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Abstract 

Objective: To examine the role of employee, supervisor, and organizational support in the 
prediction of employee participation in wellness programs. Methods: Data were collected at 
two time points (T1 and T2) from 194 Australian employees. Results: Hierarchical binary 
logistic regressions revealed that higher levels of employee and supervisor support for 
wellness at T1 each predicted T2 participation, and high supervisor support was more 
effective when organizational support was high and did not compensate for when 
organizational support was low. Employees with higher perceptions of T1 poor general health 
had a lower likelihood of T2 participation, and higher levels of T1 supervisor support was a 
further deterrent to participation. Conclusions: Different sources of support for wellness 
predict employee attendance in wellness programs and it is important to ensure that 
supervisor and organizational support are aligned. 



Keywords: workplace wellness programs, supervisor support, organizational support, 
employee health, evaluations 

Clinical Significance 

High employee and supervisor support for wellness each predicted participation, and high 
supervisor support was more effective when organizational support was high and did not 
compensate for when organizational support was low. It is important to ensure that supervisor 
and organizational support are aligned in order to encourage employee participation. 

 

 

With the rise in organizations making wellness programs available to their workforce, the 
issue of employee participation in such initiatives has gained attention in the literature. From 
a search in the databases Scopus, Web of Science, and EBSCOhost using the search terms 
‘wellness program’ AND ‘participation’ in title, abstract or keywords, a total of 291 articles 
were identified from 1980-2020, after removing duplicates across the three searches. The 
trend of publication on this topic, albeit with some fluctuations, shows an increase over time, 
as depicted in Figure 1. One topic of investigation has been the factors that predict employee 
participation in wellness programs and, in reviewing this literature, three broad themes 
emerge that reflect either the employee (e.g., demographic and sociodemographic 
characteristics; prior health status; job attitudes such as job satisfaction), the organization 
(e.g., leader and supervisor support for wellness), or the inherent nature of the wellness 
program (e.g., intrinsic and extrinsic rewards offered; required time commitment; costs and 
benefits) and its design features (e.g., location; convenience; comprehensiveness; program 
length; learning methods and modalities). 

 In the present research, our first aim is to focus on two of the aforementioned sets of 
predictors: employees’ prior health status and their own support for health, as well as support 
for wellness from their immediate supervisor and the broader organization. Of particular 
interest is the revelation that healthier workers tend to participate more in wellness 
programs.1,2 Further, Kilpatrick, Blizzard, Sanderson, Teale, and Venn3,4 demonstrated that 
health barriers prevent employees from participating in wellness programs. Such findings are 
in spite of the intuitive view that employees with more to gain (i.e., in poorer health) would 
be more inclined to avail themselves of such opportunities. Such a phenomenon could be due 
to perceived social costs (i.e., stigmatization and other threats to self-esteem) that such 
individuals might anticipate, preventing them from seeking help for their health in a work 
context (see Drach-Zahavy5). Thus, in the absence of such internal resources, we argue that 
employee perceptions of external resources, in the form of line manager or supervisor support 
for wellness,6-8 and broader organizational support for wellness,6,8,9 are needed in order to 
encourage individuals with poorer health to participate in their organization’s wellness 
program offerings. 
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 Our second aim is motivated by the observation that the predictors of employees’ 
post-participation reactions to and appraisals of wellness programs have received scant 
attention. Indeed, the human resource management (HRM) literature has a long tradition of 
evaluating its programs (e.g., training and development) according to a range of different 
evaluation frameworks, such as the models by Kirkpatrick,10 Kraiger, Ford, and Salas,11 and 
Holton, Bates, Noe, and Ruona.12 Such frameworks make a distinction between initial 
affective reactions (or satisfaction), knowledge acquisition and learning, and subsequent 
behavior change (or transfer of learning), and measure both training evaluations and training 
effectiveness. Favorable evaluations are important for the likelihood of future participation 
and the spreading of positive recommendations to colleagues about the organization’s 
wellness program, as well as better adherence to health goals and achievement of health 
outcomes. We located just one paper that focused on antecedents (and also consequences) 
associated with participants’ satisfaction with a comprehensive wellness program.13 Positive 
antecedents included being female and older, working in certain industries, being in the 
program for longer, and higher incentive amounts. Coaching modalities (i.e., telephone 
coaching) also affected satisfaction. Importantly, satisfaction was associated with sustained 
program participation and achievement of health goals. 

 Yet, apart from these program features, there is a lack of knowledge concerning the 
factors associated with favorable wellness program evaluations in relation to employee, 
supervisor, and organizational support for wellness. For example, in the broader HRM 
literature, employee characteristics, such as pre-training motivation and confidence, have 
been investigated as predictors of training reactions, learning, behaviors, and long-term 
organizational benefits14 and supervisor support for training has been shown to predict better 
employee post-training motivation to learn and motivation to transfer learning.15 

 Moreover, the influence of an employee’s health status on their responses and 
reactions to wellness programs has received limited research attention. In non-training 
contexts, Holman and Wall16 showed that psychological strain has the potential to inhibit 
learning outcomes, such as skill-related confidence and utilization. Taris and Feij17 also 
demonstrated that poor psychological health, as measured with the General Health 
Questionnaire (GHQ), predicted less willingness to adopt new behavioral patterns in a sample 
of newcomer employees. As reviewed by Holman and Wall,16 anxiety is thought to interfere 
with information processing and experimentation with new ideas, whereas depression is 
associated with low confidence and motivation, as well as the avoidance of challenges. 

 Many of the studies investigating wellness programs tend to focus on distinct 
offerings, structured programs and activities with a firm start-and-end date that facilitate pre- 
and post-evaluation of subsequent employee health outcomes.9 In practice, however, it is 
common for organizations to provide ongoing wellness programs that include a suite of 
service offerings from which employees can pick and choose on an as-needs basis. This 
longer-term approach is designed to create a culture of health and wellness beyond explicit 
monitoring and evaluation of employee short-term health outcomes. It is acknowledged that 
there are studies that examine long-term wellness programs. For example, Äikäs and 
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colleagues18 investigated an 8-year program, made up of 76 services, seven annual events, 
and three health risk assessments, and the above-mentioned wellness program evaluated by 
Ovbiosa-Akinbosoye and Long13 spanned four years. There also are studies that examine the 
‘comprehensiveness’ of wellness programs as a feature that predicts participation and 
effectiveness (e.g., Batorsky, Van Stolk, & Liu;19 Kilpatrick et al.;3,4 see also Parks & 
Steelman,20 for a meta-analysis). However, such studies still focus on defined activities, 
whereas for our purposes, we focus on employees’ utilization of wellness programs, 
irrespective of the content, purpose, and comprehensiveness of the wellness activities on 
offer. 

 The two main aims of the present research can be summarized according to the 
following seven sets of hypotheses (see Table 1). First, to examine the extent to which 
employee, supervisor, and organizational support for wellness (assessed at T1) are conducive 
to participation in wellness programs three months later, as assessed at T2 (Hypotheses 1a, b, 
c). Second, to examine the extent to which these three T1 support for wellness variables 
lessen the anticipated negative association between T1 poor health status and T2 participation 
(Hypotheses 2a, b, c). Third, to examine the 2-way interactive (Hypothesis 3a, b, c) and 3-
way interactive (Hypothesis 3d) effects of T1 employee, supervisor, and organizational 
support for wellness in predicting the odds of T2 participation. Fourth, to examine the extent 
to which T1 employee, supervisor, and organizational support for wellness promote positive 
evaluations at T2 for employees who utilized the wellness program offerings available to 
them in the last three months (Hypotheses 4a, b, c), as well as, fifth, the associated 2-way 
(Hypotheses 5a, b, c) and 3-way (Hypothesis 5d) interactive effects. Sixth and seventh, T1 
poor health status (Hypotheses 6a, b, c) and T2 poor health status (Hypotheses 7a, b, c) were 
investigated for their potential to foster negative evaluations at T2. 

METHODS 

Sampling Procedure 

 A sample of Australian employees were recruited through Qualtrics. To be eligible, 
participants had to be (1) employed (either full-time or part-time) on a permanent or 
temporary basis and (2) have an ongoing wellness program available in their organization. T1 
responses were collected in August 2019. T2 responses were collected three months later 
(using an anonymous identification code for matching purposes). Respondents received an 
incentive that was at least the Australian minimum wage requirement. The University Human 
Research Ethics Committee of Queensland University of Technology approved the research 
(no: 1900000521). 

 At T1, 528 responses were received, and 247 responses were received at T2. Data 
cleaning procedures revealed six cases with inconsistent demographic information across T1 
and T2. In addition, there were four cases who, at T1, indicated they were unsure if they had 
attended any wellness activities. These 10 cases were omitted, leaving 518 at T1 and 237 at 
T2 (see Table 2). 
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 The demographic profile for the 237 employees who provided data at both time points 
was compared to the 281 T1 cases who dropped out at T2. Chi-square tests revealed that 
women were less likely than men to complete T2, χ2 = 3.829, df = 1, p = .050. The chi-square 
test revealed no significant differences between full-time and part-time employees, χ2 = .295, 
df = 1, p = .587, permanent and temporary employment status, χ2 = .039, df = 1, p = .844, or 
supervisor responsibilities, χ2 = .967, df = 1, p = .325, on attrition. Independent sample t-tests 
revealed that neither age, t(452) = -0.769, p = .442, nor tenure, t(513) = -0.505, p = .613, 
were significant on attrition. 

Sample Size and Characteristics 

 A further 43 cases were removed from the matched T1-T2 sample because they 
indicated there had been no wellness program offerings in their organization in the last three 
months. Thus, the final useable sample consisted of 194 matched T1-T2 responses (see Table 
2), and had the following profile based on demographic data as reported at T1: 115 (59.3%) 
identified as women and 79 (40.7%) identified as men; average age was 46.05 years (SD = 
12.67), ranging from 21 to 75 years; 138 were employed on a full-time basis (71.1%) and 56 
on a part-time basis (28.9%); 173 were employed on a permanent basis (89.2%) and 21 on a 
temporary basis (10.8%). On average, participants had worked 10.20 years in their 
organization (SD = 8.53), with tenure ranging from 0.80 to 42.75 years. Ninety-four (48.5%) 
respondents had supervisor responsibilities, while 98 (50.5%) did not. Employees represented 
the full range of industries as classified by The Australian and New Zealand Standard 
Classification of Occupations (ANZSCO) system (see Table 2). Also shown in Table 2 is the 
descriptive information for the subsample that participated in a wellness program in the last 
three months. 

Wellness Program Features and Participation 

 From a list of eight content areas (+ other), respondents indicated the types of 
initiatives offered in their organization’s wellness program (and how many). Based on T2 
responses, the most common wellness program feature was mental health and well-being 
(25.6%). The questionnaire provided respondents with a definition of mental health activities 
that included formal stress management programs; access to employee assistance programs 
and counseling services; and seminars, classes, workshops, and training on a range of topics, 
including: common mental health disorders; time management; interpersonal conflict; 
organizational change; parenting and maintaining positive family relationships; work-life 
balance; resilience; mindfulness; and relaxation. The remaining content features, in order of 
occurrence across the sample, were physical health (23.3%), health assessments (17.5%), 
nutrition (11.3%), sleep and fatigue (8.3%), financial well-being (8.3%), alcohol management 
(6.7%), smoking cessation (6.2%), and other (2.6%). Moreover, in relation to the 
comprehensiveness or breadth of offerings, 25.3% indicated their wellness programs 
comprised just a single feature, of which the most common initiative was mental health and 
well-being (38.8%). 
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 Wellness program participation was measured at T2 by asking: “Did you participate 
in any aspect of your organization’s health and wellness program in the last three months?” 
with options being ‘yes’, ‘no’, and ‘not offered in the last three months’. The wellness 
program participation variable was dichotomized, such that 99 (51%) had not participated 
(coded as 0) and 95 (49%) had participated (coded as 1). 

Measures 

Control variables 

 Past participation was measured at T1 with a single item asking respondents if they 
had ever made use of the wellness program offerings in their organization. Response options 
were ‘yes’, ‘no’, and ‘not sure’. Again, this variable was dichotomized, such that 76 (39.2%) 
had not participated or were unsure and 116 (59.8%) had participated (coded as 1), and 1% 
missing. 

 Time pressure was measured at T1 with three items from Cousins et al.21 asking about 
unachievable deadlines, unrealistic time pressures, and needing to neglect some tasks due to 
having too much to do. Response options ranged from 1 (never) to 7 (always). 

Support for wellness variables 

 All three support for wellness variables were measured at T1 on a 7-point rating scale, 
ranging from 1 (disagree) to 7 (agree). Employee support for wellness was measured with 
four items asking about their commitment to personal health (e.g., It is important to me to 
reduce workplace risks to my own health). Items were adapted from the individual health-
oriented readiness for change scale developed by Mueller, Jenny, and Bauer22 and the health 
self-care scale developed by Franke, Felfe, and Pundt.23 Supervisor support for wellness 
(e.g., My immediate supervisor encourages participation in organizational activities that 
promote employee health and well-being) and organizational support for wellness (e.g., 
Senior management is committed to employee health and well-being) were each measured 
with 13 items taken from a range of existing health leadership scales (e.g., Zweber, Henning, 
& Magley24). 

Employee poor health status 

 Poor general health was measured at T1 and T2 using a single item from the 
perceived physical and mental health items from Moriarty, Zack, and Kobau,25 which asked: 
“would you say that in general your health is”, as rated from 1 (poor) to 5 (excellent). This 
item was reverse-coded such that higher scores indicated poorer self-rated general health. 
Previous studies have found that perceived health is a strong indicator of current and future 
health.26,27 

 Psychological strain was measured at T1 and T2 using the 12-item version of the 
GHQ.28 An example item was: “felt you couldn’t overcome your difficulties?” Items were 
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rated from 1 (never) to 7 (always). The scale consists of both negatively and positively 
worded items designed to detect mental health problems, including anxiety/depression, loss 
of confidence, and social dysfunction of a non-clinical nature. Six items were reverse-coded 
so that higher scores reflected higher psychological strain. 

 Job burnout was measured at T1 and T2 using the item “I feel burned out from my 
work” that was rated on a scale ranging from 1 (never or almost never) to 7 (always or almost 
always). West, Dyrbye, Sloan, and Shanafelt29 found that this single item provided a good 
estimation of job burnout. 

T2 Wellness program evaluations and outcomes 

 For the 95 employees who had participated in a wellness program offering in the last 
three months, the T2 survey directed them to a set of evaluation questions that were informed 
by the various wellness program benefits identified by Nöhammer, Schusterschitz, and 
Stummer.30 All items were rated on a scale ranging from 1 (disagree) to 4 (agree completely). 

 Wellness program satisfaction was measured with 10 items that were subjected to an 
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) using principal axis factoring and oblique (Oblimin) 
rotation to evaluate its multidimensional nature (n = 89). The items were highly inter-
correlated, but also had some unique contributions (KMO = .805). Furthermore, Bartlett’s 
Test of Sphericity indicated the correlations between items was adequate, χ²(45) = 441.180, p 
< .001. Although the scree plot displayed three possible factors, the core factors were 
identified according to eigenvalues. Two factors emerged with an eigenvalue over one 
(Factor 1 = 5.038; Factor 2 = 1.206), explaining 62.4% of the total variance. One item was 
removed as it failed to load >.4 on either factor. Five items incorporating cognitive 
satisfaction (e.g., informative, worthwhile) loaded on the first factor (mean factor loading = 
.709), while four items reflecting affective satisfaction (e.g., enjoyable, fun) loaded on the 
second factor (mean factor loading = .718). 

 Wellness learning was measured with seven items asking respondents to indicate the 
extent to which their awareness, understanding, strategies, skills, motivation, attitude, and 
confidence in regard to their health and well-being had improved because of attending the 
wellness program. EFA results (n = 93) using principal axis factoring and oblique (Oblimin) 
rotation revealed the items were highly inter-correlated, while having some unique 
contributions (KMO = .861). Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity indicated the correlations between 
items was adequate, χ²(21) = 267.342, p < .001. Although the scree plot displayed two 
possible factors, only one factor (mean factor loading = .698) emerged with an eigenvalue 
over one (Factor 1 = 3.941), explaining 56.30% of the total variance. 

 Wellness behavior change was assessed by asking “What are you doing differently, 
since participating in your organization’s health and wellness program?” and the three items 
included: paying more attention to my health and well-being; making better decisions about 
my health and well-being; using strategies to manage my health and well-being. 
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 Wellness benefits was measured using 10 items asking respondents to indicate the 
health and well-being benefits they have noticed from the changes made, since participating 
in their organization’s health and wellness program. Items reflected feeling more motivated 
and productive at work; greater sense of control; better at coping and relaxing; better work-
life balance; better energy levels. EFA results (n = 94) using principal axis factoring and 
oblique (Oblimin) rotation revealed the items were highly inter-correlated, while having 
some unique contributions (KMO = .916). Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity indicated the 
correlations between items was adequate, χ²(45) = 676.258, p < .001. Only one factor (mean 
factor loading = .779) emerged from the scree plot and with an eigenvalue over one (Factor 1 
= 6.466), explaining 64.66% of the total variance, confirming the scale’s unidimensional 
nature. 

 Relationship improvements was measured with three items asking employees to 
indicate the relational benefits with their supervisors, colleagues, and family/friends from the 
changes made since participating in their organization’s health and wellness. 

Statistical Methods 

 Table 3 displays descriptive data (means, standard deviations, alphas) and inter-
correlations among the focal variables for the matched T1-T2 sample and Table 4 displays 
descriptive data (means and standard deviations) and inter-correlations for the subsample that 
participated in a wellness program in the last three months, with the addition of the T2 
wellness program evaluation variables. Listwise deletion was used for missing data for the 
correlations and regressions described in the following sections. 

 Aim 1—predicting T2 wellness program participation—required two sets of 
hierarchical binary logistic regressions. The positive main effects of the three T1 support for 
wellness variables (Hypotheses 1a, b, c), the negative main effects of the three T1 poor health 
status variables, and the 2-way interaction between T1 poor health status and T1 support for 
wellness (Hypotheses 2a, b, c) were tested in a series of nine regressions (see Table 5). This 
approach was taken so as to test the unique effect of each predictor without undue influence 
from the other predictors. The 2-way interactive (Hypotheses 3a, b, c) and 3-way interactive 
(Hypothesis 3d) effects of T1 employee, supervisor, and organizational wellness support on 
T2 participation was assessed in a single regression (table not depicted). 

 Aim 2—predicting T2 wellness program evaluations—required three different sets of 
hierarchical multiple regressions. The positive relationships of T1 employee, supervisor, and 
organizational wellness support on T2 evaluations were tested in 18 regressions (Hypotheses 
4a, b, c), one for each support for wellness variable across the six T2 evaluations (see Table 
6). The 2-way interactions (Hypotheses 5a, b, c) and 3-way interaction (Hypothesis 5d) 
among T1 employee, supervisor, and organizational wellness support were tested in a single 
regression, repeated for each evaluation (table not depicted). The negative relationships of 
poor general health, psychological strain, and job burnout at T1 (Hypotheses 6a b, c) and T2 
(Hypotheses 7a, b, c) on T2 evaluations were tested in a single regression, again one for each 
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evaluation (see Table 7). 

 For all analyses, past utilization of wellness programs (T1 past participation) was 
controlled for at Step 1, because of the premise that past behavior predicts future behavior, 
with past health-related behavior shown to be correlated with future health-related behavior.31 
In addition, employees’ time pressure was treated as a covariate (also entered at Step 1) 
because this job demand has been shown to promote participation, presumably because such 
employees have the most to gain (see Drach-Zahavy5), but also because it has been shown to 
act as a logistical barrier to participation.3,4,32-34 All controls and predictors were centered in 
order to account for correlations among the predictors, and significant interactions were 
probed using simple slopes 1 SD above and below the mean. 

RESULTS 

 As shown in Table 5, results indicated employee support and supervisor support for 
wellness each had a significant positive main effect on the odds of employees taking part in 
their organization’s wellness program in the next three months (Hypothesis 1a, b), over and 
above the significant positive main effects of T1 past participation and T1 time pressure, and 
regardless of which T1 poor health status variable was in the equation. Organizational 
support for wellness was not significant (Hypothesis 1c). There was evidence to suggest that 
T1 poor general health exerted a significant negative main effect on the likelihood of T2 
participation, regardless of which support for wellness variable was in the equation, whereas 
T1 psychological strain and T1 job burnout were not predictive of T2 participation 

 As shown in Table 5, there was no evidence to suggest that employee support 
(Hypothesis 2a) and organizational support (Hypothesis 2c) for wellness interacted with T1 
poor health status in the prediction of T2 program participation. Just one significant 2-way 
interaction involving supervisor support met the p < .05 threshold: T1 poor general health x 
T1 supervisor support for wellness showed a significant odds ratio, B = -.25, SE = .11, OR = 
0.78, CI = 0.63, 0.96, z = 5.65, p < .05 (see Figure 2). Inconsistent with the nature of the 
prediction specified in Hypothesis 2b, however, the negative relationship between poor 
general health and participation was strengthened (rather than weakened) at high supervisor 
support for wellness, b = -.74, se = .27, OR = 1.44, p < .01, and was not significant at low 
supervisor support for wellness, b = .07, se = .27, OR = -1.77, p = .80. Thus, although high 
supervisor support for wellness was important for encouraging participation for employees 
with low poor general health, it was detrimental for employees with high poor general health. 

 There was a significant 2-way interaction of supervisor support x organizational 
support on the likelihood of T2 participation, B = .23, SE = .09, OR = 1.26, CI = 1.05, 1.52, z 
= 6.09, p < .05. As shown in Figure 3, consistent with Hypothesis 3c, the positive main effect 
of supervisor support for wellness on participation was significant at high organizational 
support for wellness, b = .86, se = .23, OR = 2.37, p < .001, and not significant at low 
organizational support for wellness, b = .17, se = .19, OR = 1.19, p = .36. The 3-way 
interaction among all three types of support for wellness was not associated with the 
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likelihood of T2 participation (Hypothesis 3d). 

 The relationships between T1 employee, supervisor, and organizational wellness 
support and employees’ post-participation evaluations are shown in Table 6 (Hypotheses 4a, 
b, c). Entry of the covariate variables at Step 1 indicated T1 past participation in a wellness 
program was not associated with any of the T2 evaluations. T1 time pressure had a 
significant negative association with T2 cognitive satisfaction and T2 affective satisfaction 
but did not predict the remaining T2 evaluations. T1 employee support for wellness, entered 
at Step 2, had significant positive associations with all T2 evaluations (Hypothesis 4a). T1 
supervisor support for wellness, entered at Step 2, had a significant positive association with 
wellness behavior change, wellness benefits, and relationship improvements, but not 
cognitive and affective satisfaction, or wellness learning (Hypothesis 4b). T1 organizational 
support for wellness, entered at Step 2, had significant positive associations with all of the T2 
evaluations (Hypothesis 4c). 

 The 2-way interactions (Hypotheses 5a, b, c) and 3-way interaction (Hypothesis 5d) 
among T1 employee, supervisor, and organizational wellness support were tested in six 
regressions, one for each T2 evaluation. After controlling for the effects of the two covariates 
(Step 1) and the three supports for wellness (Step 2), Step 3 accounted for a significant 
amount of variance in T2 wellness learning, R2Ch. = .08, FCh.(3, 84) = 2.91, p < .05, 
revealing that the supervisor support x organizational support interaction was significant, B = 
.05, SE = .02, CI = 0.01, 0.09, p < .05. The positive main effect of supervisor support for 
wellness on participants’ wellness learning was less marked when organizational support was 
low, b = -.10, t(87) = -2.07, p < .05, and non-significant when organizational support was 
high, b = .04, t(87) = 0.71, p = .479 (see Figure 4). It is noteworthy that wellness learning was 
lowest when there was a mismatch between high supervisor and low organizational support. 

 Step 4 revealed that the T1 employee support x supervisor support x organizational 
support interaction (Hypothesis 5d) was significant on T2 wellness behavior change, B = -
.05, SE = .03, CI = -0.10, -0.00, p < .05, and accounted for a significant increment of 
variance, R2Ch. = .04, FCh.(1, 83) = 4.42, p < .05. The positive main effect of employee 
support on wellness behavior change was significant at high supervisor support, low 
organizational support, b = .60, t(85) = 2.43, p < .05, and at low supervisor support, low 
organizational support, b = .19, t(85) = 2.06, p < .05. In contrast, the negative relationship 
between employee support on wellness behavior change was not significant at high 
supervisor support, high organizational support, b = -.24, t(85) = -1.60, p = .113, or at low 
supervisor support, high organizational support, b = -.10, t(85) = -0.39, p = .697, and these 
two slopes were not statistically different from each other.35 The high supervisor support x 
high organizational support slope was statistically different from both the high supervisor 
support x low organizational support, t = -2.81, p < .01, CI = -1.42, -.25, and the low 
supervisor support x low organizational support, t = -2.35, p < .05, CI = -0.77, -0.07, slopes. 

 As shown in Step 2 of Table 7, T1 poor general health, psychological strain, and job 
burnout had no significant associations with the T2 evaluations (Hypotheses 6a, b, c). As 
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shown in Step 3 of Table 7, T2 psychological strain had a weak negative relationship with T2 
cognitive satisfaction, B = -.14, SE = .08, CI = -0.29, 0.02, p < .10, and significant negative 
associations with T2 wellness learning, B = -.29, SE = .08, CI = -0.45, -0.14, p < .001, and 
T2 wellness behavior change, B = -.25, SE = .11, CI = -0.46, -0.04  p < .05, supporting 
Hypothesis 7b. There was no support for T2 poor general health (Hypothesis 7a) and T2 job 
burnout (Hypothesis 7c). 

DISCUSSION 

Predicting Wellness Program Participation 

 Employees’ support for wellness emerged as a predictor of their future participation 
in wellness programs and is in keeping with studies showing those who are motivated or high 
in readiness for change have greater participation rates.1 Supervisor support for wellness 
predicted employee participation, which is line with studies that have shown that having a 
supervisor against workplace health promotion is a barrier to participation,33 and also is in 
line with supervisor support studies conducted in the broader context of employee 
development and training.36 The bivariate correlation between organizational support and 
participation was the weakest of the three support for wellness variables and did not reveal a 
consistent pattern of results when the covariates (past participation and time pressure) and 
prior health status were in the equation. 

 The negative role of an employee’s prior poor general health on their odds of future 
participation was consistent with past studies demonstrating that healthier individuals tend to 
have greater participation rates.1,3,2,4 Future participation also was found to be influenced by 
the joint relationship between prior poor general health and supervisor support for wellness. 
As would be expected, low poor general health combined with high supervisor support for 
wellness was the most conducive to participation. However, for employees with high poor 
general health, having a supervisor supportive of wellness was detrimental to their 
participation. This finding is in line with the reverse-buffering effect often seen for supervisor 
support. Indeed, other supervisor support studies focusing on employees with health issues, 
such as musculoskeletal pain, also show that supportive supervisors inadvertently exacerbate 
employees’ behavioral stress reactions (see Jimmieson & Thorpe37). In this respect, 
employees in poor general health might find a supportive supervisor an unwanted form of 
support, perhaps because it represents a threat to their sense of self (see Semmer, 
Jacobshagen, Meier, & Elfering38), and therefore resist wellness program attendance. 

 Our results also speak to those reported by Drach-Zahavy5 who found that perceived 
social cost measure (e.g., participating in wellness programs makes you feel inadequate and 
incompetent) moderated the relationship between the existence of workplace health 
initiatives and nurses’ physical, mental, and general well-being, such that their positive 
effects were evident only when such costs were perceived as low. An alternative suggestion 
worth future investigation might be that a supportive supervisor is in fact an effective ‘health 
substitute’ for employees who perceive their general health to be poor. It also might be that 
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the type of support (e.g., instrumental or emotional) shows differential effects that cannot be 
determined by our global measure of supervisor support for wellness and future research 
should use measures that make such a distinction. 

 The joint role of supervisor support and organizational support on participation 
revealed that, as to be expected, participation rates were highest when supervisor support for 
wellness and organizational support for wellness both were high. In contrast, the positive 
main effect of supervisor support was not significant when organizational support was low, 
suggesting no amount of supervisor support for wellness compensates for the absence of 
organizational support. This pattern of results is consistent with research showing the 
importance of broad organizational support in encouraging participation in wellness 
programs,6,8,9 but our findings add further insight by demonstrating that supervisor support 
alone is ineffectual when organizational support is lacking. Given that there is potential for 
this type of ‘mismatched’ work environment in terms of wellness support to be quite a 
common experience for employees, ensuring that supervisors’ efforts to encourage employee 
attendance at wellness programs are backed-up and reinforced by the organization is an 
important practical recommendation. 

 A recent experimental vignette conducted by Shi and Gordon39 showed that 
incongruence, or ‘an imperfection situation’, between supervisor support and organizational 
support resulted in the worse outcomes for psychological contract breach and lower work 
engagement, which is in keeping with our observation that participation was lowest for the 
low supervisor support-high organizational support combination (even compared to low-
low). Shi and Gordon39 also showed that not receiving supervisor support was more 
detrimental than not receiving organizational support, which is consistent with our finding 
that this mismatched combination also was lower than the high supervisor support-low 
organizational support combination. Thus, employees are the most disengaged when they 
know that organizational support exists, but their own immediate supervisor does not 
demonstrate the same level of support. 

 The findings for the two control variables in predicting participation are noteworthy. 
As expected, employees who reported having previously used the wellness program reported 
having used it again, three months later. Thus, organizations should encourage employees to 
attend because it encourages a future pattern of behavior. It is acknowledged that our measure 
of past participation did not include a timeframe, but asked if participants had ever attended a 
wellness program, so it is difficult to determine if such a ‘wellness habit’ erodes over time. In 
regard to time pressure, employees who reported high time pressure had higher participation 
rates three months later. The direction of this effect lends support for a positive interpretation, 
such that employees under high time pressure are motivated to make the time to attend to 
wellness activities because of the potential gains (see Drach-Zahavy5), rather than being time 
poor acting as an obstacle.3,4,32,33,34 Indeed, Drach-Zahavy5 found that the positive 
relationship between the existence of workplace wellness initiatives (irrespective of actual 
participation) on psychological and general well-being was more evident when job demands 
were high. Interestingly, the effect was opposite in the prediction of physical health, 
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suggesting that job demands need to be low for employees to realize the physical health 
benefits of having wellness programs on offer. We suggest this finding might be because 
employees need to allocate a greater time commitment in order to partake in physical health 
activities, but future research examining the moderating role of time pressure would need to 
also assess actual participation. 

Predicting Wellness Program Evaluations 

 Results demonstrated that, when employees are committed to caring for and 
improving their health and well-being, they tend to come away with positive evaluations of 
the wellness program and self-reports of learning and behavior change. In the broader HRM 
field, previous studies investigating learning and transfer of learning also have found that 
related concepts to employee support for wellness, such as motivation to learn and needs 
awareness, are associated with how well knowledge, skills, and abilities are gained.15,40 The 
positive main effects of supervisor support for wellness were limited to associations with 
wellness behavior change, wellness benefits, and relationship improvements, suggesting that 
supportive supervisors are less important for emotional and learning evaluations but needed 
for more behavioral changes back in the workplace. Organizational support for wellness was 
important for all six evaluations, consistent with evidence that organizational support plays 
an indirect role in transfer of learning in the training literature.41,42 As a limitation of our 
research, it is noted that other training studies have shown that peer or collegial support is the 
most influential type of support,40,43,44 which was not assessed in our study. 

 The 2-way interaction between supervisor support and organizational support for 
wellness was significant for the wellness learning of attendees. As to be expected, wellness 
learning was highest when both sources of support for wellness were high. However, high 
supervisor support was found to have a negative impact on wellness learning when 
organizational support was low, whereas wellness learning remained high and stable across 
low and high supervisor support when organizational support was high. Thus, organizational 
support appears to override supervisor support and is important regardless of the level of 
supervisor support. This outcome speaks to our earlier finding in relation to participation that 
supervisor support is not sufficient in the absence of organizational support and it seems this 
specific finding also applies to wellness learning for attendees. 

 The 3-way interaction between employee, supervisor, and organizational support for 
wellness was significant on wellness behavior change. Overall, a number of conclusions can 
be made from this interaction. Both high supervisor and organizational support for wellness 
are needed in order to compensate for when employee support for their own wellness is low. 
And furthermore, for such employees, a mismatched combination of having a supportive 
supervisor in an unsupportive organizational environment is detrimental to their wellness 
behavior change. Again, this finding extends the earlier result for conflicting sources of 
supervisor and organizational support on wellness learning. It also is interesting to note that, 
at high employee support for wellness, supervisor and organizational support for wellness 
provided no further additional benefits. 
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 We found no evidence to suggest that prior poor general health predicted post-
attendance evaluations, and T2 poor general health and T2 job burnout were not significant 
predictors of the various evaluation indicators we assessed. T2 psychological strain, however, 
had negative associations with how informative and worthwhile (cognitive evaluations) 
participants found the program; how confident, aware, and skilled (wellness learning) they 
felt; and how much they had improved their health and wellness behaviors (wellness behavior 
change). These results suggest that when employees are under psychological strain, they find 
wellness programs less useful and are less able to absorb learning and apply learned skills 
and knowledge. This conclusion echoes previous findings showing psychological strain 
inhibits learning and skill utilization.16 It also should be noted that a negative cognitive bias 
effect might be in operation. According to cognitive models of depression (e.g., Beck45), 
depressed individuals tend to filter out or dismiss the positive aspects of a situation. It is 
suggested that designers of wellness programs build-in as many opportunities as possible for 
participants to experience positive emotions, given that positive emotions can help ‘undo’ 
negative emotions.46 The results for the concurrent measures as opposed to the earlier T1 
measures reinforces that it is feelings at the time of evaluations that matter. 

Limitations 

 There are a number of methodological limitations that should be noted when 
evaluating the conclusions drawn from the present research. The significant results could be 
due to Type 1 error, in light of the multiple tests undertaken to test the hypotheses. The 
interaction hypotheses, on the whole, received minimal support. The supervisor and 
organizational wellness support measures had a high correlation, despite the fact that each 
scale used different items designed to reflect the different scope and responsibilities of the 
supervisor compared to the organization. All measures were self-report, including the 
evaluations associated with wellness-related learning and behavior change, and did not 
include physical or actual objective medical health outcome measures. Although the time-
ordered research design is a strength, it was limited to a single 3-month follow-up and does 
not permit causal interpretations, nor were we able to assess any lasting effects of wellness 
program evaluations. The fact that our research did not focus on one particular type of 
wellness program can be construed as a strength, but it is not possible to determine if the 
specific type and features of the wellness activities on offer influenced the results. Although 
the diverse sample is a strength, the small sample size suggests caution is warranted when 
generalizing the results. 

Conclusions 

 To summarize, a number of conclusions can be made in regard to what encourages or 
discourages future participation in wellness programs and what predicts participants’ 
evaluations of wellness programs. Past participation predicted future participation and being 
under time pressure also was conducive to participation. Employee and supervisor support for 
wellness each predicted participation, and supervisor support was more effective when 
organizational support was high and did not compensate for when organizational support was 
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low. Employees with lower ratings of their own health were less inclined to attend, and 
findings point towards the importance of needing to be mindful that supervisor support can 
further discourage vulnerable employees from making use of wellness program activities. 

As for wellness program evaluations, attendees under time pressure expressed 
cognitive and affective dissatisfaction, suggesting that organizations need to design wellness 
activities to ensure time-poor employees find it worth their while in terms of immediate 
usefulness and enjoyment. All three sources of support for wellness resulted in various 
positive reactions among attendees. But the high supervisor and low organization 
combination for wellness learning was problematic, as was this mismatched combination for 
wellness behavior change for employees struggling with their own support for wellness. 
Thus, consistent vertical messaging across supervisors and organizations is needed in order 
for employees to achieve their wellness goals after participation in wellness programs. Prior 
poor health status did not influence evaluations but employees high in psychological strain at 
the time of the evaluation were more inclined to view the program in a negative light, 
suggesting that wellness programs need to find the ‘satisfaction factor’ for anxious and 
depressed individuals and to ensure extra measures are in place to assist in their wellness-
related learning and behavior change. 

References 

1. Glasgow RE, McCaul KD, Fisher KJ. Participation in worksite health promotion: a 
critique of the literature and recommendations for future practice. Health Educ Quart. 
1993;20(3):391–408. doi:10.1177/109019819302000309 

2. Toker S, Heaney CA, Ein-Gar D. Why won’t they participate?: barriers to participation 
in worksite health promotion programs. Eur J Work Organ. 2015;24(6):866–881. 
doi:10.1080/1359432X.2014.968131 

3. Kilpatrick M, Blizzard L, Sanderson K, Teale B, Venn A. Factors associated with 
availability of, and employee participation in, comprehensive workplace health 
promotion in a large and diverse Australian public sector setting: a cross-sectional 
survey. J Occup Environ Med. 2015;57(11):1197–1206. 
doi:10.1097/JOM.0000000000000538 

4. Kilpatrick M, Blizzard L, Sanderson K, Teale B, Venn A. Barriers and facilitators to 
participation in workplace health promotion (WHP) activities: results from a cross-
sectional survey of public-sector employees in Tasmania, Australia. Health Promot J 
Aust. 2017;28:225–232. doi:10.1071/HE16052 

5. Drach-Zahavy A. Workplace health friendliness: a cross level model for predicting 
workers’ health. J Occup Health Psych. 2008;13(3):197–213. doi:10.1037/1076–
8998.13.3.197 

6. Grossmeier J, Castle PH, Pitts JS, et al. Workplace well-being factors that predict 
employee participation, health and medical cost impact, and perceived support. Am J 
Health Promot. 2020;34(4):349–358. doi:10.1177/0890117119898613 

7. Hoert J, Herd AM, Hambrick M. The role of leadership support for health promotion in 
employee wellness program participation, perceived job stress, and health behaviors. 

messengm
Sticky Note
None set by messengm

messengm
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by messengm

messengm
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by messengm



Am J Health Promot. 2018;32(4):1054–1061. doi:10.1177/0890117116677798 
8. Lier LM, Breuer C, Dallmeyer S. Organizational-level determinants of participation in 

workplace health promotion programs: a cross-company study. BMC Public Health. 
2019;19:268. doi:10.1186/s12889-019-6578-7 

9. Ott-Holland CJ, Shepherd WJ, Ryan AM. Examining wellness programs over time: 
predicting participation and workplace outcomes. J Occup Health Psych. 
2019;24(1):163–179. doi:10.1037/ocp0000096 

10. Kirkpatrick DL. Techniques for evaluating training programs. Train Dev J. 
1979;33:78–92. 

11. Kraiger K, Ford JK, Salas E. Application of cognitive, skill-based, and affective 
theories of learning outcomes to new methods of training evaluation. J Appl Psychol. 
1993;78(2):311–328. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.78.2.311 

12. Holton EF III, Bates RA, Noe RA, Ruona WEA. Development of a generalized 
learning transfer system inventory. Hum Resour Devt Q. 2000;11(4): 333. 
doi:https://doi.org/10.1002/1532-1096(200024)11:4<333::AID-HRDQ2>3.0.CO;2-P 

13. Ovbiosa-Akinbosoye OE, Long DA. Wellness program satisfaction, sustained coaching 
participation, and achievement of health goals. J Occup Environ Med. 2012;54(5):592–
597. doi:10.1097/JOM.0b013e3182496e74 

14. Alvarez K, Salas E, Garofano CM. An integrated model of training evaluation and 
effectiveness. Hum Resour Dev Rev. 2004;3(4):385–416. 
doi:10.1177/1534484304270820 

15. Park S, Kang H-S, Kim E-J. The role of supervisor support on employees’ training and 
job performance: an empirical study. Eur J Train Dev. 2018;42(1/2):57–74. 
doi:10.1108/EJTD-06-2017-0054 

16. Holman DJ, Wall TD. Work characteristics, learning-related outcomes, and strain: a 
test of competing direct effects, mediated, and moderated models. J Occup Health 
Psych. 2002;7(4):283–301. doi:10.1037/1076-8998.7.4.283 

17. Taris TW, Feij JA. Learning and strain among newcomers: a three-wave study on the 
effects of job demands and job control. J Psychol. 2004;138(6):543–563. 
doi:10.3200/JRLP.138.6.543-563 

18. Äikäs AH, Absetz P, Hirvensalo MH, Pronk NP. What can you achieve in 8 years? A 
case study on participation, effectiveness, and overall impact of a comprehensive 
workplace health promotion program. J Occup Environ Med. 2019;61(12):964–977. 
doi:10.1097/JOM.0000000000001699 

19. Batorsky B, Van Stolk C, Liu H. Is more always better in designing workplace wellness 
programs? A comparison of wellness program components versus outcomes. J Occup 
Environ Med. 2016;58(10):987–993. doi:10.1097/JOM.0000000000000848 

20. Parks KM, Steelman LA. Organizational wellness programs: a meta-analysis. J Occup 
Health Psych. 2008;13(1):58–68. doi:10.1037/1076-8998.13.1.58 

21. Cousins R, Mackay CJ, Clarke SD, Kelly C, Kelly PJ, McCaig RH. ‘Management 
standards’ work-related stress in the UK: practical development. Work Stress. 
2004;18(2):113–136. doi:10.1080/02678370410001734322 

22. Mueller F, Jenny GJ, Bauer, GF. Individual and organizational health-oriented 
readiness for change. Int J of Workplace Health Manag. 2012;5(3):220–236. 

messengm
Sticky Note
None set by messengm

messengm
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by messengm

messengm
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by messengm



doi:10.1108/17538351211268872 
23. Franke F, Felfe J, Pundt A. The impact of health-oriented leadership on follower health: 

development and test of a new instrument measuring health-promoting leadership. 
Zeitschrift für Personalforschung. 2014;28(1-2):139–161. doi:10.1688/ZfP-2014-01-
Franke 

24. Zweber ZM, Henning RA, Magley VJ. A practical scale for multi-faceted 
organizational health climate assessment. J of Occup Health Psych. 2016;21(2):250–
259. doi:10.1037/a0039895 

25. Moriarty DG, Zack MM, Kobau R. The centers for disease control and prevention’s 
healthy days measures – population tracking of perceived physical and mental health 
over time. Health Qual Life Out. 2003;1(1):37. doi:10.1186/1477-7525-1-37 

26. Loprinzi PD. Factors influencing the disconnect between self-perceived health status 
and actual health profile: implications for improving self-awareness of health status. 
Prev Med. 2015;73:37–39. doi:10.1016/j.ypmed.2015.01.002 

27. Wu S, Wang R, Zhao Y, Ma X, Wu M, Yan X, He J. The relationship between self-
rated health and objective health status: a population-based study. BMC Public Health. 
2013;13:320. doi:10.1186/1471-2458-13-320 

28. Goldberg DP, Hillier VF. A scaled version of the General Health Questionnaire. 
Psychol Med. 1979;9(1):139–145. doi:10.1017/S0033291700021644 

29. West C, Dyrbye L, Sloan J, Shanafelt T. Single item measures of emotional exhaustion 
and depersonalization are useful for assessing burnout in medical professionals. J Gen 
Intern Med. 2009;24(12):1318–1321. doi:10.1007/s11606-009-1129-z 

30. Nöhammer E, Schusterschitz C, Stummer H. Employee perceived effects of workplace 
health promotion. Int J Workplace Health Manag. 2013;6(1):38–53. 
doi:10.1108/17538351311312312 

31. McEachan RRC, Conner M, Taylor NJ, Lawton RJ. Prospective prediction of health-
related behaviors with the theory of planned behavior: a meta-analysis. Health Psychol 
Rev. 2011;5(2):97–144. doi:10.1080/17437199.2010.521684 

32. Ballien E, Kiss J, Knous J. An assessment of participation and initiatives in an 
established corporate wellness program. Med Sci Sport Exer. 2016; 48(5):755. 
doi:10.1249/01.mss.0000487266.22488.cb 

33. Nöhammer E, Stummer H, Schusterschitz C. Employee perceived barriers to 
participation in worksite health promotion. J Public Health. 2014;22(1):23–31. 
doi:10.1007/s10389-013-0586-3 

34. Person AL, Colby SE, Bulova JA, Eubanks JW. Barriers to participation in a worksite 
wellness program. Nutr Res Pract. 2010;4(2):149–154. doi:10.4162/nrp.2010.4.2.149 

35. Dawson JF, Richter AW. Probing 3-way interactions in moderated multiple regression: 
development and application of a slope difference test. J Appl Psychol. 
2006;91(4):917–926. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.91.4.917 

36. Kuvaas B, Dysvik A. Exploring alternative relationships between perceived investment 
in employee development, perceived supervisor support, and employee outcomes. Hum 
Resour Manag J. 2010;20(2):138–156. doi:10.1111/j.1748-8583.2009.00120.x 

37. Jimmieson NL, Thorpe L. Employee musculoskeletal complaints and supervisor 

messengm
Sticky Note
None set by messengm

messengm
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by messengm

messengm
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by messengm



support: implications for behavioral stress reactions. J Occup Environ Med. 
2020;62(9):728–737. doi:10.1097/JOM.0000000000001949 

38. Semmer NK, Jacobshagen N, Meier LL, Elfering A. Occupational stress research: the 
“Stress-as-Offense-to-Self” perspective. In: Houdmont J, McIntyre S, eds. 
Occupational Health Psychology: European Perspectives on Research, Education and 
Practice. Castelo da Maia: ISMAI;2007:43–60. 

39. Shi X, Gordon S. Organizational support versus supervisor support: the impact on 
hospitality managers’ psychological contract and work engagement. Int J Hosp Manag. 
2020;87:102374. doi:10.1016/j.ijhm.2019.102374 

40. Blume BD, Ford JK, Baldwin TT, Huang JL. Transfer of training: a meta-analytic 
review. J Manage. 2010;36(4):1065–1105. doi:10.1177/0149206309352880 

41. Islam T, Ahmed I. Mechanism between perceived organizational support and transfer 
of training: explanatory role of self-efficacy and job satisfaction. Manag Res Rev. 
2018;41(3):296–313. doi:10.1108/MRR-02-2017-0052 

42. Zumrah AR, Boyle S. The effects of perceived organizational support and job 
satisfaction on transfer of training. Persl Rev. 2015;44(2):236–254. doi:10.1108/PR-02-
2013-0029 

43. Gunawardena CN, Linder-VanBerschot JA, LaPointe DK, Rao L. Predictors of learner 
satisfaction and transfer of learning in a corporate online education program. Am J 
Distance Educ. 2010;24(4):207–226. doi:10.1080/08923647.2010.522919 

44. Homklin T, Takahashi Y, Techakanont, K. The influence of social and organizational 
support on transfer of training: evidence from Thailand. Int J Train Dev. 
2014;18(2):116–131. doi:10.1111/ijtd.12031 

45. Beck AT. The evolution of the cognitive model of depression and its neurobiological 
correlates. Am J Psychiat. 2008;165(8):969–977. doi:10.1176/appi.ajp.2008.08050721 

46. Fredrickson BL. The role of positive emotions in positive psychology: the broaden-and-
build theory of positive emotions. Am Psychol. 2001;56(3):218–226. doi:10.1037/0003-
066X.56.3.218  

messengm
Sticky Note
None set by messengm

messengm
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by messengm

messengm
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by messengm



Figure Captions 

FIGURE 1. Articles published on wellness program participation, 1980-2020. 

 

 

FIGURE 2. Simple slopes for the interactive relationship between T1 perceived poor general 
heatlh and T1 supervisor support for wellness on T2 participation. 
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FIGURE 3. Simple slopes for the interactive relationship between T1 supervisor support and 
T1 organizational support for wellness on T2 participation. 

 

 

FIGURE 4. Simple slopes for the interactive relationship between T1 supervisor support and 
T1 organizational support for wellness on T2 wellness learning. 
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FIGURE 5. Simple slopes for the interactive relationship between T1 employee, supervisor, 
and organizational support for wellness on T2 wellness behavior change. 
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Table 1. Aims and hypotheses 

 

Predicting Employee Participation in Wellness Program Activities (Aim 1) 

1. T1 employee (Hypothesis 1a), supervisor (Hypothesis 1b), and organizational support 
(Hypothesis 1c) for wellness will have positive main effects on the odds of T2 
participation. 

2. T1 employee (Hypothesis 2a), supervisor (Hypothesis 2b), and organizational support 
(Hypothesis 2c) for wellness will lessen the anticipated negative association between 
T1 poor health status (i.e., poor general health; psychological strain; job burnout) and 
the odds of T2 participation. 

3. T1 employee support x T1 supervisor support will predict T2 participation 
(Hypothesis 3a); T1 employee support x T1 organizational support will predict T2 
participation (Hypothesis 3b); T1 supervisor support x T1 organizational support will 
predict T2 participation (Hypothesis 3c); T1 employee support x T1 supervisor 
support x T1 organizational support will predict T2 participation (Hypothesis 3d). 

Predicting Employee Evaluations of Wellness Program Activities (Aim 2) 

4. T1 employee (Hypothesis 4a), supervisor (Hypothesis 4b), and organizational support 
(Hypothesis 4c) for wellness will have positive main effects on T2 evaluations, as 
indicated via affective and cognitive satisfaction; wellness learning; wellness behavior 
change; wellness benefits; relationship improvements. 

5. T1 employee support x T1 supervisor support will predict T2 evaluations (Hypothesis 
5a); T1 employee support x T1 organizational support will predict T2 evaluations 
(Hypothesis 5b); T1 supervisor support x T1 organizational support will predict T2 
evaluations (Hypothesis 5c); T1 employee support x T1 supervisor support x T1 
organizational support will predict T2 evaluations (Hypothesis 5d). 

6. T1 poor health status in the form of poor general health (Hypothesis 6a), 
psychological strain (Hypothesis 6b), and job burnout (Hypothesis 6c) will have 
negative main effects on T2 evaluations. 

7. T2 poor health status in the form of poor general health (Hypothesis 7a), 
psychological strain (Hypothesis 7b), and job burnout (Hypothesis 7c) will have 
negative main effects on T2 evaluations. 

 

  

messengm
Sticky Note
None set by messengm

messengm
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by messengm

messengm
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by messengm



Table 2. Sample characteristics 

Sample 
demographics 

Time 1 
(T1) 

(n = 518) 

Time 2 (T2)
(n = 237)

No wellness
program 

offered in 
last 3 

months
(n = 43)

 
Final 

matched T1-
T2 sample 

(n = 194) 

Employees 
who 

participated 
in last 3 

months (n 
= 95)

Sex   
Women 60.6% (n 

= 314) 
55.7% (n = 

132)
44.2% (n = 

19)
59.3% (n = 

115) 
54.7% (n = 

52)
Men 38.6% (n 

= 200) 
44.3% (n = 

105)
55.8% (n = 

24)
40.7% (n = 

79) 
45.3% (n = 

43)
Age average 46.2a 46.7a 49.33a 46.1a  45.1a 

Tenure average 10.3a  11.1a 12.1a 10.2a 10.0a

Employment status   
Full-time 69.7% (n 

= 361) 
70.9% (n = 

168)
69.8% (n = 

30)
71.1% (n = 

138) 
78.9% (n = 

75)
Part-time 30.3% (n 

= 157) 
29.1% (n = 

69)
30.2% (n = 

13)
28.9% (n = 

56) 
21.1% (n = 

20)
Employment type   
Permanent  90.2% (n 

= 467) 
89.9% (n = 

213)
93.0% (n = 

40)
89.2% (n = 

173) 
88.4% (n = 

84)
Temporary 9.8% (n = 

51) 
10.1% (n = 

24)
7.0% (n = 3)

10.8% (n = 
21) 

11.6% (n = 
11)

Industry type   
Education and 
Training 

13.1% (n 
= 68) 

11.8% (n = 
28)

9.3% (n = 4)
13.4% (n = 

26) 
11.6% (n = 

11)
Healthcare and 
Social Assistance 

10.8% (n 
= 56) 

11.4% (n = 
27)

11.6% (n = 
5)

8.8% (n = 
17) 

10.5% (n = 
10)

Other 8.7% (n = 
45) 

8.4% (n = 
10)

7.0% (n = 3)
7.2% (n = 

14) 
6.3% (n = 

6)
Retail Trade 8.3% (n = 

43) 
7.2% (n = 

17)
7.0% (n = 3)

7.7% (n = 
15) 

8.4% (n = 
8)

Financial and 
Insurance Services 

8.3% (n = 
43) 

8.4% (n = 
20)

2.3% (n = 1)
10.8% (n = 

21) 
5.3% (n = 

5)
Professional, 
Scientific, Technical 

8.3% (n = 
43) 

11.0% (n = 
26)

18.6% (n = 
8)

9.8% (n = 
19) 

11.6% (n = 
11)

Public 
Administration and 
Safety 

8.1% (n = 
42) 

8.0% (n = 
19)

7.0% (n = 3)
8.2% (n = 

16) 
8.4% (n = 

8)

Administrative and 
Support Services 

6.2% (n = 
32) 

7.2% (n = 
17)

9.3% (n = 4)
6.2% (n = 

12) 
4.2% (n = 

4)
Manufacturing 5.8% (n = 5.9% (n = 7.0% (n = 3) 5.7% (n = 8.4% (n = 

messengm
Sticky Note
None set by messengm

messengm
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by messengm

messengm
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by messengm



30) 14) 11) 8)
Transport, Postal, 
Warehousing 

4.2% (n = 
22) 

4.2% (n = 
10)

9.3% (n = 4) 4.6% (n = 9) 
4.2% (n = 

4)
Construction 3.9% (n = 

20) 
4.2% (n = 

10)
0.0% (n = 0) 3.6% (n = 7) 

4.2% (n = 
4)

Wholesale Trade 2.5% (n = 
13) 

1.7% (n = 
4)

2.3% (n = 1) 1.5% (n = 3) 
3.2% (n = 

3)
Information and 
Telecommunications 

2.5% (n = 
13) 

3.0% (n = 
7)

0.0% (n = 0) 2.1% (n = 4) 
0.0% (n = 

0)
Electricity, Gas, 
Water, Waste 

2.1% (n = 
11) 

1.7% (n = 
4)

0.0% (n = 0) 3.1% (n = 6) 
5.3% (n = 

5)
Mining 1.9% (n = 

10) 
0.8% (n = 

2)
2.3% (n = 1) 1.5% (n = 3) 

2.1% (n = 
2)

Personal Services 1.9% (n = 
10) 

1.7% (n = 
4)

2.3% (n = 1) 2.1% (n = 4) 
2.1% (n = 

2)
Agriculture, Forestry, 
Fishing 

1.5% (n = 
8) 

0.8% (n = 
2)

0.0% (n = 0) 1.5% (n = 3) 
2.1% (n = 

2)
Accommodation and 
Food Services 

1.4% (n = 
7) 

1.3% (n = 
3)

2.3% (n = 1) 1.0% (n = 2) 
0.0% (n = 

0)
Rental, Hiring, Real 
Estate Services 

0.4% (n = 
2) 

1.3% (n = 
3)

2.3% (n = 1) 0.5% (n = 1) 
1.1% (n = 

1)
Supervisor 
responsibilities 
Yes 

 
47.1% (n 

= 244) 
51.1% (n = 

121)
53.5% (n = 

23)

 
48.5% (n = 

94) 

 
64.2% (n = 

61)
No 51.4% (n 

= 266) 
48.9% (n = 

116)
41.9% (n = 

18)
50.5% (n = 

98) 
33.7% (n = 

32)

Note: a = reported in years. 
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Table 3. Correlation matrix for final matched sample 

Focal 
variables 

Mean 
(SD) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

1 T1 past 
participation 

0.62 
(0.49)

           

2 T2 
participation 

0.50 
(0.50)

.37***           

3 T1 time 
pressure 

3.33 
(1.59)

.26*** .18* (.93)         

4 T1 
employee 
support 

5.16 
(1.04)

 .16* .26*** -.10 (.73)        

5 T1 
supervisor 
support 

4.62 
(1.53)

-.08 .23** -.12 .37*** (.98       

6 T1 
organizational 
support 

4.82 
(1.35)

 -.02 .15* -.20* .47*** .75 (.98)      

7 T1 poor 
general health 

2.73 
(0.95)

-.02 -.18* .22** -.38*** -.37
-

.27***      

8 T2 poor 
general health 

2.70 
(0.89)

.04 -.21** .26*** -.35*** -.24 -.19* .76***     

9 T1 
psychological 
strain 

3.00 
(1.14)

.11 .02 .60*** -.38*** -.31
-

.33*** .47*** .38*** (.91)   

10 T2 
Psychological 
strain 

3.01 
(1.02)

 .11 .03 .49*** -.34*** -.26
-

.31*** .37*** .31*** .76*** (.90)  

11 T1 job 
burnout 

3.49 
(1.76)

.18* .04 .73*** -.19* -.30
-

.31*** .38*** .33*** .70*** .56***  

12 T2 job 
burnout 

3.64 
(1.71)

.20** -.00 .58*** -.26*** -.25
-

.30*** .36*** .37*** .69*** .66*** .74***

Notes. Cronbach’s (1951) alpha reliability coefficients appear in the diagonals. n = 171 due 
to listwise deletion. 
T1 past participation and T2 participation coded as 0 (no) and 1 (yes). 
***p < .001; **p < .01; *p < .05. 

 

 

  

messengm
Sticky Note
None set by messengm

messengm
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by messengm

messengm
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by messengm



Table 4. Correlations matrix for subset of sample who participated in a wellness program 
offering in the last three months 

Focal 
variables 

Me
an 

(SD
) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17

1 T1 past 
participat
ion 

0.8
0 

(0.4
0) 

                 

2 T1 
time 
pressure 

3.6
3 

(1.5
8) 

.25
* 

(.93)                

3 T1 
employe
e support 

5.4
2 

(0.9
4) 

-
.07

-.14 (.69)               

4 T1 
superviso
r support 

4.9
5 

(1.5
4) 

-
.28
* 

-.21† .40**

* 
(.98)              

5 T1 
organizat
ional 
support 

5.0
1 

(1.5
0) 

-
.17

-.23* .40**

* 
.78**

* 
(.9             

6 T1 
poor 
general 
health 

2.5
6 

(1.0
0) 

.11 .27*
-

.44**

* 

-
.44**

* 
-.3             

7 T2 
poor 
general 
health 

2.5
2 

(0.8
7) 

.20
† 

.26* -
.35**-.23* -.2

.68**

* 
           

8 T1 
psycholo
gical 
strain 

3.0
2 

(1.1
6) 

.15
.72**

* 
-

.33**
-

.33** -.2
.48**

* 
.26* (.91)          

9 T2 
psycholo
gical 
strain 

3.0
4 

(1.0
5) 

.17
.62**

* 

-
.38**

* 

-
.31** -.3

.41**

* 
.29*

* 
.79**

* 
(.90)         

10 T1 3.5 .17.78** -.07 - -.2.30** .15.77**.65**         
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job 
burnout 

6 
(1.8

5) 

* .29** * * 

11 T2 
job 
burnout 

3.6
1 

(1.7
6) 

.26
* 

 
.61**

* 
-.12 -.18 -.2 .28* .28* .69**

* 
.67**

* 
.71**

* 
       

12 T2 
cognitive 
satisfacti
on 

3.4
8 

(0.4
7) 

.01
-

.34** .31** .25* .36 -.05 -.14
-

.28**

-
.36**

* 
-.26*

-
.31
**

(.85)      

13 T2 
affective 
satisfacti
on 

3.3
0 

(0.4
8) 

-
.08

 -
.29** .21† .21† .2 .07 .00 -.15-.24* -.21†

-
.25

*

.61**

* 
(.82)     

14 T2 
wellness 
learning 

3.3
6 

(0.4
6) 

-
.05

-.09
.37**

* 
.21† .2 .06 .02 -.06

-
.30** -.04

-
.12

.55**

* 
.63**

* 
(.87)    

15 T2 
wellness 
behavior 
change 

3.3
2 

(0.6
0) 

-
.10

-.08 .27* .36**

* 
.43 .05 .03 -.09-.23* -.06

-
.11

.52**

* 
.53**

* 
.82**

* 
(.84)   

16 T2 
wellness 
benefits 

3.1
3 

(0.5
8) 

-
.17

-.03 .21† .38**

* 
.40 .01 -.06 .06 -.05 .09

-
.00

.30** .42**

* 
.65**

* 
.70**

* 
(.94)  

17 T2 
relations
hip 
improve
ments 

3.1
0 

(0.6
8) 

-
.05

-.04 .24* .47**

* 
.42 -.09 -.12 -.03 -.14 .02

-
.01

.42**

* 
.41**

* 
.64**

* 
.67**

* 
.79**

*  
(.87
) 

Notes. Cronbach’s (1951) alpha reliability coefficients appear in the diagonals. n = 84 due to 
listwise deletion. 
T1 past participation coded as 0 (no) and 1 (yes). 

***p < .001; **p < .01; *p < .05; †p < .10. 
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Table 5. Summary of binary logistic hierarchical regression analyses predicting T2 wellness 
program participation 

 T2 Wellness Program Participation 

T1 Poor General Health (n = 182-
183) 

B (SE) OR 95% CI z 2(df)
Step

Step 1 T1 past participation  1.52 
(.35)*** 4.59 2.32, 9.06 19.26 

31.97(2)**

*

 T1 time pressure .21 (.10)* 1.24 1.01, 1.52 4.16 

Step 2 T1 employee support (ES) .43 (.19)* 1.54 1.07, 2.21 5.33 13.66(2)**

 T1 poor general health 
(PGH) 

-.40 (.20)† 0.67 0.45, 1.00 3.77 

Step 3 PGH × ES -.29 (.17)† 0.75 0.54, 1.04 3.00 3.00(1)†

     

Step 1 T1 past participation  1.50 
(.35)*** 4.46 2.26, 8.79 18.67 

31.69(2)**

*

 T1 time pressure .22 (.10)* 1.25 1.02, 1.53 4.57 

Step 2 T1 supervisor support (SS) 
.31 (.12)** 1.37 1.08, 1.73 6.92 

14.37(2)**

*

 T1 poor general health 
(PGH) -.34 (.20)† 0.71 0.48, 1.06 2.82 

Step 3 PGH × SS -.25 (.11)* 0.78 0.63, 0.96 5.65 5.98(1)*

     

Step 1 T1 past participation  1.50 
(.35)***

4.46 2.26, 8.79 18.67 31.69(2)**

*

 T1 time pressure .22 (.10)* 1.25 1.02, 1.53 4.57 

Step 2 T1 organizational support 
(OS) 

.20 (.13) 1.22 0.95, 1.55 2.43 9.55(2)**

 T1 poor general health 
(PGH) 

-.44 (.20)* 0.64 0.44, 0.94 5.10 

Step 3 PGH × OS 

 

-.21 (.12)† 0.81 0.64, 1.03 2.90 3.07(1)†

T1 Psychological Strain (n = 187-
189) 

B (SE) OR 95% CI z 2(df)
Step

Step 1 T1 past participation  1.58 4.85 2.47; 9.50 21.16 33.76(2)**
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(.34)*** *

 T1 time pressure 0.21 
(.10)* 1.23 1.00; 1.51 4.02 

Step 2 T1 employee support (ES) .49 (.19)** 1.63 1.12, 2.37 6.61 9.29(2)**

 T1 psychological strain 
(PS) -.06 (.21) 0.94 0.62, 1.41 0.10 

Step 3 PS × ES .01 (.14) 1.01 0.77, 1.34 0.01 0.01(1)

     

Step 1 T1 past participation 1.59 
(.34)*** 4.89 2.51, 9.53 21.68 

33.85(2)**

*

 T1 time pressure .20 (.10)* 1.23 1.01, 1.50 4.05 

Step 2 T1 supervisor support (SS) .33 (.12)** 1.40 1.11, 1.75 8.24 10.88(2)**

 T1 psychological strain 
(PS) -.13 (.20) 0.88 0.60, 1.29 0.42 

Step 3 PS × SS -.10 (.09) 0.91 0.76, 1.08 1.26 1.29(1)

     

Step 1 T1 past participation 1.59 
(.34)*** 4.89 2.51, 9.53 21.68 

33.85(2)**

*

 T1 time pressure .20 (.10)* 4.05 1.01, 1.50 4.05 

Step 2 T1 organizational support 
(OS) .22 (.12)† 1.24 0.97, 1.59 3.04 5.18(2)†

 T1 psychological strain 
(PS) -.19 (.19) 0.83 0.57, 1.21 0.95 

Step 3 

 

PS × OS -.03 (.09) 0.97 0.81, 1.16 0.11 0.11(1)

T1 Job Burnout (n = 179-180) B (SE) OR 95% CI z 2(df)
Step

Step 1 T1 past participation  1.60 
(.35)*** 4.96 2.49; 9.87 20.81 

29.79(2)**

*

 T1 time pressure .15 (.11) 1.16 0.95; 1.43 2.03 

Step 2 T1 employee support (ES)  .51 (.18)** 1.67 1.18, 2.37 8.24 11.84(2)**

 T1 job burnout (JB) -.19 (.15) 0.83 0.63, 1.10 1.64 

Step 3 JB × ES .11 (.10) 1.12 0.92, 1.35 1.30 1.35(1)
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Step 1 T1 past participation 1.64 
(.35)*** 5.13 

2.59, 
10.18 21.88 

30.33(2)**

*

 T1 time pressure .14 (.11) 1.15 0.94, 1.41 1.77 

Step 2 T1 supervisor support (SS) .38 (.12)** 1.46 1.15, 1.85 9.86 13.70(2)**

 T1 job burnout (JB) -.14 (.14) 0.87 0.66, 1.16 0.89 

Step 3 JB × SS -.04 (.06) 0.96 0.86, 1.08 0.42 0.42(1)

     

Step 1 T1 past participation 1.64 
(.35)*** 5.13 

2.59, 
10.18 21.88 

30.33(2)**

*

 T1 time pressure .14 (.11) 1.15 0.94, 1.41 1.77 

Step 2 T1 organizational support 
(OS) .27 (.13) * 1.31 1.02, 1.69 4.39 7.57(2)*

 T1 job burnout (JB) -.17 (.14) 0.84 0.64, 1.12 1.41 

Step 3 JB × OS -.03 (.06) 0.97 0.86, 1.09 0.30 0.30(1)

     

Notes. OR = Odds Ratio; CI = Confidence Interval for OR; z = Wald Statistic. 

T1 past participation and T2 participation coded 0 (no) and 1 (yes). 

***p < .001; **p < .01; *p < .05; †p < .10. 
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Table 6. Summary of hierarchical regression analyses predicting T2 wellness program 
evaluations from T1 employee, supervisor, and organizational support for wellness 

 

T2 
cognitive 
satisfactio

n 

n = 93 

T2 
affective 

satisfactio
n 

n = 93 

T2 
wellness 
learning 

n = 93 

T2 
wellness 
change 

n = 93 

T2 
wellness 
benefits 

n = 93 

T2 
relationship 
improveme

nts 

n = 92 

Step 1a: 
Covariates 

B 
(SE

) 

95
% 
CI 

B 
(SE) 

95
% 
CI

B 
(SE)

95
% 
CI

B 
(SE)

95
% 
CI

B 
(SE) 

95
% 
CI 

B 
(SE)

95
% 
CI

T1 past 
participatio
n 

.11 
(.12

) 

-
.13

, 
.35 

.06 
(.13

) 

-
.20

, 
.31

.01 
(.13)

-
.25

, 
.26

-.05 
(.16)

-
.37

, 
.28

-.21 
(.16) 

-
.52

, 
.10 

-.02 
(.19)

-
.40

, 
.36

T1 time 
pressure 

-.09 
(.03

)** 

-
.15
, -

.03 

-.08 
(.03

)** 

-
.15
, -

.02

-.01 
(.03)

-
.08

, 
.05

-.01 
(.04)

-
.09

, 
.07

.01 
(.04) 

-
.07

, 
.08 

-.01 
(.05)

-
.10

, 
.08

R2 .09*  .07* .00 .00 .02  .00

F 

 

4.64
* 

 3.54
* 

0.11 0.10 0.91  0.06

Step 2: 
Employee 
Support 

B 
(SE

) 

95
% 
CI 

B 
(SE) 

95
% 
CI

B 
(SE)

95
% 
CI

B 
(SE)

95
% 
CI

B 
(SE) 

95
% 
CI 

B 
(SE)

95
% 
CI

T1 
employee 
support 

.15 
(.05

)** 

.05
, 

.24 

.11 
(.05

)* 

.01
, 

.22

.20 
(.05)*

**

.10
, 

.30

.20 
(.07)*

*

.06
, 

.33

.15 
(.07) 

* 

.02
, 

.28 

.19 
(.08)*

.04
, 

.35

ΔR2 .08*

* 
 .04* .15*** .09** .05*  .06*

ΔF 8.74
** 

 4.35
* 

15.55
***

8.44*

*
4.99*  6.06*

Total R2 .17  .12 .15 .09 .07  .07

      

Step 2: 
Supervisor 
Support 

B 
(SE

) 

95
% 
CI 

B 
(SE) 

95
% 
CI

B 
(SE)

95
% 
CI

B 
(SE)

95
% 
CI

B 
(SE) 

95
% 
CI 

B 
(SE)

95
% 
CI
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T1 
supervisor 
support 

.04 
(.03

) 

-
.02

, 
.10 

.05 
(.03

) 

-
.02

, 
.11

.04 
(.03)

-
.02

, 
.11

.13 
(.04)*

*

.05
, 

.20

.12 
(.04)*

* 

.05
, 

.20 

.20 
(.04)*

**

.11
, 

.28

ΔR2 .02  .02 .02 .11** .11**  .19***

ΔF 1.51  2.07 1.94 10.55
**

11.00
** 

 21.13
***

Total R2 .11  .09 .02 .11 .13  .19

      

Step 2: 
Organizati
onal 
Support 

B 
(SE

) 

95
% 
CI 

B 
(SE) 

95
% 
CI

B 
(SE)

95
% 
CI

B 
(SE)

95
% 
CI

B 
(SE) 

95
% 
CI 

B 
(SE)

95
% 
CI

T1 
organizatio
nal support 

.08 
(.03

)* 

.02
, 

.14 

.07 
(.03

)* 

.00
, 

.13

.08 
(.03)*

.01
, 

.14

.17 
(.04) 

***

.09
, 

.25

.16 
(.04)*

** 

.08
, 

.23 

.20 
(.04)*

**

.11
, 

.29

ΔR2 .06*  .04* .06* .18*** .16***  .19***

ΔF 6.15
* 

 3.96
* 

5.56* 19.24
***

17.44
*** 

 20.34
***

Total R2 .15  .11 .06 .15 .18  .19

Notes: CI = Confidence Interval. 

aStep 1 covariate results are identical for each regression and presented once for clarity of 
reporting. 

T1 past participation coded 0 (no) and 1 (yes). 

***p < .001; **p < .01; *p < .05. 
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Table 7. Summary of hierarchical regression analyses for predicting T2 wellness program 
evaluations from T1 and T2 employee health 

 

 

T2 
cognitive 

satisfaction 

n = 85 

T2 
affective 

satisfactio
n 

n = 85 

T2 wellness 
learning 

n = 85 

T2 
wellness 
behavior 
change 

n = 85 

T2 
wellness 
benefits 

n = 85 

T2 
relationship 
improveme

nts 

n = 84 

Step 1 B 
(SE) 

95
% 
CI 

B 
(SE

) 

95
% 
CI

B 
(SE)

95
% 
CI

B 
(SE

)

95
% 
CI

B 
(SE

) 

95
% 
CI 

B 
(SE) 

95% 
CI

T1 past 
participatio
n 

.11 
(.12) 

-
.14, 
.36 

-.01 
(.13

) 

-
.27, 
.05

-.03 
(.13)

-
.29, 
.24

-.11 
(.17

)

-
.44, 
.23

-.23 
(.16

) 

-
.55, 
.09 

-.06 
(.19) 

-.45, 
.32

T1 time 
pressure 

-.11 
(.03)

** 

-
.17, 
-.04 

-.09 
(.03

)* 

-
.15, 
-.02

-.03 
(.03)

-
.09, 
.04

-.03 
(.04

)

-
.11, 
.06

.00 
(.04

) 

-
.08, 
08 

-.01 
(.05) 

-.11, 
.08

R2 .12**  .08* .01 .01 .03   .00 

F 5.69*

* 
 3.78

* 
0.37 0.51

1.0
9 

 
0.13 

       

Step 2 B 
(SE) 

95
% 
CI 

B 
(SE

) 

95
% 
CI

B 
(SE)

95
% 
CI

B 
(SE

)

95
% 
CI

B 
(SE

) 

95
% 
CI 

B 
(SE) 

95% 
CI

T1 poor 
general 
health 

.04 
(.06) 

-
.08, 
.15 

.07 
(.06

) 

-
.05, 
.19

.05 
(.06)

-
.07, 
.17

.07 
(.08

)

-
.09, 
.22

-.02 
(.07

) 

-
.16, 
.13 

-.06 
(.09) 

-.24, 
.11

T1 
psychologi
cal strain 

-.06 
(.08) 

-
.21, 
.09 

.02 
(.08

) 

-
.14, 
.18

-.05 
(.08)

-
.21, 
.11

-.08 
(.10

)

-
.29, 
.12

.04 
(.10

) 

-
.16, 
.23 

-.02 
(.12) 

-.25 
.22

T1 job 
burnout 

.02 
(.05) 

-
.08, 
.11 

-.00 
(.05

) 

-
.10, 
.10

.04 
(.05)

-
.07, 
.14

.03 
(.07

)

-
.11, 
.16

.08 
(.06

) 

-
.04, 
.20 

.06 
(.08) 

-.09, 
.21

ΔR2 .01  .02 .01 .01 .04  .02 

ΔF 
0.27 

 
0.68 0.37 0.34

1.0
2 

 
0.40 
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Step 3 B 
(SE) 

95
% 
CI 

B 
(SE

) 

95
% 
CI

B 
(SE)

95
% 
CI

B 
(SE

)

95
% 
CI

B 
(SE

) 

95
% 
CI 

B 
(SE) 

95% 
CI

T2 poor 
general 
health 

-.08 
(.08) 

-
.25, 
.08 

.01 
(.09

) 

-
.16, 
.19

.01 
(.09)

-
.15, 
.18

.02 
(.11

)

-
.21, 
.25

-.00 
(.11

) 

-
.22, 
.22 

-.06 
(.13) 

-.32, 
.21

T2 
psychologi
cal strain 

-.14 
(.08)

† 

-
.29, 
.02 

-.11 
(.08

) 

-
.27, 
.06

-.29 
(.08)*

**

-
.45, 
-.14

-.25
(.11

)*

-
.46, 
-.04

-.12 
(.10

) 

-
.33, 
.09 

-.20 
(.12) 

-.45, 
.05

T2 job 
burnout 

-.03 
(.04) 

-
.12, 
.06 

-.04 
(.05

) 

-
.13, 
.05

.01 
(.05)

-
.08, 
.10

.02 
(.06

)

-
.10, 
.14

-.01 
(.06

) 

-
.12, 
.11 

.04 
(.07) 

-.11, 
.18

ΔR2 .07†  .04 .15** .07 .02  .04 

ΔF 
0.07† 

 
1.12 4.73** 1.87

0.5
2 

 
0.94 

Total R2 .20  .15 .18 .09 .08  .05 

Notes: Unstandardized beta coefficients from step at which they were entered. 
T1 past participation coded as 0 (no) and 1 (yes). 
***p < .001; **p < .01; *p < .05; †p < .10. 
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