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ABSTRACT

An abundance of research shows the benefits of participation in volunteer work for individuals, em-
ployers and the society as a whole. However, relatively little is known about the precursors of vol-
unteer work. In this study, we aim to fill this gap by investigating to what extent work-related
well-being can function as a driver of volunteer work. Moreover, building on the Conservations of
Resources Theory (Hobfoll, 1989, 2011), we propose that the relationship between work-related
well-being (burnout and engagement) and volunteer work is mediated by the work–home interface
(work–home enrichment and work–home conflict). This hypothesis was tested in a large Swiss sam-
ple (N= 1947). Consistent with our expectations, structural equation analyses revealed an indirect re-
lationship between (i) work engagement and volunteer work via work–home enrichment and (ii)
between burnout and volunteer work via work–home conflict. In conclusion, it seems that well-
being at work indeed functions as a precursor for volunteer work because of the consequences it
has for the work–family interface. Copyright © 2016 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

Key words: volunteer work; burnout; work engagement; work–home enrichment; work–home
conflict

Volunteer work can be considered as the backbone of civil society (e.g. Haski-Leventhal &
Bargal, 2008). It is a social activity that is defined as ‘any activity in which time is given
freely to benefit another person, group or organization’ (Wilson, 2000, p. 215). The focus
of the present study lies on formal volunteer work. Formal volunteer work describes
volunteer work within or supported by an organization. On the other hand, informal
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volunteer work is comparable to social support and comprises helping friends or neigh-
bours (Voydanoff, 2001). The political interest in volunteer work arises from several mo-
tivations varying from cost savings in the welfare system to enhancing democratic ways of
influencing public concerns (cf. Heinze & Olk, 2001). Moreover, volunteer work improves
community life by creating a healthy community and by satisfying individuals’ need to
‘give something back’ and to help others in need (Thoits & Hewitt, 2001). Doubtlessly,
volunteer work is of great importance for the society as a whole as well as for communities
and individuals.
In Western countries, approximately one third of the population actively participates in

volunteer work. For instance, 26.5% of the Americans (United States Department of
Labour, 2012) and 36% of the German citizens (TNS Infratest, 2007) are involved in some
type of volunteer activity. In Switzerland, 26% of the population volunteers on a regular
basis through formal channels such as non-profit organizations, whereas up to one third
volunteers informally (Stadelmann-Steffen, Traunmüller, Gundelach, & Freitag, 2011).
It has been shown that volunteer work has a threefold beneficial function in terms of oc-

cupational health, and is thus relevant for employers (Mojza & Sonnentag, 2010). First,
involvement in volunteer work is able to buffer (work) stress because it can beneficially
affect the perception of stressors. Hence, those stressors are put into perspective and have
a reduced impact on health and well-being (see Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Second, vol-
unteer work may build up psychosocial resources such as social support or self-esteem
(Brauchli, Hämmig, Güntert, Bauer, & Wehner, 2012). These resources can not only be di-
rectly transferred to other life domains (Greenhaus & Allen, 2011) but can also help to
cope with stressors. Volunteers who receive satisfaction, confidence and self-esteem
through their volunteer work are better able to cope with stress and conflicts (Mojza &
Sonnentag, 2010). And, third, volunteer work has recovery potential because volunteers
are better able to detach from work and relax during leisure time (Mojza & Sonnentag,
2010). In sum, research indicates that involvement in volunteer work can benefit individual
employees, their employers, as well as the society as a whole.
To date, however, relatively little is known about the factors (at work) that influence in-

dividuals’ likelihood of taking on and keeping up volunteer work. Thus, this study aims to
fill this gap by investigating how well-being at work relates to volunteer work. More spe-
cifically, we examine to what extent indicators of well-being at work relate to individuals’
likelihood to do volunteer work, mediated by individuals’ perception of their work–home
interface. By doing so, we also respond to the call to examine other non-work conse-
quences of the work–home interface than merely focusing on family outcomes because
‘combining work and family roles can also impact on how we evaluate our social lives, lei-
sure time, possibilities for volunteer work or the degree to which combining roles leaves
time for “the self”’ (Peeters, Ten Brummelhuis, & van Steenbergen, 2013, p. 103).

Well-being at work and the work–home interface

In this study, well-being at work is captured by its positive dimension—work engagement—
and its negative dimension—burnout, which are both relevant for health outcomes and per-
formance indicators both at work and at home (see Bakker, Petrou, & Tsaousis, 2011;
Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Work engagement is defined as ‘a positive, full-filling, work-
related state of mind that is characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption. Vigor is char-
acterized by high levels of energy and mental resilience while working […] Dedication is
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characterized by a sense of significance, enthusiasm, […] and challenge. […] absorption is
characterized by being fully concentrated and deeply engrossed in one’s work’ (Schaufeli,
Salanova, González-Romá, & Bakker, 2002, pp. 74–75). Burnout is assumed to be the neg-
ative counterpart of work engagement and is defined as ‘a prolonged response to
chronic emotional and interpersonal stressors on the job’ (Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter,
2001, p. 397). Past psychometric research has shown that burnout and engagement are
related (negatively) yet distinct constructs (Schaufeli et al., 2002; Schaufeli, Taris, &
Van Rhenen, 2008). Additionally, ample studies based on the Job-Demands Resources
Model (Crawford, LePine, & Rich, 2010; Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli,
2001) show that different working conditions function as antecedents of burnout and
engagement contributing to the fact that burnout and engagement are two separate states
of work-related well-being.

There is a long tradition of research showing that work experiences do not remain in a vac-
uum, but instead can spill over to the home domain (Greenhaus & Allen, 2010). These ef-
fects can be positive or negative in nature. On the positive side, work–home enrichment
refers to individuals’ experience that their work role improves the fulfilment of their private
life roles (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; van Steenbergen, Ellemers, & Mooijaart, 2007). On
the negative side, work–home conflict is experienced when participation in family roles is
made more difficult by virtue of participation in the work role (Greenhaus & Beutell,
1985). In this study, we focus explicitly on the spillover that individuals experience from
work to home because we aim to examine whether the extent to which individuals take their
work ‘home’ in a positive or negative manner relates to volunteering. Therefore, we did not
examine the extent to which individuals experience spillover from their home to their work
life (i.e. home–work enrichment/conflict) (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985).

We use the Conservation of Resources (COR) theory (Hobfoll, 1989, 2011) to examine
the relationship between well-being at work and volunteer work, considering the fact that
how one feels at work might have both positive (enriching) and negative (conflict) conse-
quences for home life which in turn associate with the inclination to do volunteer work.

Work engagement, work–home enrichment and volunteer work

According to the COR theory, resources are generally valued entities that can be objects,
conditions, personal characteristics and mental and physical energy. The theory posits that
resources act as salient factors in protecting existing resources, gaining new resources and
enhancing well-being. The COR theory assumes that those with greater resources are less
vulnerable to resource losses and more capable of resource gain. This is what Hobfoll
(2011) calls a resource caravan—the idea that major resources are typically accompanied
by other resources. Thus, by investing resources even more resources are gained in the
long run (Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2009). We expect that feelings
of engagement at work are accompanied with the experience of having a surplus of re-
sources, which will not only be allocated to work but may boost positive spillover from
work to home. As work engagement is in itself rewarding, it is unlikely that this feeling
will vanish the moment work has ended. Instead, we assume that engaged employees will
carry part of these surplus resources back home (Schaufeli et al., 2001). This implies that
they will have ‘room’ to engage in other roles. Hence, these individuals will be more likely
to take up volunteering and as such transfer their positive moods, energy and skills to that
role (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006).
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In two longitudinal studies Hakanen and colleagues (Hakanen, Peeters, & Perhoniemi,
2011; Hakanen & Peeters, 2015) indeed found that work engagement and work–family en-
richment positively and reciprocally influenced each other, indicating that when engaged
employees invest their resources to gain new resources, these resources are not restricted
to the work domain but also benefit the family domain. In a similar vein, Bakker and
Geurts (2004) found support for their theoretical model in which resources at work pre-
dicted individuals’ work engagement, and hence their experiences of work–home enrich-
ment. Moreover, a study by Rodell (2013) underlined the significant role of the work
domain for volunteering. She found that having a meaningless or a meaningful job was
linked to volunteer work, but via different underlying mechanisms. On the one hand, em-
ployees may volunteer to compensate for jobs that do not provide enough meaning. On the
other hand, having a meaningful job created a form of hunger for more meaningful expe-
riences, and this hunger can be translated into more volunteer activity. Translated to our
study focusing on the work–home interface, this might imply that people who are engaged
at work (which is comparable to a meaningful job) might transfer this positive state to their
home life resulting in a higher probability to do volunteer work (spillover hypothesis;
Geurts & Demerouti, 2003). Thus, building on the COR theory (Hobfoll 1989) and previ-
ous empirical findings regarding the link between work engagement and work–home en-
richment, we formulate the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: Work engagement is positively related to volunteer work via work–home
enrichment.

Burnout, work–home conflict and volunteer work

We argue that the relationship between burnout and work–home conflict can also be under-
stood by applying principles of the COR theory. The COR theory posits that stress occurs
mainly when resources are threatened, lost or when individuals invest resources but do not
receive the anticipated level of return (Hobfoll 1989). Burnout can become the result of a
loss or a fear of loss of valued resources. This resource-based framework of the aetiology
of burnout has been validated empirically in many studies (e.g. Gorgievski & Hobfoll,
2008). Employees suffering from burnout complaints are likely to experience a lack of
resources. According to the scarcity approach to human energy (Marks, 1977) which
assumes that resources like time and energy are limited, this might imply that a negative
spillover process will take place in which stress from the work domain will be transferred
into another life domain, in this case the home domain. So we expect that burnout will
have negative consequences for the interaction between work and home life because feel-
ing tired and exhausted from work will probably not remain in a vacuum. Instead, we
assume that burned out employees will carry this lack of energy and resources back home.
This implies that they will have ‘no room’ to engage in other roles.
Empirical support for a relationship between burnout and work–home conflict was

found, for example, in a study among 766 police officers in Norway where job de-
mands and burnout emerged as strong predictors of work–family conflict (Mikkelsen
& Burke, 2004). Also a study by Westman, Etzion, and Gortler (2004) showed that
burnout was a significant predictor of work–family conflict. In addition, Demerouti,
Bakker, and Bulters (2004) found that work–home conflict had lagged, short- and
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long-term effects on exhaustion, and also that exhaustion had short- and long-term ef-
fects on work–home conflict.

As already shown for engagement (see above), the literature suggests that there exists a
reciprocal relationship between burnout and the work–home conflict. However, because it
is the central aim of this study to investigate the spillover processes from well-being at paid
work to volunteer work we propose that these processes can be explained by the extent to
which individuals perceive their work–home interface as enriching or conflicting and as
such their feeling of having ‘room’ for volunteer work. This is not to say that we ignore
the possibility of reverse causality between work-related well-being and the work–home
interface, but considering the cross-sectional nature of the present study, we follow the per-
spective of well-being at work relating to volunteer work via a positive (enriching) or neg-
ative (conflict) spillover process.

Thus, we formulated the second hypothesis on the relationship between burnout, work–
home conflict and volunteer work correspondent to the first hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2: Burnout is negatively related to volunteer work via work–home conflict.

METHOD

Participants and procedure

This study employed cross-sectional survey data from a sample of employees of four
medium-sized industrial organizations with a total of 1947 employees across all hierarchi-
cal positions (15.8% had a managerial position, 84.2% did not) and different occupational
fields (construction industry (4.4%), machine industry (8.6%), knife manufactory (19.3%)
and chemicals/biotechnology (67.6%)). The overall response rate was 49%.

The average age was 41.8 years (SD=12.00), 73.1% of the sample was living with their
partner and 51.6% had at least one child living in the same household. Women represented
13.7% of the sample, which reflects the low percentage of women in the business sectors
investigated in this study. Seventy-two per cent had completed basic education, whereas
21% had received higher education studies. Thirty-one per cent was regularly (at least once
a week) engaged in volunteering, 24.2% volunteered several times a year and 44.8%
(almost) never volunteered. The anonymity and confidentiality of participation in the study
were ensured. Furthermore, participants voluntarily agreed to take part in the study and
gave their consent prior to completing the questionnaire. All participants were allowed
to complete the questionnaire during working time.

Measures

As Table 1 shows, the internal consistency of all scales was acceptable, with nearly all al-
phas exceeding the threshold value of .70.

The nine-item version of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (Schaufeli, Bakker, &
Salanova, 2006) was used to assess work engagement with its three dimensions vigour
(e.g. ‘At my work, I feel bursting with energy’), dedication (e.g. ‘My job inspires me’)
and absorption (e.g. ‘Time flies when I’m working’). Participants responded on a seven-
point scale (0 = never, 6 = always).
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Burnout was measured using three items of the exhaustion subscale of the Copenhagen
Burnout Inventory (Kristensen, Borritz, Villadsen, & Christensen, 2005). A sample item is
‘Are you exhausted in the morning at the thought of another day at work?’. Respondents
were asked to indicate how frequently they experienced these burnout symptoms with re-
sponse categories ranging from 0= never to 4= always.
Work–home enrichment was assessed using the four-item scale developed by Wayne

and colleagues (2004). A sample item is ‘The things you do at work help you deal with
personal and practical issues in your home life’. Participants indicated how they had expe-
rienced the descriptions during the last year on a five-point scale ranging from
1= completely disagree to 5 = completely agree.
Work–home conflict was assessed by an adapted version of the validated scale of

Carlson, Kacmar, and Williams (2000) measuring work–family conflict. We slightly
reformulated six items by replacing the term ‘family’ with ‘home life’, consistent with
the work–home enrichment items described above. A sample item is ‘My work keeps
me from home life activities more than I would like’. Participants could respond using a
five-point scale (1 = completely disagree, 5 = completely agree).
To assess the frequency of volunteer work participants were asked to indicate how often

they volunteered formally (within an organization or a charity association) on a seven-
point scale with 0= never, 1 = almost never, 2 = several times per year, 3 =1 to 3 times
per month, 4 =weekly, 5 = several times per week, 6 = daily. Volunteer work was operation-
alized as formal volunteer (charity) work, for example in non-profit or non-governmental
organizations. By asking respondents themselves to indicate the frequency of volunteer
work, we assessed the subjective and not the objective frequency of volunteer work. Even
though these frequencies might differ, this is a common way to assess the frequency of
volunteer work (see Stadelmann-Steffen et al., 2011).

Data analyses

Our hypotheses were tested using structural equation modelling techniques as imple-
mented in the AMOS 22 software package. The fit of the model was assessed with the
χ2 statistics, the goodness of fit index (GFI), the comparative fit index (CFI), the normed
fit index (NFI), the Tucker Lewis Index (TLI) and the root mean square error of approxi-
mation (RMSEA). Values of .90 and higher are acceptable for the GFI, CFI, NFI and TLI,
whereas values of .95 or higher are indicators of an excellent fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999).

Table 1. Means, standard deviations, bivariate correlations and internal consistencies (Cronbach’s
α on the diagonal) of the study variables (N= 1842)

M SD Range 1. 2. 3 4 5

1. Work–home conflict 2.45 0.87 1–5 .88
2. Work–home enrichment 2.78 0.78 1–5 �.11** .70
3. Work engagement 3.87 1.15 0–6 �.31** .31** .95
4. Work burnout 1.46 0.73 0–4 .61** �.09** �.43** .69
5. Volunteer work 2.20 1.88 0–6 �.10** .17** .07** �.08** —

*p< .05.
**p< .01.
***p< .001.
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Values of up to .08 for the RMSEA represent reasonable errors of approximation (Browne
& Cudeck, 1993).

To test mediation, the bootstrap approach as recommended by Preacher and Hayes
(2004) was used. The mediator and dependent variables were included in the structural
equation models as manifest variables whereas we built latent variables indicating work
engagement and burnout. Our measurement model showed an acceptable to good model
fit (χ2(35) = 214.18, p< .001, GFI = .96, CFI = .98, NFI = .98, TLI = .96 and
RMSEA= .08)

Errors were allowed to correlate within the constructs (namely work engagement, burn-
out, work–home enrichment and conflict) and between engagement and burnout and be-
tween enrichment and conflict based on theoretical assumptions (Cole, Ciesla, & Steiger,
2007). To compare nested models (full mediation versus partial mediation model; see re-
sults section), χ2 difference tests were used to assess whether there was a significant differ-
ence between the models (Chen, 2007).

Moreover, to investigate the robustness of our results, we randomly split half our
sample into two subsamples (sample A: n=921/sample B: n= 921). First, we ran our
analyses with sample A to get the final model. Second, we compared the final model
across the two subsamples. To test the invariance across these two subsamples, we used
multiple group analysis (see Byrne, 2004). In this procedure, two constrained models
(one model with equality constraints on the regression paths and on the covariances be-
tween the latent variables and one model with constraints on the factor loadings) were
compared to a default model without cross-group constraints. In addition to the tradi-
tional χ2 difference tests to assess whether there is a significant difference between
the models, invariance decisions were based on the differences in CFI and RMSEA,
with a ΔCFI≤ .01 and a ΔRMSEA≤ .015 indicating invariance (Chen, 2007; Cheung
& Rensvold, 2002).

RESULTS

Descriptive statistics

Table 1 provides means and standard deviations, Cronbach’s alphas and correlation co-
efficients. As expected, work–home conflict and burnout related negatively to volunteer
work, and work–home enrichment and work engagement related positively to volunteer
work.

Model testing

To test the hypotheses, we first calculated a full mediation model with work engagement
and burnout as predictors, work–home conflict and enrichment as mediators and volunteer
work as outcome variable (Model 1= hypothetical model). Second, we compared this
model with a partial mediation model with two extra paths from engagement and burnout
to volunteer work (Model 2). Furthermore, to examine the possibility of reverse causation
as described in the introduction, we also tested a model where we included feedback loops,
two extra paths—one from volunteer work back to engagement and one to burnout (Model
3). In all three models, work engagement and burnout as well as enrichment and conflict
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covaried because the modification indices calculated by AMOS indicated significant model
improvement by including these covariances.
Our analyses showed that the fit of Model 2 (partial mediation) was slightly worse

than the fit of Model 1 (full mediation), even though the difference between these
models was marginal and non-significant (Δχ2(1) = 0.438, p= .508). However, because
the full mediation model is more parsimonious, we conclude that Model 1 is superior
to Model 2. In terms of fit indices, the fit between the data and the full mediation
model was excellent (χ2(110) =417.339, p< .001, GFI = .952, CFI = .966; NFI = .955,
TLI= .953; RMSEA= .055). The same applies to the partial mediation model (χ2(109)
=417.477, p< .001, GFI = .952, CFI = .966; NFI = .955, TLI = .953; RMSEA= .055).
The reason for these nearly identical fit indices lies in the fact that the standardized re-
gression weights from engagement to volunteer work (β =�.042) and from burnout to
volunteer work (β=�.032) were very small. Additionally, the result of the bootstrap
procedures (with 2000 resamples) indicated that work engagement was associated with
volunteer work via work–home enrichment (indirect effect: β = .109, SE= .030) and that
burnout was associated with volunteer work via work–home conflict (indirect effect:
β= .�114, SE= .069). The indirect effect from work engagement via work–home en-
richment on volunteer work is estimated to lie between 0.065 and 0.167 with 99% con-
fidence. The indirect effect from burnout via work–home conflict on volunteer work is
estimated to lie between �0.230 and �0.005 with 99% confidence. Because none of
these confidence intervals include 0, it can be concluded that the relation between
work-related well-being and volunteer work was mediated by work–home interface
(Preacher & Hayes, 2004).
Next, we tested the feedback loop model (Model 3). The fit of this model was

satisfactory as well (χ2(108) = 415.97, p< .001, GFI = .952, CFI = .966; NFI = .955,
TLI= .952; RMSEA= .056). However, the newly added standardized regression weights,
namely, the regression weights from volunteer work back to engagement and burnout,
respectively, were very small and non-significant (volunteer work> engagement: β = .00;
volunteer work> burnout: β= .01). χ2 difference tests to compare the models showed that
there were no significant differences (Model 1 – Model 3: Δχ2(2) = 1.369, p= .242 and
Model 2 – Model 3: Δχ2(1) = 1.507, p= .186)
This leads to the conclusion that our hypothesized model (Model 1) shows the best so-

lution because we did not find a statistical difference between the models and Model 1 was
most parsimonious (see Figure 1).

Invariance testing

To test the robustness of our findings, we conducted a multiple group analysis with the
final model. In order to test invariance across the two subsamples, we randomly draw
50% of the participants from our dataset. The regression paths and covariances between
the latent variables in our model were constrained to be equal across groups. This
constrained model (B) was compared with the free model (default), in which parameter
estimates were allowed to vary freely across both groups. Next, in addition to
constraining the regression paths between the latent variables, the factor loadings were
constrained to be equal across groups (C), and this model was also compared with the
free model.

Work-related well-being, work–home interface and volunteer work 57

Copyright © 2016 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. J. Community Appl. Soc. Psychol., 27: 50–64 (2017)

DOI: 10.1002/casp



Results of invariance testing showed that Model C shows the best fit. The χ2 difference
tests as well as the CFI and RMSEA difference tests showed that the regression paths be-
tween the latent variables as well as the factor loadings were invariant across both groups
as (see Table 2). This indicates that the model structure of our final model was invariant
across our randomly drawn subsamples.

Common method variance

Because our study variables were measured via single-source self-report measures, we
examined the degree to which common-method variance could have biassed our results.
Two tests were conducted to determine the extent of method variance in the current
data. First, a Harman’s single factor test including all study variables was performed
(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). The examination of the unrotated
factor solution yielded the presence of at least three factors, that is, no single factor
emerged whereby the first factor explained 35.54% of the variance, indicating that com-
mon method effects were not a likely contaminant of the results observed in our study.
The first factor includes the burnout (exhaustion) as well as the engagement items—
with the exception of the item ‘My work is emotionally exhausting’ which loads higher
on the second factor. Besides this item, the second factor includes all work–home con-
flict items and explains 15.43% of the total variance. The third factor includes the
work–home enrichment items plus the single item assessing volunteer work and ex-
plains 8.39% of the variance. Hence, this exploratory analysis of the factor structure
seems plausible with one factor including well-being at work, a second factor including
work–home conflict and a third factor with work–home enrichment and volunteer work
which might figure also as an enriching component at the work–home interface

Figure 1. Standardized path coefficients in the full mediation model (n= 921). *p< .05, ** p< .01,
***p< .001.
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To confirm this result, an additional test was performed following the procedure used
by Williams, Cote, and Buckley (1989). We compared our final model with a model
which additionally included a single method factor. Results indicated that while the
method factor did not improve model fit, it accounted for a small portion (13.8%) of
the total variance. Thus, the percentage variance explained by the method factor was
less than the critical method factor effect value of 25% as recommended by Williams
et al. (1989). These tests suggest that common method variance was not a pervasive
problem in this study.

DISCUSSION

The central aim of this study was to examine to what extent indicators of well-being at
work were related to individuals’ likelihood to do volunteer work, and if these relation-
ships were mediated by individuals’ perceptions of their work–home interface.
Based on the COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989, 2011) and earlier studies in this line of re-

search we tested a dual process model. Our fist hypothesis proposed that the more workers
are engaged in work, the more work–home enrichment they will experience, and the more
they are inclined to do volunteer work. The second hypothesis, in contrast, proposed that
the more employees feel burned out by their work, the more likely they will experience
work–home conflict and the less they are inclined to do volunteer work.
The findings of structural equation modelling indeed revealed evidence for this dual-

process model in which work engagement and burnout were indirectly related to volunteer

Table 2. Fit statistics for multigroup analyses and invariance tests across subsamples (NA = 921,
NB = 921)

Model df χ2 χ2/df GFI CFI RMSEA Δχ2 Δdf ΔCFI ΔRMSEA

Model A
(default model) 220 847.42 3.85 .95 .97 .04 — — — —
Model B
(regression
paths and
covariances
between latent
variables
constrained
to be equal
across groups) 228 853.23 3.74 .95 .97 .04

5.81
(p= .668) 8 .000 .001

Model C
(Model 2
and factor
loadings
constrained
to be equal
across groups) 237 864.42 3.65 .95 .97 .04

16.99
(p= .455) 17 .000 .000

*p< .05.
**p< .01.
***p< .001.
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work via perceptions of the work–home interface. Thus, our hypotheses were supported as
work engagement was related to volunteer work—fully mediated by work–home enrich-
ment and burnout was related to volunteer work—fully mediated by work–home conflict.
This indicates that employees who are happily engaged at work are more likely to experi-
ence work–home enrichment, which in turn inspires them to become engaged in volunteer
work (spillover hypothesis). In a similar vein, results suggest that, if employees suffer from
burnout this will decrease the probability that they will take on volunteer work because
they experience work–home conflict and their resources are limited (scarcity approach to
human energy).

The finding that well-being at work seems to be related to volunteer work via work–home
interface experiences is in line with the COR theory which assumes that people collect and
allocate resources (Hobfoll, 2011) and, additionally, that these resources can be transferred
to another life domain (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). This study suggests that work engage-
ment as a resource boosts a positive spillover process from the work domain to the home do-
main. It seems likely that individuals who feel enriched take up volunteer work and transfer
their positive moods, energy and skills to this extra role. On the other hand, also consistent
with the principles of the COR theory, individuals who are feeling burned out fromwork ex-
perience a depletion of resources and conflicts between work and home, as a result of which
they possibly evaluate having too little ‘room’ (time or energy) to engage in volunteer work.

Even though positive psychologists (cf. Ryff, 1989) might argue that being pro-socially
engaged is a part of well-being, in this study, we treated well-being and volunteer work as
separate constructs because they occur in different life domains. Our results justify this
procedure because work engagement and burnout are associated with volunteer work only
very weakly (see Table 1).

Although this study was based on cross-sectional data, we investigated the logic of
work-related well-being relating to work–home enrichment and work–home conflict,
and subsequently, to volunteer work. In contrast, other studies that investigated the link
between paid and volunteer work (Brauchli et al., 2012; Mojza & Sonnentag, 2010) in-
vestigated volunteer work as independent and paid work as dependent variable but not
vice versa. These previous studies expected that volunteer work has a beneficial impact
on paid work because volunteer work can have recovery potential (Mojza & Sonnentag,
2010) or can be seen as a psychosocial resource (Brauchli et al., 2012). We also ac-
knowledged the possibility of volunteer work as predictor of work-related wellbeing
by comparing our hypothetical model with an alternative model in which we included
relationships between volunteer work and work engagement and burnout. However,
we found no empirical support for this feedback loop model. Nonetheless, because both
causal directions are plausible and have generated empirical support in previous studies
it seems warranted to conclude that there might exist a positive cycle between well-
being at work and volunteer work: People who are feeling well at work and are able
to transfer their positive moods, affects, behaviours from their paid work to their home
life are more likely to do volunteer work because they have more resources such as en-
ergy resources. In addition, because volunteer work has a great potential to function as
a source of self-esteem, optimism, self-mastery, sense of control or social support
(Jusot, Grignon, & Dourgnon, 2007), it is possible that it beneficially affects someone’s
well-being at work wherewith the gain circle is closed. A similar line of reasoning
might hold for the relationship between burnout and volunteer work. We found that
burnout was related to work–home conflict which was related to volunteer work. Also,
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in this situation, it seems warranted to conclude that here might exist a negative cycle
between burnout and volunteer work: People who suffer from burnout complaints have
no energy left to take up volunteer work after work so they lack all the potential re-
sources that are accompanied with volunteer work which in the end negatively affects
someone’s well-being at work wherewith the loss circle is set in motion. In terms of
the COR theory: those with fewer resources are less capable of gaining new resources
and thus more susceptible for future loss.

Limitations and future research

Despite decisive contributions of this study such as the fact that it focuses on volunteer work
which is understudied in the context of the interplay of different life domains, the large sam-
ple size and the cross-validation in two subsamples, the study is not without limitations.
A first caveat lies in the cross-sectional nature of the data. As indicated earlier, we imply

a chronological, at least slightly lagged order from work-related well-being to the work–
home interface and, finally, to volunteer work. However, because it is not possible to infer
chronology from cross-sectional data (see Hayes, 2013) such mediational paths would be
best studied in a longitudinal study design either with rather short time intervals, such as
experience sampling methods (as introduced by Larson & Csikszentmihalyi, 1983). There-
fore, we acknowledge that reciprocal effects between paid work and volunteer work are to
be expected in longitudinal studies.
Second, the sample included mostly male and lower educated employees. This restricts

the generalizability of our findings. Future studies should test our hypotheses with more
heterogeneous samples.
Third, volunteer work was measured using a self-developed single item measure

assessing the frequency. In future studies, it would be interesting to use a more elaborate
measure to assess volunteer work, for example, a measure that captures not only the fre-
quency but also the intensity of volunteer work. Moreover, because of pragmatic restrictions
we were not able to measure the objective frequency of volunteering. Instead, we examined
on participants’ own ratings of volunteer frequency which is of course a subjective measure.
Because these measures might differ from each other, it would be interesting to compare the
results of the present study with a study where volunteer frequency is assessed objectively.
Finally, future research could include experienced meaningfulness in work (see Rodell,

2013). Experienced meaningfulness can directly impact the likelihood of volunteering, but
possibly additionally acts as a precursor of work engagement and burnout, which in turn
could impact the likelihood of volunteering via the work–home interface as we discussed.

Practical relevance and conclusion

This study shows the significance of the circumstances of paid work for volunteer work.
First, it implies that, when volunteer recruiters aim to recruit individuals who are involved
in paid work, it is important to focus on how the work is experienced. Our findings indicate
that people are more likely to volunteer when they are highly engaged in their work and
not too exhausted. It may seem counterintuitive to try to recruit highly engaged (and likely
very busy) workers (Schaufeli et al., 2008), but our findings indicate that especially these
employees are willing to contribute in the form of volunteering.
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Second, employees might become aware of the reasons that prevent them from doing
volunteer work, even though they would like to pursue such activities. Some of these rea-
sons might be low engagement and exhaustion at work.

Finally, our results indicate that there is another reason for organizations to offer em-
ployees more job resources, such as autonomy or supervisor support. This will not only
stimulate work engagement with subsequent beneficial organizational outcomes such as
higher performance (Salanova et al., 2005; Rodell, 2013), it may also be a way for organi-
zations to ‘give something back’ to society, as their employees are probably more likely to
volunteer. As such organizations can even strengthen their investment in corporate social
responsibility.
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