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Abstract

Play is a universal phenomenon—but how universal is

it across life domains? Playful work design (PWD)

refers to self-initiated play during work activities to

make tasks more fun and challenging. Drawing on the

work–home resources model, we investigate whether

PWD reduces job boredom and spills over into the

home domain. To conceptualize this cross-domain

dynamic, we introduce playful family design (PFD) as a

novel construct that reflects the self-initiated pursuit of

playfulness in family life. We also examine whether

personal (playful personality) and relational (compas-

sionate love) resources moderate the relationship

between PWD and job boredom. We tested our hypoth-

eses using a 10-day daily diary study with 706 full-time

employees across nine countries (N = 4110 observa-

tions). Multilevel analyses showed that PWD signifi-

cantly reduced job boredom and was positively

associated with PFD. Furthermore, playful personality

and compassionate love emerged as significant modera-

tors. Our findings advance the playfulness literature by

introducing PFD as a novel construct and by showing
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that playfulness may extend across work and family life

while helping to reduce job boredom.
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INTRODUCTION

Changes in technology, culture, and employee values have reshaped the workplace. In recent
years, the defining features of work and office have been shifting substantially (Awada
et al., 2021), as working from home has become more common and employees increasingly
value work–family balance. In parallel, play has received growing scholarly attention as a
work design approach for enhancing employees' motivation and engagement at work
(Dishon-Berkovits et al., 2024; Scharp et al., 2021; Celestine & Yeo, 2021). Play in organiza-
tional settings has long been associated with beneficial work experiences, including coping
with monotonous work (Roy, 1959), greater job satisfaction (Abramis, 1990), and more posi-
tive work-related outcomes (Bakker et al., 2020). Reflecting this broader development, playful
work design (PWD) refers to self-initiated strategies that incorporate fun and challenge into
work tasks to create more stimulating and engaging experiences (Bakker et al., 2020; Scharp
et al., 2023). Play has been conceptualized as a self-regulatory strategy through which individ-
uals actively shape their experiences at work (Celestine & Yeo, 2021; Mukerjee &
Metiu, 2022). Building on the play and proactive work behavior literatures, PWD positions
employees as active agents who integrate play into their work activities to foster energy and
engagement (Bakker et al., 2020). Although evidence has increasingly shown that PWD con-
tributes to positive work outcomes, important gaps remain in understanding when, how, and
beyond which domain these effects unfold.

First, limited research has examined whether PWD helps employees cope with job boredom,
a distinct and theoretically important workplace experience. Although prior studies have linked
PWD to positive outcomes such as engagement and performance (Scharp et al., 2022), such
findings do not directly explain whether PWD alleviates boredom. Job boredom is not merely
the absence of positive work experiences but a qualitatively distinct affective state marked by
monotony and insufficient stimulation. This issue is particularly relevant to PWD because play
is often initiated to restore stimulation and counteract monotony (Petelczyc et al., 2018). Exam-
ining the relationship between PWD and job boredom therefore offers a more theoretically pre-
cise understanding of the self-regulatory function of play at work.

Second, existing research on PWD remains largely confined to work-related experiences,
offering a limited understanding of whether and how playfulness may operate beyond the
workplace. Although scholars have started to explore playful design in other non-work settings,
such as playful sport design (Verwijmeren et al., 2024) and playful leisure design (Wang et al.,
2025), demonstrating that play can be intentionally cultivated to foster engagement and perfor-
mance in non-work contexts, the family domain has received no attention. Understanding
whether and how playfulness extends into family life is therefore a critical next step for both
playfulness and work–home interface research. To capture this possibility more precisely, we
introduce playful family design (PFD) as a new construct. PFD extends the idea of self-initiated
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play from the work domain into the home domain and refers to a proactive behavior through
which individuals deliberately incorporate fun, humor, or light competition into family activi-
ties, thereby making everyday family activities more engaging and enjoyable. Similar to PWD,
PFD may manifest in two primary ways: first, by creating a more playful atmosphere around
family tasks and chores through the introduction of play elements, and second, by adding a
light competitive edge to mundane activities, such as setting time-based challenges for house-
hold responsibilities and assigning playful rewards or consequences to enhance motivation. In
this way, PFD reflects the intentional enactment of playfulness in family life and provides a
more precise lens for examining whether and how playful orientations developed at work may
extend into the home domain.

Third, addressing this question requires greater attention to the dynamic and fluctuating
nature of both PWD and work–home processes. PWD could be episodic, varying from day to
day as employees respond to changing demands, moods, and energy levels. Although recent
diary studies have shown that daily PWD is associated with work-related outcomes such as flow
and creativity (Liu, Bakker, et al., 2023; Liu, Zhang, et al., 2023), they have not examined
whether these daily fluctuations spill over into family life. Moreover, because work and home
are interdependent domains in which resources are gained, depleted, and transferred across
boundaries (Ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012), these processes can fluctuate substantially
from day to day (Du et al., 2018). A daily perspective is therefore particularly relevant for under-
standing how engaging in PWD may extend into the family domain. On days when employees
generate greater positive affect and motivation through PWD, they may be more likely to carry
similar playful orientations into family life. A daily diary design is therefore especially well-
suited to capturing these short-term cross-domain dynamics.

To address these gaps, we draw on the work–home resources (W–HR) (Ten
Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012) and the spillover compensation perspective (Champoux, 1978;
Edwards & Rothbard, 2000) to investigate how PWD influences daily job boredom and how
playfulness extends beyond the workplace into the home domain. The W–HR model provides
the overarching framework for our study by explaining how resources generated or depleted
at work may influence functioning and well-being across work and home domains (Ten
Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). This perspective is especially relevant for understanding how
PWD, as a proactive and playful work behavior, may generate psychological resources that
reduce job boredom and shape employees' experiences beyond the workplace. In addition, the
spillover–compensation perspective helps explain two possible cross-domain processes
through which work experiences may relate to family life: spillover, whereby positive experi-
ences and resources continue across domains, and compensation, whereby individuals
respond to resource loss or depletion in one domain by seeking fulfilment in another
(Champoux, 1978)

Drawing on these perspectives, we propose that daily PWD relates to daily PFD through its
influence on job boredom. On the one hand, when employees engage in playful strategies at
work, they may experience reduced boredom and enhanced positive activation, which can spill
over into family life and support the enactment of playfulness at home. On the other hand,
when employees experience boredom at work, they may be motivated to initiate playfulness at
home to restore stimulation and positive mood. In this way, spillover and compensation offer
two perspectives for understanding how daily work experiences may shape playful behavior in
the family domain. By doing so, this study extends the idea of self-initiated play beyond the
workplace into the family domain. Although prior research has examined proactive behaviors
in family life through concepts such as home crafting (Demerouti et al., 2020) and home
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engagement (Rofcanin et al., 2019), PFD differs in its emphasis on playful enactment, intrinsic
enjoyment, and affective reappraisal rather than role adjustment. In addition, beyond
explaining the focal relationships, our study also examines the boundary conditions under
which PWD is more or less effective. Moreover, consistent with the W–HR model (Ten
Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012), resource generation and transfer processes are shaped by struc-
tural resources that individuals possess within and across life domains. We therefore consider
trait playfulness as a personal structural resource and compassionate love as a relational struc-
tural resource, both of which may influence the extent to which employees benefit from PWD
and carry playfulness across domains.

The present study aims to advance the literature in several ways. First, we clarify how
playfulness helps employees cope with job boredom by examining the role of PWD in
alleviating an understimulating work experience while also identifying the personal and rela-
tional conditions under which this effect is more or less likely to unfold. Prior studies have
largely focused on the positive outcomes of PWD (e.g., engagement and creativity) while over-
looking whether and when playfulness helps employees manage boredom at work. Building
on the W–HR model (Ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012), by examining boredom alongside
trait playfulness and compassionate love as boundary conditions, our study offers a more
nuanced understanding of the self-regulatory role of PWD in managing boredom at work.
Second, this study extends the literature beyond the workplace by introducing PFD as a novel
construct that captures the self-initiated enactment of playfulness in family life. By examining
the relationship between PWD and PFD, we show that playfulness may extend across work
and home domains. In this way, our study broadens current understanding of playfulness as a
cross-domain, self-regulatory resource strategy. Third, by adopting a daily diary design, this
study captures the short-term and fluctuating nature of playful work behavior and its
implications within and across domains. In doing so, we provide a more fine-grained under-
standing of how daily PWD relates to employees' work and family experiences and show why
a within-person lens is important for examining these processes. Figure 1 presents our con-
ceptual model.

FIGURE 1 Conceptual model of the study.
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THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND HYPOTHESIS
DEVELOPMENT

The W–HR model

The W–HR model provides a useful framework for understanding how experiences in the work
domain shape functioning in the home domain through processes of resource gain and resource
loss (Ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). According to this model, personal resources, such as
energy, positive affect, and motivation, serve as key linking mechanisms between work and
home. When individuals gain resources in one domain, these resources can enhance function-
ing in the other domain, resulting in work–home enrichment. By contrast, when demands in
one domain deplete personal resources, functioning and well-being in the other domain may be
undermined.

Drawing on this model, our study primarily focuses on the enrichment-oriented resource
process through which PWD may shape PFD. Specifically, we argue that when employees
engage in PWD, they generate psychological resources at work, such as energy, enjoyment, and
cognitive engagement, which may reduce job boredom and support more positive functioning
across domains. In this sense, PWD is conceptualized as a proactive, resource-generating behav-
ior whose implications may extend beyond the workplace into family life. In addition, consis-
tent with the W–HR model, we examine trait playfulness and compassionate love as personal
and relational structural resources that may shape the extent to which employees benefit from
PWD and carry playfulness across domains.

The spillover and compensation perspective

To further explain how these work-generated resources may translate into family playfulness,
we draw on the spillover perspective. Spillover refers to the within-person transmission of psy-
chological states, behaviors, and resources from one domain to another due to behavioral con-
sistency and resource continuity (Bakker & Demerouti, 2018; Champoux, 1978; Demerouti,
2012). Applied to the present study, this perspective suggests that the positive activation and
playful orientation generated through PWD may carry over into the home domain, making
employees more likely to engage in PFD. Thus, spillover provides the primary cross-domain
logic through which we explain the relationship between PWD and PFD. At the same time,
compensation theory offers a complementary perspective by suggesting that individuals may
sometimes seek fulfilment or restoration in one domain when experiences in another domain
are lacking (Champoux, 1978; Edwards & Rothbard, 2000). In the present context, this implies
that when employees experience boredom at work, they may also initiate playful behaviors at
home as a way of restoring stimulation or positive affect. We view it as a distinct restorative
response that may coexist with the primary spillover-based process proposed in this study.

Therefore, in our study, the W–HR model serves as the overarching resource-based frame-
work, as it explains both how resources generated at work may extend across domains into fam-
ily life and why personal and relational structural resources may shape these processes. Within
this broader framework, spillover explains the primary pathway through which PWD may
extend into family life, whereas compensation offers a supplementary lens for understanding
why playfulness may sometimes also be enacted at home in response to understimulating work
experiences.
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PWD and job boredom

PWD is a proactive work strategy that enables employees to infuse playfulness into their daily
tasks, creating a more engaging and stimulating work experience (Scharp et al., 2022). Posi-
tioned at the intersection of playfulness and proactive work behavior (Bakker et al., 2020),
PWD involves self-initiated efforts to integrate fun and challenge into work activities through
mechanisms such as humor and competition (Scharp et al., 2023). Employees engage in PWD
for various reasons, including achieving flow (Liu, Bakker, et al., 2023) and recuperating from
work demands (Scharp et al., 2021). Empirical studies have also shown that PWD fosters work
engagement (Scharp et al., 2019, 2022), suggesting that playfulness at work is an effective strat-
egy for sustaining motivation and cognitive focus.

Job boredom is a negative, deactivating emotional state that arises when employees perceive
their tasks as repetitive, unstimulating, or lacking challenge (Van Hooff & Van Hooft, 2014;
Wihler et al., 2022). Research shows that boredom is a resource-depleting experience, draining
energy and reducing motivation (Loukidou et al., 2009). Within the W–HR model, engaging in
PWD can serve as a resource generation strategy, allowing employees to build positive affect,
cognitive flexibility, and motivation that counteract boredom.

Consistent with the W–HR model, we argue that employees who engage in PWD generate
psychological resources, such as energy, flow, and motivation, that sustain cognitive engage-
ment and emotional well-being. These resource gains help prevent job boredom by maintaining
employees' activation and involvement in work tasks (Csikszentmihalyi, 2000). From a within-
person perspective, on days when employees engage more in PWD, they are more likely to
experience these psychological resources, which in turn reduces feelings of boredom. Within
the W–HR framework, resource generation through PWD may therefore create a self-
reinforcing cycle in which playfulness fuels engagement and helps minimize boredom. Thus,
we hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis 1. On days when employees design work activities to be playful, they
experience less job boredom.

PWD and PFD

PFD extends the idea of self-initiated play from the work domain into the home domain and
refers to individuals' proactive efforts to make family activities more playful, enjoyable,
and engaging through fun, humor, or light competition. In this way, PFD captures the inten-
tional enactment of playfulness in family life.

The spillover process (Champoux, 1978) explains how behaviors enacted in one domain
influence behaviors in another due to behavioral consistency and resource continuity. Specifi-
cally, spillover is defined as the within-person transmission of psychological states, behaviors,
and attitudes from one domain to another (Bakker & Demerouti, 2018; Demerouti, 2012;
Demerouti et al., 2020). For example, Demerouti et al. (2020) found that employees who
engaged in resource and challenge job crafting at work were also more likely to engage in sim-
ilar resource and challenge crafting at home, highlighting a cross-domain transfer of proactive
behaviors. Similarly, Sanz-Vergel et al. (2012) demonstrated that surface acting at work was
associated with surface acting at home at the daily level, reinforcing the idea that work behav-
iors are often mirrored in the home domain. Applied to the present study, this perspective
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suggests that greater engagement in PWD may extend into family interactions in the form of
similar playful enactment. By making work activities more enjoyable and stimulating,
employees may sustain a play-oriented mindset that extends into the home domain and sup-
ports the enactment of PFD. Accordingly, we propose the following:

Hypothesis 2. On days when employees engage more in PWD, they are more likely
to engage more in PFD.

The mediating role of job boredom between PWD and PFD

Drawing on the spillover and compensation perspectives, we propose that the relationship
between PWD and PFD may involve two distinct but coexisting cross-domain processes. On the
one hand, PWD may directly foster PFD through a spillover process: when employees enact
playfulness at work, they may carry a similar playful orientation into family life (Bakker &
Demerouti, 2018; Champoux, 1978). Compensation theory suggests that individuals may engage
in behaviors in one domain to offset deficiencies experienced in another (Champoux, 1978;
Edwards & Rothbard, 2000). In the present context, this implies that when work remains
understimulating, employees may sometimes initiate playful family activities as a restorative
response to regain stimulation or positive affect (Celestine & Yeo, 2021; Petelczyc et al., 2018).
Support for compensation processes between work and home domains remains limited
(Staines, 1980), yet emerging research suggests that individuals engage in play to recover from
adversities and release negative emotions (Celestine & Yeo, 2021; Petelczyc et al., 2018). Specifi-
cally, play is a self-regulatory strategy that helps individuals replenish depleted psychological
resources and reduce stress (Butler, 2015; Giddens, 1964). In this sense, PFD may function not
only as an extension of playfulness from work to home but also as a compensatory response to
boredom at work. Because PWD is expected to reduce job boredom, whereas job boredom may
in turn be positively associated with PFD as a compensatory response, the indirect pathway
through boredom is expected to be negative. We thus hypothesize

Hypothesis 3. Job boredom mediates the relationship between PWD and PFD,
such that PWD is associated with lower job boredom, whereas job boredom is posi-
tively associated with PFD.

Structural resources as boundary conditions

Expanding on the W–HR model (Ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012), we examine how resources
at different levels moderate the effects of PWD on job boredom. The W–HR model proposes that
personal and contextual resources enhance individuals' capacity to generate, maintain, and trans-
fer psychological resources between work and home, thereby supporting positive functioning
across domains. These resources facilitate resource gain processes by strengthening the link
between resource-generating behaviors (such as PWD) and affective outcomes (such as reduced
boredom). In line with this framework, we investigate two key moderators: trait playfulness, rep-
resenting a personal resource that helps employees integrate enjoyment and creativity into their
work, and compassionate love between employee and spouse, representing a contextual home
domain resource that supports emotional restoration and cross-domain resource transfer.
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A clear and comprehensive understanding of the underlying mechanisms through which
PWD operates is central to the selection of moderators in our research. This focus stems from
the recognition that both psychological (personal) and relational (social) resources play a cru-
cial role in facilitating the implementation and effectiveness of PWD. The ability to engage in
PWD—by proactively integrating play and challenge into work tasks—varies across individuals
and contexts, making it essential to examine key factors that shape the extent to which
employees can fully benefit from these playful strategies.

The role of playful personality

Playful personality refers to an individual's predisposition to frame or reframe situations in a
way that fosters amusement, humor, and entertainment (Proyer, 2012). As a stable personal
resource, it enables individuals to proactively shape their work environment into a more engag-
ing and enjoyable experience (Glynn & Webster, 1992). Playful individuals are typically charac-
terized by humor, spontaneity, energy, and social engagement, making them more likely to
engage in light-hearted interactions such as joking and creative problem-solving (Barnett, 2007;
Proyer, 2012). These tendencies suggest that highly playful employees may be uniquely posi-
tioned to leverage PWD more effectively, enhancing their ability to combat boredom and sus-
tain engagement at work.

Drawing on the W–HR model (Ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012), we propose that playful
personality functions as a personal resource that strengthens the effect of PWD on reducing job
boredom. The W–HR model suggests that individuals with abundant personal resources are bet-
ter able to accumulate, utilize, and transfer resources across domains. In this context, playful
personality acts as a resource-enabling trait that allows employees to engage in PWD more nat-
urally and benefit more fully from its boredom-reducing potential. Because highly playful indi-
viduals tend to seek novelty and enjoyment spontaneously, they are likely to experience more
frequent and sustained gains in positive affect, cognitive flexibility, and creativity—thus rein-
forcing the boredom-reducing effects of PWD through a resource gain spiral.

Conversely, employees low in trait playfulness may struggle to translate PWD into meaning-
ful engagement. Although they might occasionally adopt playful strategies, their limited per-
sonal resources restrict their capacity to generate and sustain positive affect or creative energy.
For these employees, PWD may serve only as a short-term coping tactic rather than a sustained
motivational strategy, resulting in weaker or less enduring boredom reduction.

In sum, playful personality enhances employees' capacity to accumulate and sustain psycho-
logical resources, amplifying the benefits of PWD in reducing boredom. Building on the W–HR
model and the gain spiral principle of resource accumulation, we hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis 4. Individuals with higher levels of trait playfulness will experience a
stronger reduction in job boredom from engaging in PWD than those with lower
levels of trait playfulness.

The role of compassionate love

The W–HR model (Ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012) highlights that personal and contextual
resources facilitate the generation, maintenance, and transfer of psychological resources across
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domains. In particular, relational resources—such as supportive and loving partnerships—
provide individuals with emotional stability and security that enable resource accumulation
and adaptive functioning in both work and home settings. Within this framework, compassion-
ate love—defined as deep affection, mutual care, and an enduring concern for a partner's well-
being—represents a critical contextual resource that enhances emotional resilience, social
responsiveness, and prosocial behavior (Sprecher & Fehr, 2005). Individuals who experience
high levels of compassionate love tend to exhibit greater emotional stability, empathy, and posi-
tive affect, which can translate into more constructive interpersonal interactions at work and at
home (Sprecher & Fehr, 2005; Stollberger et al., 2022; Tasselli, 2019).

We argue that compassionate love functions as a contextual home domain resource that
strengthens the effect of PWD on reducing job boredom. According to the W–HR model, indi-
viduals embedded in resource-rich relational environments are better positioned to generate
and sustain energy, engagement, and well-being across domains. Compassionate love provides
a reservoir of positive emotions and emotional security that enables employees to channel play-
fulness more effectively in their work activities. Through this mechanism, relational support at
home reinforces resource gain processes at work, creating favourable conditions for employees
to fully benefit from PWD.

Conversely, employees with lower levels of compassionate love may find it harder to sustain
playful engagement. Without strong emotional and relational support, they may have fewer
psychological resources to buffer against monotony and disengagement, thereby experiencing
weaker boredom-reducing effects from PWD. This aligns with the W–HR principle that individ-
uals with limited contextual resources are less capable of converting available opportunities into
sustained well-being. Taken together, compassionate love provides the emotional and relational
foundation that facilitates the resource gain spiral initiated by PWD. Although trait playfulness
determines an individual's intrinsic capacity to initiate playful behaviors, compassionate love
reflects the quality of their relational context that enables such behaviors to thrive across
domains. Thus, we hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis 5. Individuals reporting higher levels of compassionate love from their
partner will experience less boredom on days when they use PWD than those
reporting lower levels of compassionate love from their partner.

METHOD

Procedure and participants

Participants were recruited through MBA students at the authors' university in Latin America,
who were invited to participate in the study and encouraged to share the opportunity with their
professional networks. Prior to participation, all individuals were provided with a detailed
explanation of the study's purpose, procedures, and ethical considerations. Participants were
required to sign an informed consent form, which outlined their rights, assured confidentiality,
and emphasized that participation was entirely voluntary. We created and shared an online
page where those who agreed to participate could sign up with an email address. In the invita-
tion, we explained that participation consisted of a general questionnaire (i.e., demographics
and structural resources) and daily surveys regarding their day-to-day work and family experi-
ences. Specifically, the study lasted for 10 working days. On the first day, participants filled out
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the general questionnaire. In line with previous research that used a similar design (e.g., Scharp
et al., 2021), participants received an email with a link to the daily survey at 8 p.m. We gave
them 4 h (until midnight) to fill out the questionnaire. Participants who did not fill out the sur-
vey received a reminder 2 h later. Participants who provided responses for fewer than 3 days
were excluded from the data analysis to ensure the robustness of our findings. Responses were
collected using an online platform called CVENT. Participants were full-time employees from
Spain, Chile, Guatemala, Honduras, Peru, El Salvador, Bolivia, Panam�a, and México. The final
sample consisted of 706 individuals who completed a total of 4110 daily surveys. Of these partic-
ipants, 289 were men (40.9%), and 417 were women (59.1%). Most participants held a master's
degree (46%), a bachelor's degree (39%), or a Ph.D. (4%). Their mean age was 42.6 years
(SD = 10.6), and their mean organizational tenure was 3.9 years (SD = 2.25). Most participants
held managerial responsibilities (63%) and were married (66%). Among the married partici-
pants, 62% reported that their partner worked full-time, 22% reported that their partner did not
work, and 17% reported that their partner worked part-time. Finally, 503 participants had chil-
dren (65%), whereas 203 (35%) did not.

Measures

All statements in the questionnaires were translated into Spanish. We translated the original items
from English to Spanish following the back-to-back translation procedures (Brislin, 1986). Partici-
pants rated statements regarding their experience at work and at home on that specific workday.
All items were measured on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree).

General level measures

Playful personality
To measure playful personality, we used the five items of the playfulness scale developed by
Proyer (2012). One example item is as follows: “I am a playful person” (α = .85).

Compassionate love
Compassionate love was measured using the four items of the love attitudes scale adapted from
Hendrick et al. (1998). One example item is as follows: “My partner would rather suffer than let
me suffer” (α = .89).

Day-level measures

Playful work design
We measured daily PWD with six items from the 12-item scale developed by Scharp et al.
(2019). One example item is as follows: “Today, I approached my tasks creatively to make them
more interesting” (α = .96).

Playful family design
To measure day-level PFD, we contextualized six items from the scale developed by Scharp
et al. (2019) to the home domain. One example item is as follows: “Today, I approached my
family interactions in a playful way” (α = .96).
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Job boredom
Day-level job boredom was measured with the five items proposed by van Hooff and van Hooft
(2017). One example item is as follows: “Today, I thought my job was boring” (α = .95).

Control variables

In this study, we initially controlled for participants' gender, age, tenure, and number of chil-
dren, as these demographic factors could potentially influence work-related boredom and
engagement in PWD. All control variables were measured as continuous variables. We con-
ducted analyses both with and without these controls to assess their impact on our findings.
The results remained consistent and robust regardless of the inclusion of control variables.
Given that their inclusion did not meaningfully alter the results, we opted to remove them from
the final analyses to maintain model parsimony and avoid unnecessary statistical complexity.

Analytical strategy

We conducted multilevel path analysis to test our hypotheses in Mplus 8.3 (Muthén & Muthén,
1998–2019), accounting for the nested data, where daily observations (Level 1) were nested
within individuals (Level 2) (10 days nested in 706 employees). To evaluate whether multilevel
modelling was appropriate, we partitioned the variance of each daily variable into within- and
between-person components. We computed intraclass correlation (ICC) for day-level variables,
including PWD (28.8%), job boredom (44.9%), and PFD (35.6%). The results support that the
multilevel path analysis is applicable in this study. To further reduce potential multicollinearity,
we person-mean-centered all predictors and control variables at the day level, and grand-
mean-centered the moderators at the person level (Ohly et al., 2010). In our model, slopes and
intercepts were randomly estimated. Finally, we tested the indirect effect hypothesis with the
online tool developed by Selig and Preacher (2008), which calculates the confidence intervals of
the proposed indirect effect. We conducted Monte Carlo simulations with 20,000 iterations. To
test the moderation hypotheses, we conducted simple slope analyses to assess the effects of the
predictor for one standard deviation below and above the mean of the moderators.

RESULTS

Table 1 reports the means, standard deviations, reliabilities, and correlations of the study
variables.

Preliminary analyses

Before testing the hypotheses, we applied multilevel confirmatory factor analysis (MCFA) in
Mplus 8.3 to assess the distinctiveness of the study variables. Our measurement model distin-
guished among five factors: PWD, job boredom, PFD at the day level, playful personality, and
compassionate love at the between-person level. The results demonstrated acceptable fit: χ2

(142) = 1742.706, p < .001, comparative fit index (CFI) = 0.95, Tucker–Lewis index (TLI)
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= 0.94, root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) = 0.05, standardized root mean
square residual (SRMR)within = 0.03; SRMRbetween = 0.05. We compared this model with three
alternative models. In Alternative Model 1, PWD and PFD were combined into a single factor.
This model showed a substantially worse fit to the data, χ2 (144) = 9445.451, p < .001,
CFI = 0.73, TLI = 0.68, RMSEA = 0.13, SRMRwithin = 0.12; SRMRbetween = 0.05. In Alternative
Model 2, compassionate love and playful personality were combined into one factor. This model
also fit the data worse than the proposed five-factor model, χ2 (143) = 2218.2, p < .001,
CFI = 0.94, TLI = 0.93, RMSEA = 0.06, SRMRwithin = 0.03; SRMRbetween = 0.22. In Alternative
Model 3, PWD, PFD, and job boredom were combined into a single factor. Again, the results
indicated a substantially worse fit, χ2 (145) = 26,362.606, p < .001, CFI = 0.48, TLI = 0.38,
RMSEA = 0.21, SRMRwithin = 0.20; SRMRbetween = 0.05. Taken together, these results suggest
that the proposed five-factor model provided a better fit to the data than the alternative models.

Hypothesis testing

Hypothesis 1 predicted that on days when employees design work activities to be playful, they
would experience less job boredom. Supporting Hypothesis 1, multilevel modelling revealed
that PWD was negatively associated with job boredom at the day level (b = �.344, SE = 0.014,
p < .001; see Table 2 and Figure 2). Hypothesis 2 predicted that on days when employees
engage more in PWD, they would also report higher levels of PFD. Supporting Hypothesis 2,
PWD was positively associated with PFD (b = .672, SE = 0.013, p < .001). Finally, Hypothesis 3
predicted that job boredom would mediate the relationship between PWD and PFD. The results
showed that job boredom was positively associated with PFD in the structural model (b = .032,
SE = 0.012, p < .01). In addition, the indirect effect of PWD on PFD via job boredom was signif-
icant and negative (b = �.011, 95% CI [�.021, �.002]). These findings support Hypothesis 3.

Hypothesis 4 predicted that the negative daily relationship between PWD and job boredom
would be stronger among individuals higher (vs. lower) in playful personality. Supporting
Hypothesis 4, the interaction between PWD and playful personality was significant (b = �.034,
SE = 0.009, p < .001). Simple slope analyses showed that the negative relationship between

TABLE 1 Means, standard deviations, intercorrelations, and reliabilities (on the diagonal between brackets)

of the study variables.

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5

Level 1 variables

1. Playful work design 4.96 1.49 (.96)

2. Daily job boredom 2.35 1.39 �.19*** (.95)

3. Playful family design 4.96 1.50 .22*** �.12*** (.96)

Level 2 variables

4. Playful personality 4.54 1.36 .23*** .10** .25*** (.85)

5. Compassionate love 4.33 1.50 .10* �.07 .17*** .09* (.89)

Note: Level 1 sample size = 4110. Level 2 sample size = 706. Correlations for the Level 1 variables show group-mean centered.

Relationships among the within-individual variables. Level 1 variables were aggregated to provide correlations with Level 2
variables.
*p < .05.**p < .01.***p < .001.
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PWD and job boredom was stronger for employees with higher levels of playful personality
(b = �.594, SE = 0.065, p < .001) than for those with lower levels of playful personality
(b = �.501, SE = 0.040, p < .001). Thus, Hypothesis 4 was supported. Figure 3 illustrates this
interaction pattern.

Hypothesis 5 predicted that the negative daily relationship between PWD and job boredom
would be stronger among individuals higher (vs. lower) in compassionate love from their
spouse. Supporting Hypothesis 5, the interaction between PWD and compassionate love was
significant (b = �.040, SE = 0.020, p < .01). Simple slope analyses showed that the negative
relationship between PWD and job boredom was significant at both low and high levels of com-
passionate love and was slightly stronger among those higher in compassionate love. Specifi-
cally, for employees reporting lower levels of compassionate love, the relationship between
PWD and job boredom was negative and significant (b = �.08, SE = 0.020, p < .01), whereas
for those reporting higher levels of compassionate love, the relationship was stronger and
remained significant (b = �.18, SE = 0.04, p < .01). These findings provide support for Hypoth-
esis 5 and suggest that compassionate love modestly strengthens the boredom-reducing effect of
PWD. Figure 4 illustrates this interaction pattern.

TABLE 2 Multilevel path analysis results.

Daily boredom Playful family design

B SE t B SE t

Intercept 2.352 .020 118.00*** 4.960 .018 276.00***

Independent variables

Playful work design �.344 .014 �24.571*** .672 .013 51.692***

Mediator

Daily boredom .032 .012 2.67**

Level 1 intercept variance .785 .048 16.354*** .639 .040 15.975***

Level 2 intercept variance 1.089 .080 13.613*** 1.394 .085 16.400***

Note: Level 1 sample size = 4110. Level 2 sample size = 706.
*p < .05,**p < .01,***p < .001.

FIGURE 2 Results for the hypothesized model. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
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Post hoc study: Relationship between PWD and PFD

To further explore the relationship between PWD and PFD, we conducted a post hoc qualitative
exploratory study using semi-structured interviews. This approach allowed us to gain deeper
insights into how employees perceive and experience the spillover of playful behaviors between
work and home domains. To achieve this, we recruited 10 full-time employees from diverse
industries across China, Spain, the United Kingdom, and Turkey. Several key themes emerged
from the interviews related to the relationship between PWD and PFD.

First, a recurring theme among participants was that engaging in playful activities at work
encouraged them to bring similar playful elements into their home life. One participant
explained how playfulness at work naturally extended to family interactions:

“At work, we have this tradition of setting small challenges for ourselves, like com-
pleting a task in a set time or making a mundane report fun by turning it into a
game. I realized that I was doing the same at home without even thinking about it,
like turning dinner prep into a fun challenge.”

Jo
b

B
or

ed
om

FIGURE 3 Interaction of PWD with playful personality on job boredom.

FIGURE 4 Interaction of PWD with compassionate love on job boredom.
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Second, participants highlighted how engaging in playful behaviors at work left them in a
positive emotional state, which in turn made them more likely to initiate playfulness at home.
For example,

“When I've had a good day at work and I've enjoyed what I'm doing and had some
fun, I come home with that same energy. Instead of just sitting on the couch, I'm
more likely to start a game with my kids or do something fun together.”

Third, participants indicated that the competitive elements of PWD, such as setting personal
challenges or engaging in friendly rivalries at work, influenced how they structured fun at
home. One participant shared:

“At work, we do these little team competitions, for example, who can come up with
the most creative idea, who can finish a task first. I started applying the same thing
at home. Now we have a leaderboard for who finishes their chores first, and we
even have prizes for the winner. It makes things more fun for everyone.”

Moreover, participants described how playfulness enacted at work appeared to carry over
into the tone and style of their family interactions. For example, one participant explained:

“Sometimes, I joke around a lot with my colleagues, and you know, it makes the
day more enjoyable. I noticed that I do the same at home, joking with my kids or
coming up with silly stories during dinner.”

Overall, these qualitative findings enrich our understanding of the relationship between
PWD and PFD by showing how playfulness developed at work may be enacted in family life. In
this sense, the interviews illustrate that PWD may extend beyond the workplace not only as a
general positive state, but also as a more concrete way of approaching and shaping family inter-
actions. These insights complement our quantitative findings and provide further support for
viewing playfulness as a cross-domain phenomenon that can be proactively enacted across
work and home life. Please refer to the online-only Supporting Information, Appendix A, for
the details of the interview.

DISCUSSION

Over the past decades, work design research has increasingly recognized the importance of
employee proactivity and flexibility in shaping meaningful work experiences (Anand &
Rofcanin, 2022; Bal & de Lange, 2014; Radcliffe & Cassell, 2014; Thomas et al., 2010).
Employees seek not only engagement and immersion in their work (Ersoy et al., 2022) but also
opportunities for playfulness and enjoyment. With the rise of proactive work practices, PWD
has gained increasing scholarly attention (Caracuzzo et al., 2024; Dishon-Berkovits et al., 2024).
Building on this emerging research and drawing from the W–HR model, our study examined
how PWD influences job boredom and whether its effects extend beyond the workplace into
the home domain in the form of PFD. Our findings show that PWD reduces job boredom and is
positively associated with playfulness in family life, a pattern that is primarily consistent with
spillover across domains. At the same time, the small negative indirect effect through job
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boredom points to a more modest compensatory dynamic, suggesting that boredom at work
may, under some conditions, be associated with greater playful enactment at home. Moreover,
we show that employees with a highly playful personality or strong relational support experi-
ence greater benefits from PWD. By uncovering these dynamics, our study contributes to
research on PWD, work–home interactions, and the broader understanding of proactive work
design.

Theoretical contributions

Our study makes several theoretical contributions to the growing body of research on PWD,
boredom, and proactive behaviors across life domains. Specifically, we advance the literature by
(1) providing empirical support for the link between PWD and job boredom, (2) introducing
PFD as a new construct while establishing its link with PWD, and (3) identifying structural
boundary conditions that shape the effectiveness of PWD in mitigating boredom.

First, our study contributes to the PWD literature by strengthening the link between playful-
ness and boredom reduction. A core assumption in the literature is that play serves as a strategy
for reducing boredom (Petelczyc et al., 2018; Roy, 1959; Scharp et al., 2021). However, prior
findings on the relationship between PWD and job boredom have been inconclusive, largely
due to methodological limitations that relied on between-person approaches (Scharp
et al., 2022). Our study advances this by incorporating a within-person approach, revealing that
PWD significantly lowers job boredom.

Our findings highlight the importance of adopting a daily perspective when examining the
relationship between boredom and playfulness across domains. Specifically, on days when
employees engage more in PWD, they experience less job boredom and report higher levels of
PFD. These findings suggest that the links between PWD, boredom, and PFD are not static ten-
dencies but short-term processes that fluctuate from day to day. This daily perspective is also
consistent with recent PWD research, which has increasingly used diary designs to capture the
within-person dynamics of PWD and its day-level implications for outcomes such as flow, crea-
tivity, and performance (e.g., Liu, Bakker, et al., 2023; Ștefan et al., 2025). In this sense, our
study extends this line of work by showing that the daily effects of PWD may not only unfold
within the work domain but may also extend into family life across daily experiences.

Our second major contribution is the introduction of PFD as a novel construct, alongside
establishing its link with PWD. Although prior research has examined proactive behaviors in
family life, such as home crafting (Demerouti et al., 2020) and home engagement (Rofcanin
et al., 2019), the specific application of self-initiated play in the home environment remained
unexplored. Our study addresses this gap by demonstrating that employees not only engage in
PWD to redesign work tasks but also transfer similar playful strategies to family interactions
(Philipp et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2018). Through our two studies, including a daily diary study
and a qualitative study, we uncover the link between PWD and PFD. Our findings indicate that
employees reported that experiencing a playful and engaging workday fosters a positive mindset
that spills over into family life, leading them to initiate playfulness at home. This supports the
idea that play is not confined to work settings but serves as a broader self-regulatory strategy for
enhancing engagement across life domains.

Third, our study highlights the moderating roles of playful personality and compassionate
love in shaping the effectiveness of PWD. Playful personality serves as a personal structural
resource that amplifies the benefits of PWD, as individuals who are naturally inclined toward
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playfulness experience stronger reductions in boredom when they engage in playful work strat-
egies. This finding extends prior research showing that playfulness enhances engagement and
positive affect at work (Scharp et al., 2019) and reinforces the importance of trait-based differ-
ences in shaping proactive behaviors. In addition to personal traits, compassionate love moder-
ates the link between PWD and boredom. Employees who experience strong, compassionate
love benefit from an enriched emotional resource base, making them more inclined to engage
in PWD and derive greater enjoyment from playful activities at work. This finding aligns with
previous research demonstrating that strong social connections facilitate proactive behaviors
(Casper et al., 2019) and underscores the importance of considering relational dynamics in
work–home research. By integrating these structural resources, we move beyond a static view
of PWD and demonstrate that its effectiveness depends on both individual dispositions and rela-
tional contexts.

A final key contribution of our study lies in expanding the geographical and cultural scope
of research on PWD. Although existing studies on PWD have primarily focused on Western and
highly developed contexts (e.g., Norway, Europe, and the United States; Bakker et al., 2020),
our research provides empirical evidence from non-Western and less-developed economies. By
incorporating a diverse sample from Chile, Guatemala, Honduras, Peru, El Salvador, Bolivia,
Panam�a, and México, we demonstrate that the mechanisms underlying PWD are not confined
to Western workplace cultures but are also relevant and applicable in other socioeconomic con-
texts. This contribution is particularly important as it challenges the implicit assumption that
playful work behaviors are predominantly a phenomenon of developed economies where job
autonomy, innovation-driven cultures, and discretionary work design are more common. Our
findings indicate that employees in less-developed countries also actively engage in PWD to
enhance their work experiences, suggesting that playful work's psychological and motivational
benefits transcend cultural and economic differences.

Practical implications

Our findings provide valuable HR implications for organizations aiming to cultivate a culture of
playfulness and competition while encouraging positive spillover into employees' personal lives.
Although contemporary job design research highlights the benefits of bottom-up approaches
such as job crafting (Zhang and Parker 2018), many employees still find themselves in standard-
ized, highly controlled roles that limit self-initiated engagement and playful opportunities.
Because workplace boredom can lead to disengagement, HR initiatives should actively support
and encourage employees to integrate playfulness into their daily tasks, reinforcing the impor-
tance of autonomy and proactive work behaviors (Anand & Rofcanin, 2022; Bal & de
Lange, 2014; Radcliffe & Cassell, 2014). A critical HR strategy in fostering PWD is granting
employees greater autonomy, allowing them to redesign their work experiences to align with
their strengths and interests. Organizations can implement targeted training interventions that
help employees incorporate fun and challenge into their work routines (Proyer et al., 2021).
Drawing from research on playfulness at work (Pham & Bartels, 2021; Unger, 2021), these inter-
ventions can introduce structured opportunities for employees to embrace playfulness as a tool
for creativity.

Beyond training and autonomy-enhancing initiatives, organizations can further support
PWD by helping employees cultivate a more playful mindset. Our findings suggest that
employees higher in playful personality derive greater benefits from PWD, indicating
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that playfulness-oriented interventions may be particularly effective when aligned with
employees' personal tendencies. Providing digital learning materials, self-assessment tools, and
guided workshops on playfulness may help employees develop the mindset and techniques
needed to incorporate fun and challenge into their work (Thomas et al., 2010).

Limitations and future research directions

The present study has several limitations that merit consideration while interpreting the find-
ings. First, despite the theoretical and empirical justifications provided in this study, our
research design does not allow for definitive causal inferences regarding the relationship
between PWD and PFD. Although our qualitative findings provide additional support for the
idea that PWD contributes to PFD, they also suggest that PFD may, in turn, influence PWD,
potentially creating a reciprocal relationship between these constructs. Future research should
employ longitudinal or experimental designs to examine the directionality and strength of these
relationships.

Second, another limitation of this study is the reliance on self-report data, which may intro-
duce common method bias. However, we addressed this concern by person-centering the
Level-1 predictors in our models, a technique that helps reduce the influence of individual
response tendencies (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Furthermore, common method variance typically
inflates relationships rather than suppressing them, making it more difficult to detect signifi-
cant cross-level interactions (Lai et al., 2013). Given that we found significant interaction
effects, this suggests that common method bias was unlikely to be a major issue in our study.
Nevertheless, to further strengthen the validity of research on playfulness at work and home,
future studies could incorporate multisource data.

Third, the boredom–PFD relationship should be interpreted with caution. Although this
pattern may be consistent with a compensatory interpretation, the effect was relatively small.
One possible explanation is that this pattern reflects a suppression effect or a more complex par-
tial relationship that only emerges once shared variance with PWD is taken into account. For
this reason, we do not interpret the positive boredom–PFD path as straightforward evidence of
a general compensation process. Instead, it may suggest that boredom-related playfulness at
home is a small and context-dependent dynamic that requires further investigation. Future
research could examine alternative mediators and moderators, as well as use designs that allow
a more precise test of these competing explanations.

Fourth, we did not measure task characteristics that may facilitate or hinder redesigning
playfulness at work. It is conceivable to expect that employees working on unchallenging and
unvaried tasks may find it easier to introduce and design fun in their tasks. Similarly,
employees with a high workload and challenging job demands may find it difficult to design
and implement playfulness. In relation to this and as we discussed, certain individual types are
likely to lead to more playfulness at work and at home. Future research is therefore rec-
ommended to investigate the inquiries relating to the contextual conditions, personality, and
various job characteristics that are likely to influence the effectiveness and implementation of
the playful redesign at work and home.

We acknowledge an important limitation regarding the newly introduced construct of PFD.
Although we developed PFD by building on the conceptualization of PWD and provided some
initial support for its relevance, the present study does not directly examine its downstream out-
comes. As a result, the meaningfulness of PFD is inferred rather than fully demonstrated
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through outcome-based evidence. Future research is therefore needed to further validate this
construct and establish its broader nomological network. In particular, future studies could
examine whether and how PFD contributes to positive outcomes in the family domain, such as
family engagement, family functioning, relationship quality, and communication with signifi-
cant others, as well as broader indicators of well-being and work–family balance. A potential
area of further inquiry will also be to explore the hindering contextual conditions such as
chores, cognitive workload at home, or a broken relationship with one's partner, in understand-
ing the consequences of PWD.

A fundamental motive explaining why employees engage in playfulness at work is to reduce
boredom (Petelczyc et al., 2018), which forms the basis of our focus on this concrete emotion.
To expand knowledge regarding the consequences of PWD, future research could focus on a
wide range of employee emotions, including feeling energized, excited, and enthusiastic. More-
over, although our study enhances the external validity of PWD research, we acknowledge that
we do not explicitly test cultural dimensions (e.g., Hofstede's or GLOBE's cultural frameworks)
as potential moderators. Future research could build upon our findings by incorporating indi-
vidual or national-level cultural factors.
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APPENDIX A: INTERVIEW PROTOCOL

The interview protocol for this study was developed in three cohesive steps to ensure consis-
tency and depth in data collection. During the preparation phase, participants were recruited
by coauthors using our networks from diverse industries—service, manufacturing, and
education—across China, Spain, the United Kingdom, and Turkey, focusing on full-time
employees in mid-level positions who reported to higher level managers. The sample consisted
of 10 participants, with an average age of 35.6 years and 65% identifying as female. Geographi-
cally, one participant came from the United Kingdom, three from Spain, three from Turkey,
and three from China. Interviews were conducted either in person or online using Teams or
email platforms. Each interview was designed to last approximately 1 h. All interviews were
held in English, and participants were informed about confidentiality and the study's purpose.
The interview questions were thoughtfully crafted to explore playful work and leisure behaviors
and their interconnections, with additional prompts to encourage detailed responses.

During the interview phase, the process began with an introduction to the study's objectives,
assurance of confidentiality, and consent collection. The interviews were structured into three
sections: the first focused on understanding participants' experiences with PWD, the second
examined their approaches to PFD, and the third explored the potential spillover effects and
links between the two domains.

In the postinterview phase, all responses were transcribed and anonymised to ensure confi-
dentiality. Data were organized by participant, industry, and country for thematic analysis, with
recurring patterns and relationships between PWD and PFD coded systematically. This compre-
hensive protocol ensured that the interviews yielded in-depth data to explore the relationship
between playful work and family design.

APPENDIX B: INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

1. Playful work design (PWD)

Definition provided to participants:
“Playful work design refers to strategies you use to make your work tasks more challenging

or fun, without changing the actual structure of the job. This could involve adding elements of
play, humor, or challenge to your work tasks to make them more interesting or challenging.”

Example of PWD:
“For instance, imagine you have to fill out a long report. You might challenge yourself to

complete it within a specific time, as if it's a race, or you could add humor by creating playful
labels for different sections. These are ways you might make a work task feel more playful.”

Example questions:
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1. How do you make sense of this concept? Are there any aspects of it that you find unclear or
intriguing about PWD?

2. We want to understand if and how you incorporate playful elements into your work tasks.
For example, do you ever try to make routine tasks more fun or treat them like a game?

3. Why do you choose to integrate playful elements into your daily work tasks?
4. Could you describe a recent work activity where you added an element of fun or challenge?
5. How did it change your experience of the task?
6. How do you feel after engaging in playful activities at work?
7. How does implementing playful behavior into your work influence your productivity and

motivation?
8. Playful family design (PFD)

Definition provided to participants:
“Playful family design refers to the constellation of self-driven proactive behaviors aimed at

fostering fun and competition in the family domain.”
Example of PFD:
“Examples include approaching family interactions in a fun manner and using imagination

to make time at home more interesting. For example, introducing play elements, such as
weekly scoreboards, to daily chores. Or introducing a competitive edge to mundane tasks (for
example, setting a time limit for family tasks and introducing fun rewards and punishments).

Example questions:

1. How do you make sense of this concept? Are there any aspects of it that you find unclear or
intriguing about PFD?

2. How do you bring playfulness into your family interactions? Like, introduce fun challenges,
competitions, or humor into daily family activities?

3. Why do you choose to integrate playful elements into your daily work tasks?
4. Could you describe a recent work activity where you added an element of fun or challenge?

How did it change your experience of the task?
5. How do you feel after participating in a playful family activity?
6. Exploring spillover and resource transfer between PWD and PFD

Purpose:
“This section focuses on understanding whether the playful strategies or mindsets you use

at work influence your family activities, or vice versa. We're interested in whether your experi-
ences in one area (work or family) inspire or enhance your behavior in the other.”

•Work influencing family: “Imagine an employee who enjoys making their work environ-
ment more engaging by introducing friendly competitions, using humor in the workplace, or
setting creative challenges for themselves and their colleagues. After a day of playfully tackling
tasks at work, they come home feeling energized and in a positive mood. This playful mindset
spills over into their family interactions—for instance, they might turn dinner preparation into
a cooking contest with their children, introduce a storytelling game during family time, or use
humor to lighten up household discussions”

•Family influencing work: “Imagine a parent who regularly creates playful challenges for
their children at home, such as turning household chores into a game, storytelling at dinner, or
having friendly competitions while cooking. Over time, this playful approach to family interac-
tions may shape how they approach tasks at work. For example, they might start introducing
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small competitions or fun challenges into their work environment, such as setting playful dead-
lines for completing reports, using humor to engage colleagues in meetings, or creating team-
based games to enhance motivation.”

Example questions:

1. Do you think your experiences at work influence how you engage with your family? Why or
why not?

2. Do you notice that on days when you are more playful at work, you tend to be more playful
at home? Why or why not?

3. What are some ways that the energy or mindset from playful work activities carries over into
your family time?

4. Are there times when playfulness at work does not translate into playful family interactions?
What prevents it?

5. How do work stress, exhaustion, or other work demands affect your ability to bring playful-
ness into your family life?

6. Does your family's response to playfulness affect whether you engage in playful family
activities?

7. Thinking about our discussion, do you see a connection between your playful work behav-
iors and playful family interactions?

8. Is there anything else you'd like to share about how playfulness moves between work and
family life?

Exploring the link between work boredom and PFD

1. When you feel bored or unchallenged at work, how does it affect your mood and energy
when you return home?

(Follow-up: Do you feel a need to seek stimulation or engaging activities after a boring
workday?)

2. Do you think experiencing boredom at work makes you more likely to create playful
moments with your family?

(Follow-up: Can you share an example where work boredom led you to engage in fun or
lighthearted activities at home?)
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