |  leisure-time, |  leisure-time, | leisure-time, |
forget about don’t think  distance myself get a break from
work about work at all from my work the demands of

work





media/file1.jpg
or

mi

Sieepaualityat  Alerinessat  During my Ouingmy  Ouring my.
teing | svaeri. e, st lore s e
forgetabout don'tthink _ distance myself get abreakfrom
work  about workatallfrom mywork _the demands of

work






