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This study aimed to examine the workplace and out of workplace leisure behaviors of the academic staff 
according to age and academic title. The study was designed as a cross-sectional quantitative study. 229 
teaching academic staff from Hatay Mustafa Kemal University participated in the research voluntarily. To 
obtain data, workplace and out of workplace leisure behaviors scales were used. The data was analyzed with 
SPSS 22 for Windows using One Way ANOVA. According to analysis results, both workplace and out of 
workplace leisure behaviors of the academic staff significantly changed according to age and academic title. As 
a conclusion this study showed that the most inlying workplace leisure activity for the participants was 
"activities related to non-business reading," and the most distal activity was “mental activities”. On the other 
hand, the most inlying out of workplace leisure activity was “internet-based activities”, and the most distal 
activity was “society based activities". Besides, these preferences differed significantly according to age and 
academic title. 
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1. Introduction

Concepts of work and leisure included various definitions and limitations from antiquity to present, 
depending on the conditions of the period in which they were experienced. These definitions and 
limitations; are mostly shaped by time, place, class, and gender differences (Osmanlı & Kaya, 2014; Ekinci et 
al., 2017; Keskin & Bayram, 2018; Ayhan et al., 2018). When we examine the concept of leisure, we can 
observe that leisure was issued in three different periods after the post-World War II. These periods are the 
Functionalist Period / Post-industrial Community Period (1945-1975), Structural Criticism Period (1975-
1990), and the Post-culturalist / Post-modernist Period (1990 to present days) (Rojek, 1997). 

In general, functionalist theorists (Roberts, Parker, Kelly, and Dumazedier) focused on the definition of 
leisure and leisure activities. According to this approach, the boundaries of work and leisure are sharply 
separated. However, structural criticism period theorists (Deem, Woodward, Clarke & Critcher) were not 
interested in the definition of leisure. Instead, they emphasized the differences and inequalities between 
social groups. On the other hand, post-modernist theorists (Rojek, Moorhouse & Coalter) advocated that all 
limitations and restrictions in the view of leisure should be removed. Besides, they highlighted diversity and 
mobility approaches (Özçelik, 2017). According to Henderson et al. (2004), both functionalism and 
structuralism were beneficial for their era. However, today, they fail to offer innovation beyond leisure 
research. 
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According to Stebbins (2016), concepts of work and leisure are considered as opposite to each other. 
However, when it comes to goals and expectations, they are closely related in many ways. When a bridge is 
established between the concepts, the sharp boundaries become blurry. 'Workplace leisure (interstitial 
leisure in Stebbins, 2016) is a kind of bridge between work and leisure. Workplace leisure formally defined 
as the time which employees spend by short breaks (usually a few minutes) during the working time. 
However, informally, this is not considered as leisure by employees. Meal or coffee breaks are not part of 
workplace leisure officially. For instance, employees can chat, dream, solve puzzles, memorize their roles for 
an amateur game, and spend time with mobile phones. These are some examples of leisure behaviors in the 
workplace. These activities can be chosen with the aim of getting away from work stress, relaxation, or 
renewal. Besides, according to the leisure paradigm conceived by Neulinger (1981, 1984), workplace leisure 
can be positioned as a transition element in the process of achieving work-related perceived barriers to 
perceived freedom. 

Although employees spend a third of their time at work during the day, they do not engage in work during 
all their working time. They need short breaks. The effects of holidays, weekends, and end-of-day activities 
on employee psychological well-being and work performance have significantly been proved. However, the 
effects of workplace leisure during the day were less emphasized (Trougakos & Hideg, 2009; Fritz et al., 
2013). Recent studies showed that workplace leisure has positive effects in reducing the sense of tiredness 
(Trougakos & Hideg, 2009; Zacher et al., 2014; Bennett, 2015) and increase in work efficiency (Trougakos & 
Hideg, 2009; Zacher et al., 2014; Kim et al., 2018). Besides, workplace leisure helps to feel more fit (Zhang, 
2018) and increases work attention (Mijović  et al., 2015). Workplace leisure also reduces job demands (Kim 
et al., 2016) and increases employee engagement (Kühnel et al., 2016).  Studies also showed that workplace 
leisure not only has positive psychological effects also has physical effects such as reducing musculoskeletal 
pain and damages (Galinsky et al., 2007; Van Eerd et al., 2016; Hallbeck et al., 2017; Park et al., 2017).  

The positive effects of workplace leisure continue to exist at out of the workplace.  According to Haworth 
Lewis (2005), these benefits are the development or strengthening of a desirable personality disposition 
(mastery, self-esteem and hardiness), time management competency, and more participation in leisure 
activities (particularly in physically active leisure). Endrejat et al. (2018), mentioned that no study explicitly 
examined the effects of leisure time spent with colleagues on employees’ life satisfaction. This research gap is 
surprising, considering that organizations increasingly encourage employees to socialize during and after 
working hours, for example, through organized sports activities, team evenings, or social hubs. According to 
given information above in the present study, we aimed to analyze both the workplace and out of workplace 
leisure attitudes of the academic staff working in Hatay Mustafa Kemal University.  

2. Method 

2.1. Study Design  

The study was designed as a descriptive quantitative cross-sectional study. According to this method, first, 
data is collected from the sampling to identify the relationships between the patterns and then generalized 
back to the population (Gratton & Jones, 2010). 

2.2. Participants 

229 teaching academic staff working in Hatay Mustafa Kemal University participated in the study. The 
participants were chosen according to random sampling method. The only inclusion criterion was that the 
participant’ s workplace should be located at Tayfur Ata Sökmen Campus. The participants took part in the 
study voluntarily. Besides, the participants were informed about the study and completed all scales within 
10-15 minutes. Informed consent had been obtained from all participants before any assessments were 
carried out. 
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Table 1. The Distribution of the demographic information of the participants 
Variable N % 

Age 20-29 67 29.3 
30-39 99 43.2 
40-49 43 18.8 
50+ 20 8.7 

Marital status Married 130 56.8 
Single 99 43.2 

Academic title Lecturer 51 22.3 
Research Assistant 108 47.2 

Faculty Member 70 30.6 
Seniority 1-4 years 92 40.2 

5-9 years 60 26.2 
10-14 years 35 15.3 
15 & + years 42 18.3 

Administrative duty Yes 46 20.1 
No 183 79.9 

2.2. Data Collection Tools 

In the study, workplace and out of workplace leisure attitudes scales were used. Özçelik initially developed 
the scales in 2017. In his study, Özçelik developed two different scales to measure the workplace and out of 
workplace leisure attitudes. The first scale has four factors and 16 items which evaluate workplace leisure 
activities. Example items include "I read news & newspapers” (activities related to non-business reading), 
and "I play computer games" (internet-based activities). The second scale has for factors and 19 items which 
evaluate out of workplace activities. Example items include "I go to the cinema" (hangout activities), and "I 
go out for lunch with my family" (family-based activities). The items in both scales are anchored with a five 
Likert type scale from 1 (completely disagree) to 5 (completely agree) (Özçelik, 2017). In our study; internal 
consistency coefficients of the scales were .79 for workplace and .84 for out of workplace sub dimensions. 

2.3. Data Analysis 

SPSS 22 package program was used to analyze the data. In the analyze of the data skewness and kurtosis 
values were checked to determine whether the data showed a normal distribution. These values were 
evaluated between -1 and +1 (Büyüköztürk, 2007). As a result of this evaluation, it was seen that the data 
showed normal distribution. As the hypothesis test, one-way ANOVA was used at 95% confidence level, 
and Tukey’ s Hsd test was used as the second degree test. 

3. Results

Table 2. Workplace and out of workplace leisure preferences of the participants
Variable N Mean SD 

W
or

k 
pl

ac
e 

le
is

ur
e 

Activities related to non-
business reading 229 2.95 .99 

Inner rest activities 229 2.28 .76 
Mental activities 229 1.51 .61 

Internet-based activities  229 2.05 .81 

O
ut

 o
f 

w
or

k 
pl

ac
e 

le
is

ur
e Hangout activities 229 2.65 .74 

Society based activities 229 1.67 .71 
Internet-based activities  229 2.78 .81 
Family-based activities 229 2.75 .81 

According to analyze results, the most inlying workplace leisure activity for the participants was "activities 
related to non-business reading," and the most distal activity was mental activities. On the other hand, the 
most inlying out of workplace leisure activity was internet-based activities, and the most distal activity was 
Society based activities". 
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Table 3. Work place leisure preferences of the participants according to age 
Type of Work  Place Leisure 
Activities 

 Age    N  Mean SD   F    p Tukey 

Activities related to non-
business reading 

1 20-29 67 2.73 0.99 

1.711 0.166 
2 30-39 99 3.05 0.99 
3 40-49 43 3.06 1.01 
4 50+ 20 3.06 0.98 

Inner rest activities 

1 20-29 67 2.32 0.81 

0.305 0.822 
2 30-39 99 2.30 0.76 
3 40-49 43 2.25 0.70 
4 50+ 20 2.15 0.75 

Mental activities 
1 20-29 67 1.49 0.61 

2.774 0.042 4 > 3 
2 30-39 99 1.51 0.65 
3 40-49 43 1.40 0.45 
4 50+ 20 1.86 0.68 

Internet-based activities 

1 20-29 67 2.28 0.93 

4.32 0.006 1 > 3 
2 30-39 99 2.08 0.80 
3 40-49 43 1.76 0.50 
4 50+ 20 1.84 0.84 

According to One Way Anova results, there was a significant difference in the internet-based activities factor 
that participants aged between 20-29 scoring higher than the participants aged between 40-49. Besides, there 
was a significant difference in the mental activities factor that the participants aged 50 and older scoring than 
the participants aged 40-49. However, there was not any significant difference in the other factors.  

Table 4. Work place leisure preferences of the participants according to the academic title 
Type of Work  Place 
Leisure Activities 

 Academic title N Mean SD  F   p Tukey 

Activities related to 
non-business reading 

1 Lecturer 51 3.39 0.98 
8.451 0.000 1>22 Research assistant 108 2.72 1.00 

3 Faculty member 70 3.01 0.89 

Inner rest activities 
1 Lecturer 51 2.47 0.85 

1.927 0.148 2 Research assistant 108 2.25 0.76 
3 Faculty member 70 2.21 0.69 

Mental activities 
1 Lecturer 51 1.67 0.62 

3.398 0.035 1>32 Research assistant 108 1.53 0.63 
3 Faculty member 70 1.38 0.56 

Internet-based 
activities 

1 Lecturer 51 2.25 0.89 
4.449 0.013 1>32 Research assistant 108 2.11 0.82 

3 Faculty member 70 1.83 0.70 

According to one way Anova results, there were significant differences on workplace leisure preferences of 
the participants according to the academic title in the activities related to non-business reading factor, 
lecturers scoring higher than the research assistants (p<0.001), in the mental activities factor lecturers, scoring 
higher than the faculty members (p<0.05), and in the internet-based activities factor lecturers scoring higher 
than the faculty members (p<0.05). 
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Table 5. Out of workplace leisure preferences according to the age of the participants 
Out of workplace leisure 
activities   

Age N Mean SD F p Tukey 

Hangout activities  

1 20-29 67 2.74 0.76 
 
2.768 

 

 
0.043 

 

 
1>4 

 

2 30-39 99 2.73 0.75 
3 40-49 43 2.53 0.72 
4 50+ 20 2.28 0.64 

Society based activities  

1 20-29 67 1.62 0.69 
 
0.251 

 

 
0.861 

 

 
 
 

 

2 30-39 99 1.69 0.75 
3 40-49 43 1.72 0.74 
4 50+ 20 1.73 0.60 

Internet-based activities  

1 20-29 67 3.11 0.85 
 
15.146 
 

0.000 
1>3 
1>4 

2 30-39 99 2.86 0.73 
3 40-49 43 2.48 0.59 
4 50+ 20 1.96 0.78 

Family-based activities  

1 20-29 67 2.51 0.87 
 

3.61 
 

 
0.014 

 
2>1 

2 30-39 99 2.89 0.81 
3 40-49 43 2.89 0.72 
4 50+ 20 2.66 0.61 

 

According to one way Anova results, there were significant differences in the out of workplace leisure 
preferences of the participants according to age in the hangout activities, 20-29 aged participants scoring 
higher than the participants aged 50 or more (p<0.05), in the internet-based activities 20-29 aged participants 
scoring higher than the 40-49 aged and 50 or higher aged participants (p<0.001), and in the family-based 
activities 30-39 aged participants scoring higher than the 20-29 aged participants. 

Table 6. Out of workplace leisure preferences according to the academic title of the participants 
Out of workplace 
leisure activities  

  Academic title N Mean SD       F            P Tukey 

Hangout 
activities   

1 Lecturer 51 2.83 0.62 
 

2.205 
 

0.113 
 
 

2 Research assistant 108 2.64 0.78 
3 Faculty member 70 2.55 0.77 

Society based 
activities 

1 Lecturer 51 1.89 0.82  
3.304 

 

 
0.039 

 

 
1>3 

 
2 Research assistant 108 1.58 0.69 
3 Faculty member 70 1.66 0.65 

Internet-based 
activities  

1 Lecturer 51 2.69 0.82 
 

9.090 
 

0.000 

 
2>1 
2>3 

2 Research assistant 108 3.01 0.79 
3 Faculty member 70 2.51 0.75 

Family-based 
activities  

1 Lecturer 51 3.18 0.83 
10.362 0.000 

1>2 
1>3 2 Research assistant 108 2.57 0.82 

3 Faculty member 70 2.74 0.68 

According to one way Anova results, there were significant differences in the out of workplace leisure 
preferences of the participants according to their academic title in the society based activities lecturers 
scoring higher than the faculty members (p<0.05), in the internet-based activities research assistants, scoring 
higher than both the lecturers and the faculty members (p<0.001), and in the family-based activities lecturers 
scoring higher than both research assistants and the faculty members (p<0.001). 
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4. Discussion  

This study aimed to analyze the workplace and out of workplace leisure attitudes of the academic staff. 
According to analyzed results, it was found that the participants preferred the most activities related to 
nonbusiness reading as a workplace leisure activity and mental activities the less. On the other hand, they 
chose the most internet-based activities as out of workplace leisure activities and society based activities the 
less. A recent study showed that the main of the activities that the academics 'frequently' do as a leisure 
activity was reading books, newspapers, magazines with a rate of 45.7 % (Tel, 2014). Besides, in a more 
recent study Başarangil (2018) reported that 106 (44,9%) out of 236 academic staff chose reading books, 
newspapers, and journals as a leisure activity. Although the mentioned studies did not classify the leisure 
preferences of the academic staff as the workplace and out of workplace leisure, it can be said that they are 
compatible with the findings of the current study. 

According to analyzed results, the workplace leisure attitudes of the participants showed significant 
differences according to age and academic title. We understand from the analyzed results that 20-29 aged 
academic staff chose internet-based activities more than 40-49 aged participants and 50 and older aged 
participants chose mental activities more than 40-49 aged participants. Lecturers chose activities related to 
non-business reading more than the research assistants, and internet-based & mental activities more than 
faculty members. There may be several reasons for these results. Participants with the age range 20-29 can be 
more familiar with the Internet. Furthermore, the lecturers may want to relax their minds because of 
excessive course load (Oruç et al., 2010). Besides, the participants may perceive more freedom or flow from a 
different type of activities. Prior studies showed that participating in workplace leisure activities helps to 
experience higher levels of positive emotions; such as increased well-being, decreased burnout, better job 
attitudes, higher job performance, focus on the job and lower levels of negative emotions (Westman & Eden, 
1997; Sonnentag, 2003; Trougakos et al., 2008; Yang et al., 2010; Mokoya and Gitari, 2012; Aykan ve Özçelik, 
2020).  

Analyzed results also showed that out of workplace leisure attitudes of the academic staff showed 
significant differences according to age and academic title. We understand from the analyzed results that the 
academic staff age between 20-29 chose to hang out activities more than 50 and more aged participants. 
Besides, they also chose internet-based activities more than 40-49 aged participants. On the other hand, 30-39 
aged participants chose family-based activities more than 20-29 aged academic staff. According to analyzed 
results, it was also found that lecturers chose family-based and community-based activities. However, 
research assistants chose internet-based activities. When we examine the literature, we can see that out of 
workplace leisure participation changes with age, as people getting old, their choices of leisure activities 
become noticeably different (Mota & Esculcas, 2002).  

4. Conclusion  

The present research showed that both the workplace and out of workplace leisure attitudes of the academic 
staff showed differences according to age and academic title. Different types of leisure preferences can be 
explained with an individual's willingness to potential leisure participation (Mannell & Kleiber, 1997). 
Furthermore, according to Walker and Wang (2008), leisure attitude reflects the intrinsic motivation of 
individuals and can predict actual engagement in leisure activities. In conclusion, we can say that different 
intrinsic motivations play a role in the workplace and out of workplace leisure participation of the academic 
staff. Therefore, internalization of the work place and out of work place leisure attitudes of the academic 
staff may help them to overcome work stress empower their willingness. Besides, due to the limited number 
of studies in the literature, it is important to carry out future studies on the subject to have a better 
understanding of the phenomenon. 
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