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Abstract
Recovery experiences (i.e., psychological detachment, relaxation, mastery, and control; Sonnentag and Fritz (Journal of 
Occupational Health Psychology, 12, 204–221, 2007)) are thought to enhance both work and health outcomes, though the 
mechanisms are not well understood. We propose and test an integrated theoretical model in which work engagement and 
exhaustion fully mediate the effects of recovery experiences on job performance and health complaints, respectively. Meta-
analytic associations (k = 316; independent samples; N = 99,329 participants) show that relaxation and mastery experiences 
positively predict job outcomes (work engagement, job performance, citizenship behavior, creativity, job satisfaction) and 
personal outcomes (positive affect, life satisfaction, well-being), whereas psychological detachment reduces negative personal 
outcomes (negative affect, exhaustion, work-family conflict), but does not seem to benefit job outcomes (work engagement, 
job performance, citizenship behavior, creativity). Control experiences exhibit negligible incremental effects. Path analysis 
largely supports the theoretical model specifying separate pathways by which recovery experiences predict job and health 
outcomes. Methodologically, diary and post-respite studies tend to exhibit smaller effects than do cross-sectional studies. 
Finally, within-person correlations of recovery experiences with outcomes tend to be in the same direction, but smaller 
than corresponding between-person correlations. Implications for recovery experiences theory and research are discussed.

Keywords  Recovery · Work engagement · Exhaustion

Introduction

Recently, organizational psychologists have pointed to 
recovery as a key way to unwind from work stress and 
improve well-being, citing growing evidence that recovery 
experiences during off-work time are positively related to 
well-being and negatively related to strain (see Sonnentag 

et al., 2017, for a qualitative review). This focus on recov-
ery is timely because job stress is a global health crisis that 
significantly increases the odds of poor physical health and 
contributes to high costs of healthcare, turnover, and poor 
performance (Goh et al., 2015; Pfeffer, 2018). Off-work 
recovery experiences are conceptually linked to both posi-
tive work outcomes and personal health outcomes (Son-
nentag et al., 2012).

Specifically, four recovery experiences have come to 
be the major focus of the recovery literature since Son-
nentag and Fritz (2007) introduced the Recovery Experi-
ence Questionnaire (REQ). These four recovery experiences 
are psychological detachment (i.e., not thinking about work 
during nonwork time), relaxation (i.e., low psychological 
and physical activation), mastery (i.e., experiencing posi-
tive challenges and learning something new), and control 
(i.e., experiencing control over leisure time and activities). 
In developing the REQ, Sonnentag and Fritz (2007) sought 
to consolidate the field of work recovery research by enu-
merating the core functional aspects, or basic psychologi-
cal experiences, underlying recovery activities. They state, 
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“For example, one person might recover from job stress 
by going for a walk while the other recovers by reading a 
book. Although the activities are different, the underlying 
processes (e.g., relaxation) are rather similar” (Sonnentag 
& Fritz, 2007, p. 204). Drawing upon Parkinson and Totter-
dell’s (1999) empirical classification of strategies for regu-
lating unpleasant mood states, Sonnentag and Fritz (2007) 
focused on measuring the three so-called diversion strate-
gies: psychological detachment, relaxation, and mastery. In 
addition to these three, Sonnentag and Fritz also sought to 
measure control experiences due to the crucial theoretical 
role of control as a resource in Hobfoll’s (1989) conservation 
of resources (COR) theory.

Since the validation of the REQ, numerous studies have 
sought to establish the utility of each recovery experience 
for enhancing well-being and work engagement, as well as 
reducing exhaustion. Specially, empirical studies have found 
that employees who experience recovery report higher posi-
tive affective states (Fritz et al., 2010a; Sonnentag et al., 
2008a)  and better subjective well-being (de Bloom et al., 
2012, 2015). In addition, such individuals report lower levels 
of exhaustion (Hahn et al., 2011; Kinnunen & Feldt, 2013; 
Siltaloppi et al., 2009) and strain (Shimazu et al., 2012) and 
also tend to experience higher levels of vigor at work (a sub-
dimension of work engagement; Kinnunen & Feldt, 2013; 
Kinnunen et al., 2010; ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012).

The growing interest in recovery has prompted both nar-
rative (Sonnentag et al., 2017) and quantitative (Bennett 
et al., 2018; Steed et al., 2021; Wendsche & Lohmann-Hais-
lah, 2017) reviews of the recovery literature. Although the 
previous quantitative reviews have shed light on the magni-
tude of bivariate associations between recovery and various 
predictors and outcomes (see Table 1 for a comparison), they 
provide an incomplete picture of the recovery process in 
particular ways. First, the previous focus on bivariate effects 
(Steed et al., 2021; Wendsche & Lohmann-Haislah, 2017) 
does not consider the overlap between the various recovery 
experiences nor specify their unique effects on work and 
health outcomes beyond each other. The current treatment 
can reveal, for example, that relaxation—which has a nega-
tive bivariate relation with negative affect—actually has no 
effect after the other recovery experiences are controlled. 
Second, previous work did not introduce a comprehensive 
theoretical model connecting recovery experiences with job 
performance and health outcomes [cf. Bennett et al. (2018) 
focus on only two outcomes—fatigue and vigor]. In essence, 
the theoretical model advanced in the current work—which 
establishes work engagement and exhaustion as complete 
mediators of recovery’s effects on job performance and 
health outcomes—describes a downstream process in the 
causal chain of recovery experiences not considered before 
and therefore extends the work done in previous meta-
analyses. Third, although the recovery literature is an area 

where diary research is commonplace, the effects of tempo-
ral dynamics and within-person relationships have not been 
thoroughly examined in previous meta-analytic reviews. 
According to the theoretical conceptualization of recovery 
experiences (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007), recovery processes 
fluctuate within individuals and have dynamic effects on 
well-being and job outcomes. Despite this theoretical basis, 
previous meta-analyses addressing recovery have been based 
on between-person relationships. This is important because 
within-person and between-person recovery effects are dis-
tinct theoretical phenomena (Ostroff & Harrison, 1999), and 
as such the within-person effects have not been previously 
reviewed. Within-person recovery relationships capture the 
episodic effect of daily recovery on daily outcomes, while 
between-person recovery relationships capture how one’s 
tendency to experience recovery affects outcomes in gen-
eral (Sonnentag et al., 2017). Therefore, in our empirical 
analyses we separately address between-person and within-
person results and investigate the effect of study design (i.e., 
cross-sectional vs. daily diary or vacation/weekend study) 
on recovery.

With this in mind, we propose to make four contributions 
to research on recovery experiences. First, we propose and 
test a theoretical model that extends previous meta-analytic 
models by specifying dual pathways by which recovery 
experiences lead to performance and health. This begins 
to answer recovery researchers’ call for testing models of 
underlying mechanisms by which recovery experiences 
influence work and health outcomes (Sonnentag, 2018a, b; 
Sonnentag et al., 2012). In this model, consistent with the 
pathways suggested by the job demands-resources (JD-R) 
model (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004), the effects of recov-
ery experiences on job performance are mediated by work 
engagement, whereas effects of recovery experiences on 
individual health complaints are mediated by exhaustion. 
Besides specifying and finding support for these two media-
tion pathways, the model also considers all four recovery 
experiences simultaneously—and finds that not all recov-
ery experiences have beneficial unique effects when con-
sidered together. Second, we meta-analytically estimate 
the magnitude and variability of the bivariate relationships 
of recovery experiences with a comprehensive set of per-
sonal and work-related outcomes. We then conduct regres-
sion analyses to determine whether recovery experiences 
uniquely predict these personal and work outcomes. Third, 
in addition to estimating between-person effects, we con-
duct a quantitative review of the within-person relationships 
(e.g., from experience-sampling studies; Demerouti et al., 
2009) between recovery experiences and work and personal 
outcomes. Fourth, we identify possible moderators, posit-
ing that recovery experiences and outcomes may be more 
strongly related for some samples (i.e., cross-sectional sam-
ples and European samples). In summary, we believe that 
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clarifying the relationships between recovery experiences 
and outcomes—as well as testing the theoretical linking 
mechanisms between recovery experiences and outcomes—
will advance theory about recovery from work.

Theoretical Background

The foundational theories used to explain recovery are the 
effort-recovery model (ERM; Meijman & Mulder, 1998) and 
COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989; for a review see Hobfoll et al., 
2018). The ERM holds that working inevitably requires 
effort expenditure, but continuous exposures to demands 
and stressors at work result in allostatic load reactions (e.g., 
fatigue). Such load reactions, however, can be removed or 
at least reduced through the absence of work demands. In 
other words, when individuals are no longer taxed by the 
demands of work, their functional systems can return to nor-
mal; but if their functional systems are continuously called 
upon without proper respites, their load reactions are not 
reversed before the next working period and further develop 
into long-term symptoms such as physical illness. Similarly, 
COR theory asserts that demands and stress in the environ-
ment (e.g., high job demands) deplete individuals’ resources 
(e.g., energies), and resource drains consequently harm well-
being and health. As such, individuals must replenish lost 
resources and gain new resources to maintain their well-
being and effectively function in the environment. Based 
on COR theory, recovery is conceptualized to occur when 
workers acquire, retain, protect, and enhance resources; 
halting cycles of resource loss and replenishing resources 
to prepare for the next working period (Hahn et al., 2011). 
Thus, both the ERM and COR theory suggest two neces-
sary recovery processes: (a) temporarily being away from 
job demands and avoiding any activities that draw on the 
same functional systems as used for work and (b) gaining 
new resources that will aid in replenishing threatened or lost 
resources (e.g., self-efficacy, positive mood).

Overview of Existing Research on Recovery 
Experiences

Recovery experiences are subjective, individual percep-
tions of psychological detachment, relaxation, mastery, or 
control during off-work time (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007). 
Recovery experiences can occur both in the workplace (e.g., 
work breaks) and nonwork contexts (e.g., at home on week-
ends). Further, regarding temporal settings, research has 
examined recovery cross-sectionally (e.g., Siltaloppi et al., 
2009) before and after respites (weekends or vacations; e.g., 
Fritz & Sonnentag, 2005, 2006), and repeatedly over time 
in diary studies (e.g., Binnewies et al., 2009). Also, a few 

studies have examined recovery in longer terms (e.g., across 
1 year; Kinnunen & Feldt, 2013). Additionally, the outcomes 
considered in past research vary considerably and may be 
roughly classified as either covering personal outcomes or 
work outcomes. Personal outcomes include affect (positive 
affect and negative affect), energy (exhaustion, state recov-
ery, and compensatory effort), sleep (sleep quality and 
sleep quantity), health (health complaints, life satisfaction, 
well-being, and stress), and role conflict (work-family con-
flict and family-work conflict). Job outcomes include work 
engagement and its subdimensions (vigor, absorption, and 
dedication), performance (job performance, organizational 
citizenship behaviors, and creativity), proactive behavior at 
work (personal initiative), and job attitudes (job satisfac-
tion, turnover intentions, and psychological withdrawal). 
The definitions of these outcomes and the scales used to 
measure them are provided in Table 2.

Recovery Experiences

The four recovery experiences as typically measured by the 
REQ (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007) are positively related to 
one another, but they have been distinguished in confirma-
tory factor analyses at both between- and within-person lev-
els of analysis (Bakker et al., 2015; Sonnentag and Fritz, 
2007;Sonnentag et al., 2008a, b). It is suggested that psycho-
logical detachment and relaxation experiences are the most 
beneficial experiences, especially for personal outcomes, 
such as exhaustion and well-being (Sonnentag et al., 2017). 
In particular, according to a qualitative review of the litera-
ture, psychological detachment has strong negative relation-
ships with strain and positive relationships with well-being 
(Sonnentag & Fritz, 2015). Regarding work-related out-
comes, weak and mixed results have emerged. For example, 
psychological detachment had either weak or nonsignificant 
relationships with outcomes such as job performance and 
work engagement (e.g., de Bloom et al., 2015; Fritz et al., 
2010b). Moreover, relaxation has been found to have posi-
tive links with work engagement and performance in some 
studies (e.g., de Bloom et al., 2015; ten Brummelhuis & 
Bakker, 2012), but not others (e.g., Binnewies et al., 2009; 
Eschleman et al., 2014). In summary, the pattern might not 
consistently support the prevailing view that psychological 
detachment and relaxation are the most crucial recovery 
experiences that can improve employees’ functioning when 
they return to work.

Compared to psychological detachment and relaxation, 
research has underexplored the benefits of mastery and con-
trol experiences. Although mastery and control are expected 
to decrease strain and increase resources that can be rein-
vested in effective functioning at work, individual studies 
have found mixed results as well. For example, Moreno-
Jiménez et al. (2012) found that mastery and control had 
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negative bivariate relationships with work-family conflict, 
somatic symptoms, and anxiety; but when considered along-
side other recovery experiences, mastery was no longer 
related to those outcomes, while control still was negatively 
related to the outcomes. On the contrary, Kinnunen et al. 
(2010) and Siltaloppi et al. (2009) found that when tested 
alongside other recovery experiences, mastery and control 
continued to negatively predict need for recovery while mas-
tery still positively predicted work motivation.

Such inconclusive evidence led Sonnentag et al. (2017) 
to speculate that recovery experiences’ relationships with 
a variety of outcomes are more complex than reflected in 
bivariate correlations. Therefore, we meta-analytically esti-
mate the relationships among recovery experiences and a 
comprehensive set of personal and work-related outcomes 
and use these estimates as input for testing all four recov-
ery experiences simultaneously in regression equations to 
predict outcomes. This process will allow us to examine 
how each recovery experience uniquely predicts outcomes, 
while controlling for the other recovery experiences. Thus, 
we conjecture:

Research question 1: How do recovery experiences 
uniquely predict (a) personal and (b) work outcomes?

Within‑Person Level Versus Between‑Person Level

It should be also noted that recovery experiences and out-
comes can vary between persons (e.g., people differ in the 
degree to which they experience relaxation) and within per-
sons (e.g., on some days individuals may experience more 
relaxation than on other days). Previous meta-analyses have 
yet to consider whether the effect of recovery experiences 
at the within-person level differs from those at the between-
person level. However, relationships at different levels 
of analysis have been found to vary in terms of direction 
and magnitude (Bliese et al., 2007). As an example, at the 
between-person level, those who exercise everyday will have 
better health indicators than those who do not; however, at 
the within-person level, a regular exerciser may not have that 
much change in their health indicators on the days they exer-
cise (Schwartz & Stone, 1998). It is the cumulative effects of 
daily exercise that benefit individuals’ physiological health. 
On the other hand, at the within-person level, a regular exer-
ciser may experience a greater change in their mood on the 
days they exercise (Giacobbi et al., 2005). Thus, daily exer-
cise benefits individuals’ mood states. Beyond the exercise 
example, the general rule is that an X–Y relationship at one 
level of analysis implies nothing about the X–Y relationship 
at a different level of analysis (Ostroff, 1993).

As follows, it is unclear how relationships among recov-
ery experiences and outcomes will differ at the within- 
and between-persons levels. At the within-person level, 

the relationship between daily recovery experiences and 
daily outcomes represents an episodic response to spe-
cific recovery event. In addition, the within-person level 
controls for the possible effects of individual differences. 
The repeated-measures or within-person designs (e.g., 
experience sampling/diary studies) utilized by research-
ers can better capture within-person fluctuations of recov-
ery along with personal and work outcomes over time. 
This approach can help researchers answer to questions 
about whether people feel better or have a higher level of 
work outcomes on the days when they have experienced a 
higher level of psychological detachment, relaxation, mas-
tery, or control during the evening before. Indeed, some 
diary studies have suggested that more than 80% of the 
variance in recovery can be attributed to within-person 
variations (e.g., ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). Diary 
studies have also demonstrated significant intraindividual 
variations in outcomes of recovery, such as work engage-
ment (Sonnentag, 2003) and exhaustion (ten Brummelhuis 
& Trougakos, 2014). Therefore, examining the recovery 
process within-individuals may reveal stronger associa-
tions with outcomes, similar to the effect of exercise on 
mood states, as this may be a process that unfolds within-
individuals across days.

On the other hand, between-person level relationships 
of recovery experiences and outcomes reflect an accumu-
lation of individual recovery episodes. This approach can 
help researchers answer questions about whether people 
who tend to experience more psychological detachment, 
relaxation, mastery, or control generally feel better or 
generally experience better work outcomes. For exam-
ple, recovery may be an experience that is beneficial for 
personal and work outcomes when it is practiced consist-
ently, similar to the effect of exercise on health indicators. 
Accordingly, the ERM suggests that larger load effects of 
work demands require longer periods of time in order to 
be reversed. In other words, recovery experiences on one 
evening may not be enough to undo years of accumulated 
ill-effects of job stress. In addition, relationships at the 
between-person level may be larger due to more sources 
of systematic variance that affect these relationships. For 
example, emotional stability (i.e., one’s tendency to expe-
rience positive emotional states and adjust well to stress; 
Costa & McCrae, 1992) may strengthen the relationship 
between recovery experiences and outcomes. Due to their 
more positive approach to life, emotionally stable indi-
viduals may find it easier to detach from work, engage 
in more relaxation and mastery, and perceive more con-
trol over their time away from work (Sonnentag & Fritz, 
2007). Thus, examining recovery at the between-person 
level may result in greater associations with outcomes than 
the within-person level as the between-person level does 
not control for ones’ typical level of recovery experiences. 
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In summary, it is unclear how the meta-analytic relation-
ships will differ at the between- and within-person level 
of analysis, so we conjecture the following:

Research question 2: Do the relationships among recov-
ery experiences and personal and work outcomes signifi-
cantly differ at the between-person vs. the within-person 
level of analysis?

A Recovery‑Engagement‑Exhaustion Model 
of Performance and Health

The JD-R model (Demerouti et al., 2001; see Crawford 
et al., 2010), as revised by Schaufeli and Bakker (2004; 
Schaufeli & Taris, 2014), is a dual-process model that 
proposes two distinct mechanisms by which job demands 
and resources lead to work and health outcomes, respec-
tively. In this model, work engagement is the motivational 
pathway by which job resources benefit job performance, 
whereas exhaustion is the health impairment pathway by 
which job demands lead to health problems. In an early 
attempt to incorporate recovery experiences into the JD-R 
model, Kinnunen et al. (2011) drew upon theoretical work 
by Demerouti et al. (2009) to propose and show that recov-
ery experiences mediated the effects of job resources and job 
demands on work engagement and exhaustion, respectively. 
Additionally, according to the recovery paradox (Sonnentag, 
2018a, b) and the stressor-detachment model (Sonnentag 
& Fritz, 2015), job demands predict low levels of recov-
ery experiences. Moreover, the meta-analysis by Bennett 
et al. (2018) demonstrated similar mediation pathways: job 
demands/resources → recovery experiences → fatigue/vigor. 
Furthermore, Steed et al. (2021) found significant relation-
ships between job demands and recovery experiences ( � 
= − 0.18) and job resources and recovery experiences (� 
= 0.24). In other words, recovery experiences transmit the 
effects of job demands and resources onto work engagement 
and exhaustion.

In brief, a high level of recovery experiences represents 
the accumulation of resources, and a lack of recovery expe-
riences means that employees are unable to recover from 
job demands. Thus, drawing from the JD-R model and pre-
vious meta-analyses, our theoretical model in the current 
work extends past models by testing the dual paths by which 
recovery experiences predict job performance and health 
outcomes. In the motivational process, recovery experiences 
enliven work engagement which in turn helps workers more 
successfully accomplish their in-role tasks, while in the 
impairment process, workers with poor recovery experiences 
develop exhaustion, which in turn leads to health complaints 
such as headaches and gastrointestinal issues.

The Engagement Pathway

Work engagement is defined as “a positive, fulfilling, work-
related state of mind that is characterized by vigor, dedica-
tion, and absorption” (Schaufeli et al., 2002, p. 74). The 
concept essentially captures the extent that workers view 
their work as interesting and captivating (absorption), and 
meaningful and significant (dedication), and stimulating and 
energetic (vigor). According to the JD-R model and engage-
ment researchers, work engagement represents a motiva-
tional pathway to performance (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; 
Christian et al., 2011; Halbesleben, 2010). When workers 
are dedicated to their work and enthusiastic about it, they 
will be more likely to want to sustain the positive situation 
and further improve it (Bakker et al., 2008a; Bakker et al., 
2008b). In addition, when individuals are absorbed and con-
centrating on their work, they may pay more attention to 
details and improve their performance (Bakker et al., 2008a). 
Also, workers who have vigor will be able to put forth more 
effort and sustain their work (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; 
Bakker et al., 2008a). In sum, enhanced work engagement 
will enable employees take a more active approach to their 
work, thereby improving their task performance. Relatedly, 
Salanova et al. (2005) found a positive relationship between 
hotel and restaurant workers’ work engagement and per-
formance as rated by clients. Also, meta-analytic evidence 
shows work engagement is related to task performance 
(ρ = 0.43; Christian et al., 2011).

Our theoretical model specifies that this motivational state 
of work engagement may be the key pathway through which 
recovery experiences facilitate job performance, mainly 
because recovery experiences are theorized to generate and 
replenish personal resources that may be important predic-
tors of work engagement (Kinnunen et al., 2011; Sonnentag 
& Fritz, 2007). For example, as psychological detachment 
and relaxation involve unwinding and recuperation from 
stress, they are linked to various positive states that further 
trigger work engagement, such as feelings of vigor and opti-
mism at work (e.g., Ragsdale & Beehr, 2016; ten Brummel-
huis & Bakker, 2012). Also, psychological detachment and 
relaxation are related to feelings of being recovered after 
respites, which are linked to better task performance (e.g., 
Binnewies et al., 2010). Additionally, mastery and control 
experiences are conceptualized to enhance internal resources 
(e.g., self-assurance, self-efficacy) that may be useful for 
work (Sonnentag and Fritz, 2007). Likewise, control expe-
riences predicted higher self-regulatory capacity, which 
is linked to work engagement (Ragsdale & Beehr, 2016). 
According to the JD-R model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; 
Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004) and COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989), 
these positive resources can translate into work engagement, 
in that employees with increased personal resources are less 
discouraged by setbacks and expend less energy doing job 
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tasks, and therefore may more easily experience engagement 
on the job.

Bakker et al. (2008a) found direct support that work 
engagement was a function of recovery perceptions, and 
that this work engagement predicted daily performance in 
turn. Altogether, the common theorization deriving from the 
JD-R model and recovery theory suggests that work engage-
ment will act as an enlivening pathway from recovery expe-
riences to job performance. That is, workers who enjoy more 
recovery experiences during off-work time will remain more 
engaged in their work, thereby improving their performance. 
Thus, we propose the following:

Hypothesis 1: Work engagement mediates the positive 
relationship between recovery experiences (i.e., psycho-
logical detachment, relaxation, mastery, and control) and 
job performance.

The Exhaustion Pathway

Exhaustion is a state characterized by physical fatigue and 
a sense of feeling emotionally and psychologically drained 
(Maslach & Jackson, 1986). It is a reaction that occurs when 
workers are unable to recuperate from job demands (Meij-
man & Mulder, 1998). According to the JD-R model and 
burnout researchers, a primary consequence of exhaustion 
is poor health (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Maslach, 2001; 
Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004; Shirom et al., 2005). Exhaus-
tion impairs physical health as it involves the activation of 
physiological systems that respond to stress and makes daily 
functioning more effortful (Bakker & Costa, 2014; Bakker & 
Demerouti, 2017; Meijman & Mulder, 1998). The exposure 
to heightened physiological responses and increased effort 
result in the manifestation of physical symptoms, such as 
backache, headache, eye strain, and sleep disturbance (Nixon 
et al., 2011). For example, data from three large Dutch 
worker samples (van Veldhoven & Sluiter, 2009) demon-
strated that exhaustion had a significant positive relationship 
with sleep complaints (sample 1), health complaints (e.g., 
headache, neck pain, palpitations, stomach pain; sample (2), 
and sickness absenteeism (sample 3). Also, meta-analytic 
evidence showed that exhaustion is significantly related to 
absenteeism, an indicator of health impairment (ρ = 0.21, 
Swider & Zimmerman, 2010).

Our theoretical model argues that workers who do not 
have sufficient recovery experiences are more likely to expe-
rience exhaustion, which will impair physical health, mainly 
because lack of recovery is theorized to prolong physiologi-
cal reactions to stress and prevent effective coping (Meijman 
& Mulder, 1998; Sonnentag and Fritz, 2007). For example, 
when individuals do not experience psychological detach-
ment or relaxation, their work-related stressors remain acti-
vated, preventing their physical and psychological systems 

from recharging. Following this logic, Slatcher et  al. 
(2010) found that lack of psychological detachment (i.e., 
work-related worry) is positively related to cortisol levels 
(a physiological stress response) in a sample of working 
couples over 6 days. Further, relaxation techniques (e.g., 
meditation, autogenic training) have been found to counter-
act the activation of physiological stress response systems 
(Esch et al., 2003). Also, mastery and control represents 
resource-providing experiences that have been found to help 
workers cope with exhaustion (e.g., Kinnunen et al., 2010; 
Siltaloppi et al., 2009). Through mastery, employees gain 
a sense of accomplishment and self-efficacy (Sonnentag 
& Fritz, 2007). Without these positive internal resources, 
employees struggle to deal with stressors in the environ-
ment, thereby increasing exhaustion. A series of studies has 
found a negative correlation between teachers’ self-efficacy 
and exhaustion (e.g., Friedman, 2003; Schwarzer & Hallum, 
2008; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007). Similarly, lack of control 
over events in one’s life is thought to diminish one’s ability 
to cope with exhaustion (Lazarus, 1966). Lower physiologi-
cal responses to stress have been consistently found in those 
who reported effective coping and a perception of control 
over their environments (Cacioppo, 1998; Ursin & Eriksen, 
2004).

Ragsdale et al. (2011) found support that exhaustion was 
a function of recovery experiences during off-work time 
and that exhaustion in turn predicted poor well-being upon 
returning to work. In sum, the common theorization deriv-
ing from the JD-R model and recovery theory suggests that 
exhaustion will act as an impairment pathway from poor 
recovery experiences to health complaints. That is, workers 
who do not experience recuperation during off-work time 
will experience stress reactions associated with exhaustion, 
thereby increasing their health complaints. Thus, we propose 
the following:

Hypothesis 2: Exhaustion mediates the negative relation-
ship between recovery experiences (i.e., psychological 
detachment, relaxation, mastery, and control) and health 
complaints.

Moderators

Study Design (Cross‑Sectional vs. Diary/
Post‑respite)

It is unclear whether there are differences in the relation-
ships between meta-analytic associations assessed in cross-
sectional studies and those assessed in a study with a time 
lag (i.e., diary studies on evening recovery and post-respite 
studies of weekend or vacation recovery). It may be that 
individuals perceive their experiences of psychological 



830	 Journal of Business and Psychology (2023) 38:821–864

1 3

detachment, relaxation, mastery, and control to be deeper 
when they are assessing these experiences immediately after 
their evening respite (daily diary studies assess recovery 
experiences at bedtime) or after their weekend or vacation 
respite. Therefore, the strength of the relationships between 
recovery experiences and outcomes may be stronger in stud-
ies with diary designs or post-respite design compared to 
a cross-sectional design. On the other hand, there is more 
consistent evidence to suggest that the cross-sectional asso-
ciations of the present model may be stronger. Relationships 
assessed in cross-sectional research tend to be inflated by 
contemporaneous common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 
2003). Thus, we hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis 3: Relationships among recovery experi-
ences, work engagement, exhaustion, job performance, 
and health complaints will be stronger for samples with 
a cross-sectional design than for those with diary/post-
respite designs.

Study Location (European vs. Non‑European)

Cultural values may explain the potential moderating effect 
of study location (European vs. non-European) on the meta-
analytic relationships in our model involving recovery expe-
riences. The non-European studies in the recovery literature 
are mainly conducted in the USA; however, other studies 
have also been conducted in Australia, Canada, China, Iran, 
Japan, and South Korea. Non-European countries, such as 
the USA and China, tend to attach more value to work (Snir 
& Harpaz, 2006). These society-level values can affect the 
way individuals deal with their day-to-day lives and may 
drive them to place less emphasis on their recovery during 
leisure time. Furthermore, the work centrality cultural norm 
is evident in these countries by the policies surrounding lei-
sure time. For example, the USA has no mandated minimum 
paid annual vacation or paid holidays (OECD, 2020). In con-
trast, European countries have on average 22 mandated paid 
vacation days and 13 holidays (OECD, 2020). In addition, 
contacting employees during leisure time has been banned 
in a growing number of European countries, such as Italy, 
Portugal, and France (Keane, 2021). Furthermore, although 
not yet mandated by law, many German and Scandinavian 
companies have policies in place that limit the digital con-
nection employees have during their leisure time (Keane, 
2021). These laws and policies are meant to protect one’s 
“right to disconnect.”

As follows, Europeans may strive for deeper experi-
ences away from the workplace as their nonwork lives are 
more central to them compared to non-Europeans. Thus, 
we expect that Europeans will have stronger associations 
among recovery experiences, work engagement, exhaus-
tion, job performance, and health complaints. For instance, 

Europeans may spend more time engaging in hobbies, which 
would encourage deeper mastery experiences. Also, Euro-
peans may spend less time thinking about work and more 
time unwinding (i.e., psychological detachment and relaxa-
tion). Further, because it is accepted in European culture that 
individuals spend time on leisure, Europeans may feel more 
empowered to exert control of their time away from work 
(i.e., control experiences). On the other hand, non-European 
individuals may experience negative reactions when they 
are disconnected from work as work is more central to their 
lives. Non-Europeans may also feel the need to be connected 
to work more strongly than those in European countries. The 
stress or guilt that follows disconnecting from work may 
counterbalance the benefits that psychologically detaching 
from work provide. Thus, we hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis 4: Relationships among recovery experi-
ences, work engagement, exhaustion, job performance, 
and health complaints will be stronger for European sam-
ples than for non-European samples.

Method

Literature Search

We performed our meta-analysis following the suggestions 
of the American Psychological Association (APA, 2008) and 
previous authors (Aytug et al., 2011). First, we conducted 
the literature search using several strategies. We searched 
PsycInfo for articles published since 1998 by keywords (i.e., 
“recovery” combined with “psychological detachment,” 
“relaxation,” “control,” “mastery,” or “work”). A start date 
of 1998 was chosen because Meijman and Mulder’s (1998) 
ERM provides the theoretical background for much of the 
recovery literature. Next, we used Google Scholar to identify 
all articles that cited Sonnentag and Fritz (2007), the origi-
nal article that first introduced the REQ, as many subsequent 
studies on recovery have used this measure. Then, to identify 
unpublished articles, Society for Industrial and Organiza-
tional Psychology, Work, Stress and Health, and Academy 
of Management conference programs were searched. The 
search was conducted up until July 2021. Finally, we double 
checked that our search contained all articles used in previ-
ous meta-analyses that involve recovery experiences (Ben-
nett et al., 2018; Steed et al., 2021; Wendsche & Lohmann-
Haislah, 2017). Results yielded 4832 studies for possible 
inclusion in the meta-analysis.

Inclusion Criteria

We included primary studies that reported relation-
ships between (a) at least one recovery experience (e.g., 
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psychological detachment) and (b) at least one other recov-
ery experience or outcome (e.g., sleep quality). To be 
included, studies had to be published in English and the 
recovery experience had to reference nonwork time (i.e., eve-
nings, weekends, or vacations). Furthermore, we included 
correlations at both the between-person and within-person 
levels of analysis, but these correlations were not combined 
because they are at different levels of analysis (Ostroff & 
Harrison, 1999). In the case of repeated-measures studies, 
if a study reported both a cross-sectional and a lagged rela-
tionship (i.e., detachment at T1 and exhaustion at T1 vs. 
detachment at T1 and exhaustion at T2), we included the 
lagged relationship in the present meta-analysis to mitigate 
the potential impact of contemporaneous common method 
bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Also, if lagged studies reported 
multiple time lags, the shortest lag was selected to reflect 
the proposed temporal ordering of recovery experiences and 
outcomes. For example, evening psychological detachment 
measured at bedtime should be temporally followed by vigor 
or exhaustion the next morning, rather than vigor or exhaus-
tion at the end of the next workday. This led to the inclusion 
of 292 papers containing 316 samples.

Coding Procedures

Three coders extracted the following information indepen-
dently: data on the between-person and within-person cor-
relations, study design (e.g., daily diary, weekly diary, cross-
sectional); between-person and within-person sample sizes, 
reliability, average weekly work hours, average age, percent 
male, study location; and whether the study was published or 
unpublished. For numerical variables, the average interrater 
reliability (r = 0.97; ICC1 = 0.97) was very high. The aver-
age interrater reliability for categorical variables (κ = 0.85) 
also indicates high agreement (Landis & Koch, 1977). How-
ever, we note that categorical variables (e.g., study design, 
variable label) are both subjective in nature and are some-
times described ambiguously in primary studies.

Of the 316 studies we coded, these could be catego-
rized by study design into nine unique categories: (a) 157 
(or 50%) were cross-sectional, (b) 87 studies (or 28%) had 
a daily diary design (daily diary studies had an average 
length = 7.16 days, SD = 3.20 days), (c) 6 (or 2%) had a 
weekly diary design, (d) 16 (or 6%) of the studies evaluated 
individuals both before and after (also sometimes during) 
a respite (i.e., weekend or vacation), (e) 15 (or 5%) studies 
used two measurement points, which were 1 month apart, (f) 
5 (or 2%) studies used two measurement points, which were 
1 week apart, (g) 2 (or 1%) used two measurement points, 
which were two weeks apart, (h) 15 (or 5%) were longer-
term studies (i.e., spanning at least 4 months), and finally (i) 
10 (or 3%) studies were experiments (for these studies, we 
only coded the relationships among recovery experiences 

and outcomes in the control group, or before any interven-
tion took place). Three studies did not have a design that 
fit neatly into one of the above eight categories (but were 
still included in the meta-analysis). Zhou et al. (2020) had 
two measurement points, which were 6 weeks apart; DeAr-
mond et al. (2014) had a design with 3 measurement points 
over 2 months; and Derks et al. (2014a) had a design with 6 
measurement points over 2 weeks. In addition, roughly half 
of the studies in the current meta-analysis were conducted 
in Europe (159 studies or 50%).

Developing Coding Categories

For the outcome variables, 24 outcome constructs emerged 
and are summarized in Table 2. Most of the outcomes were 
straightforward; however, there was a small number of 
situations when the authors had to discuss which outcome 
construct a variable fell under. To do this, we started with 
frameworks presented in the occupational health psychology 
literature along with past research, underlying theory, item 
content of measures, and correlations among variables. We 
consulted the primary studies for construct definitions and 
item content. We worked collaboratively to categorize varia-
bles into overarching constructs for use in the meta-analysis. 
If there was not a clear case for combining variables, they 
were left separate. For example, studies that assessed nega-
tive affect as well as those that assessed depression and anxi-
ety were all coded into the category of negative affect. These 
variables can fall under the general definition of negative 
affect as they are strongly related to measures of negative 
affect (Watson et al., 1988a).

In addition, studies assessing variables related to exhaus-
tion were also discussed. The majority of studies in the cur-
rent meta-analysis examined an exhaustion subdimension of 
a burnout inventory [e.g., the emotional exhaustion subscale 
of Maslach and Jackson’s (1986) Burnout Inventory (MBI) 
or the exhaustion subscale of the Oldenburg Burnout inven-
tory (OLBI; Demerouti et al., 2003)]. Ultimately, we decided 
that the exhaustion category would also include burnout 
variables, which were usually assessed by some version of 
the MBI, the OLBI, the Shirom-Melamed Burnout Meas-
ure (SMBM; Shirom and Melamed 2005), Wharton’s (1993) 
Burnout Measure, or Pines and Aronson’s (1988) Burnout 
Measure. Further, the exhaustion category also included 
need for recovery variables (de Croon et al., 2006) and meas-
ures of fatigue (i.e., the Occupational Fatigue Exhaustion 
Recovery [OFER; Winwood et al., 2006], Checklist Indi-
vidual Strength [CIS-20R; Vercoulen et al., 1994]). These 
variables were combined because they fall under the general 
definition of exhaustion and have very similar items. As fur-
ther evidence for the convergence between these constructs, 
Schaufeli and van Dierendonck (2000) reported correlations 
near unity between “need for recovery” measures and the 
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exhaustion facet of burnout measures (r = 0.84, N = 742; 
r = 0.75, N = 559; see van Veldhoven & Broersen, 2003). In 
sum, although burnout measures are included, the “exhaus-
tion” variable by and large reflects a state of exhaustion as 
most studies measure the exhaustion subdimension of burn-
out or fatigue/need for recovery and these variables are con-
ceptually and empirically overlapping.

Furthermore, exhaustion and work engagement were not 
collapsed into a single outcome variable despite previous 
research suggesting that the core dimensions of exhaustion 
as assessed by the Maslach Burnout Inventory (Maslach & 
Jackson, 1986) and work engagement as assessed by the 
Utrecht Work Engagement scale (Schaufeli et al., 2002) are 
opposite ends of the same spectrum (Demerouti et al., 2010; 
González-Romá et al., 2006), and exhibit an average cor-
rected meta-analytic correlation of -0.55 (Cole et al., 2012). 
This was done to better reflect our theoretical model and 
determine if recovery variables have different or similar 
relationships with work engagement vs. exhaustion. Also, 
whereas measures used to assess exhaustion varied, almost 
all (i.e., 99%) studies examining work engagement used the 
same version of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale.

Finally, most of the studies assessing well-being used 
the General Health Questionnaire (GHQ; Goldberg, 1972). 
However, some studies scored this outcome as a measure 
of health complaints rather than well-being. For those stud-
ies that scored the GHQ as poor well-being or complaints, 
we reversed correlation signs for consistency purposes. In 
addition, some studies evaluated sleep quality with measures 
of insomnia. For studies that assessed sleep quality with 
insomnia measures, we also reversed correlation signs. Thus, 
all outcome variables were coded such that higher numbers 
reflect more of the variables.

Meta‑analytic Procedures

We conducted a Hunter and Schmidt (2004) psychometric 
meta-analysis using the package metafor in R (Viechtbauer, 
2010). Each sample effect size was corrected individually for 
measurement error in both the predictor and the criterion to 
estimate relationships: (a) among recovery experiences and 
(b) personal and job outcomes with recovery experiences. 
Also, for the within-person correlations, we used only those 
correlations from daily diary studies, so that all within-person 
correlations represent days nested within individuals.1 No reli-
ability estimates were reported by primary study authors for 
any single-item measures (such as sleep quantity and quality). 

The reliability of each of the single-item variables was fixed to 
1.0 (i.e., correlations with these variables were not corrected 
for unreliability) for the sake of conservative estimation of 
corrected correlations. In the case of studies in which reliabil-
ity estimates for outcomes were not reported when they could 
have been, the mean reliability for that construct (averaged 
across all the studies cumulated in the meta-analytic database) 
was used. In total, we generated between- and within-person 
meta-analytic correlations among the recovery predictors and 
between recovery predictors and each outcome (when at least 
3 primary studies were available).

We conducted multiple regression analyses in R using 
recovery experiences to predict outcomes. We used the 
between-person correlations as the basis for these regres-
sion analyses because we did not have enough correlations 
at the within-person level to enable estimation of the regres-
sion models. Regression significance tests were based on the 
harmonic mean sample size (Viswesvaran & Ones, 1995). In 
these analyses, we examined whether each of the four recov-
ery experiences uniquely contributed to the prediction of 
outcomes. Next, we used the between-person meta-analytic 
correlations as the basis for a meta-analytic structural equa-
tion model (MASEM; implemented in the lavaan package 
in R; Rosseel, 2012) to test our hypotheses and evaluate 
the fit of the comprehensive model of recovery experiences 
and outcomes (Fig. 1). The predictors include the recovery 
experiences, while the mediators (i.e., work engagement and 
exhaustion) and outcomes (i.e., health complaints and job 
performance) are those specified by the JD-R model. Fur-
ther, to test the indirect or mediated paths specified in the 
model, we used Monte Carlo 95% confidence intervals based 
upon 10,000 repetitions (Selig & Preacher, 2008).

Next, we conducted meta-analytic moderator analyses. 
These moderator analyses focused on examining the effects of 
two study variables (i.e., study location European or not, study 
design) on the relationships utilized in the model. To test for 
moderating effects, we adopted the weighted least squares 
regression procedure recommended by Steel and Kammeyer-
Mueller (2002) to determine whether differences between 
subgroups were statistically significant. Specifically, we used 
the moderators as independent variables (dummy coded), in 
a weighted least squares regression, to predict the corrected 
correlation coefficients for each relationship.

Finally, we conducted funnel plot and trim‐and‐fill analyses 
(Kepes et al., 2012) to determine if the meta-analytic results 
might be impacted by publication bias. The funnel plot distri-
butions display the magnitude of relationships on the x-axis 
and precision along the y-axis. The trim-and-fill method evalu-
ates the degree of symmetry in a funnel plot distribution. For 
these analyses, we only looked at relationships with at least 
10 correlations (k). If our meta-analytic correlation and the 
trim-and-fill adjusted correlation yield identical or comparable 
estimates, then publication bias is likely absent.

1  Note that daily diary researchers reported the average internal reli-
ability of measures across days, which tend to be inflated when esti-
mated at the between-person level compared to the within-person 
level.
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Results

Between‑Person Intercorrelations Among Recovery 
Experiences

Table 3 reports the between-person meta-analytic correla-
tions among recovery experiences. As shown in Table 3, the 

four types of recovery experiences (psychological detach-
ment, relaxation, mastery, control) are all significantly posi-
tively intercorrelated (i.e., all confidence intervals exclude 
zero), such that individuals who tend to experience one type 
of recovery experience are also more likely to experience 
another.

Fig. 1   Recovery-engagement-exhaustion model of performance and 
health (all samples). Note: Path estimates in bold underline are from 
full mediation model (χ2 = 481.84, df = 8, CFI = 0.98, TLI = 0.93, 
RMSEA = 0.074; SRMR = 0.040). Path estimates in italics are from 

partial mediation model (saturated model, df = 0, χ.2 = 0) and are 
reported in the manuscript. Solid lines are significant at the p < 0.05 
level, whereas dashed lines are p > 0.05 (ns). Harmonic mean 
N = 10,488

Table 3   Between-person meta-
analytic correlations among 
recovery experiences

k, number of correlations; N, sample size; r , mean sample size weighted meta-analytic correlation; ρ, cor-
rected meta-analytics correlation (correcting for measurement error); SDp, standard deviation of corrected 
correlation; 95% CI, 95% confidence interval of the corrected estimate; LL, lower limit of confidence band, 
UL, upper limit of confidence band; 80% CV, 80% credibility interval of the corrected estimate

95% CI 80% CV
k N r ρ SDρ LL UL LL UL

Psychological detachment
Relaxation 106 30,610 0.50 0.58 0.15 0.55 0.63 0.40 0.78
Mastery 90 27,819 0.16 0.19 0.18 0.13 0.24  − 0.05 0.42
Control 76 25,410 0.36 0.42 0.13 0.38 0.46 0.26 0.59
Relaxation
Mastery 89 26,599 0.32 0.38 0.18 0.33 0.43 0.15 0.61
Control 72 23,510 0.55 0.65 0.14 0.60 0.69 0.47 0.82
Mastery
Control 72 24,284 0.35 0.42 0.20 0.36 0.48 0.16 0.67
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Between‑Person Correlations of Recovery 
Experiences with Outcomes

Psychological Detachment

Table 4 reports between-person meta-analyses of psychologi-
cal detachment with outcomes. Psychological detachment was 
generally associated with better personal outcomes: mood 
(positive affect ρ = 0.16; negative affect ρ =  − 0.28), energy 
(exhaustion ρ =  − 0.32; state recovery ρ = 0.37; compensa-
tory effort ρ =  − 0.29), sleep (sleep quality ρ = 0.31; sleep 

quantity ρ = 0.21), health (health complaints ρ =  − 0.20; life 
satisfaction ρ = 0.22; well-being ρ = 0.24; stress ρ =  − 0.19), 
and work-family conflict (ρ =  − 0.33). In contrast to its 
expected relationship with personal outcomes, psychological 
detachment was generally weakly related to work outcomes: 
work engagement (ρ =  − 0.01; ns), organizational citizenship 
behavior (OCB) (ρ =  − 0.07), creativity (ρ =  − 0.11), personal 
initiative (ρ =  − 0.25), job performance (ρ = 0.02; ns), turno-
ver intentions (ρ =  − 0.003; ns) and psychological withdrawal 
(ρ =  − 0.08; ns). However, psychological detachment was 
positively related to job satisfaction (ρ = 0.23).

Table 4   Between-person 
meta-analytic correlations of 
psychological detachment with 
outcomes

k, number of correlations; N, sample size; r , mean sample size weighted meta-analytic correlation; ρ, cor-
rected meta-analytics correlation (correcting for measurement error); SDp, standard deviation of corrected 
correlation; 95% CI, 95% confidence interval of the corrected estimate; LL, lower limit of confidence band, 
UL, upper limit of confidence band; 80% CV, 80% credibility interval of the corrected estimate

95% CI 80% CV

k N r ρ SDρ LL UL LL UL

Affect
Positive affect 46 11,173 0.13 0.16 0.13 0.06 0.26  − 0.02 0.34
Negative affect 54 9913  − 0.24  − 0.28 0.21  − 0.37  − 0.20  − 0.56  − 0.01
Energy
Exhaustion 125 40,118  − 0.27  − 0.32 0.21  − 0.37  − 0.27  − 0.59  − 0.04
State recovery 20 5720 0.34 0.37 0.20 0.24 0.50 0.10 0.67
Compensatory effort 3 508  − 0.25  − 0.29 0.03  − 0.39  − 0.20  − 0.36  − 0.22
Sleep
Sleep quality 45 10,379 0.27 0.31 0.14 0.25 0.36 0.12 0.50
Sleep quantity 13 1766 0.20 0.21 0.21 0.06 0.35  − 0.07 0.49
Health
Health complaints 30 10,784  − 0.16  − 0.20 0.08  − 0.25  − 0.14  − 0.31  − 0.08
Life satisfaction 22 7906 0.20 0.22 0.13 0.15 0.29 0.05 0.39
Well-being 32 44,473 0.21 0.24 0.10 0.19 0.29 0.11 0.37
Stress 28 8127  − 0.16  − 0.19 0.14  − 0.29  − 0.08  − 0.38 0.01
Role conflict
Work-family conflict 39 12,825  − 0.29  − 0.33 0.24  − 0.44  − 0.22  − 0.65  − 0.01
Family-work conflict 8 1667 0.08 0.09 0.28  − 0.17 0.36  − 0.30 0.49
Work engagement
Aggregated 47 17,699  − 0.01  − 0.01 0.13  − 0.07 0.05  − 0.18 0.16
Vigor 35 12,215 0.10 0.12 0.13 0.05 0.19  − 0.05 0.29
Absorption 15 6077  − 0.07  − 0.08 0.13  − 0.19 0.03  − 0.26 0.10
Dedication 17 7772 0.01 0.01 0.05  − 0.03 0.05  − 0.06 0.07
Performance
Job performance 30 12,658 0.02 0.02 0.12  − 0.05 0.10  − 0.14 0.19
OCB 10 2867  − 0.06  − 0.07 0.00  − 0.11  − 0.02  − 0.09  − 0.04
Creativity 8 3926  − 0.09  − 0.11 0.05  − 0.16  − 0.05  − 0.18  − 0.03
Proactive behavior
Personal initiative 6 1171  − 0.22  − 0.25 0.19  − 0.43  − 0.07  − 0.52 0.01
Job attitudes
Job satisfaction 21 9352 0.17 0.23 0.14 0.15 0.31 0.05 0.42
Turnover intentions 7 3706  − 0.003  − 0.003 0.16  − 0.15 0.14  − 0.23 0.22
Psych. withdrawal 4 422  − 0.07  − 0.08 0.00  − 0.19 0.03  − 0.16  − 0.01
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Relaxation

Table 5 reports the between-person meta-analytic rela-
tionships of relaxation with outcomes. Relaxation was 
favorably associated with personal outcomes: mood (pos-
itive affect ρ = 0.31; negative affect ρ =  − 0.23), energy 
(exhaustion ρ =  − 0.32; state recovery ρ = 0.46; compensa-
tory effort ρ =  − 0.16), sleep (sleep quality ρ = 0.30; sleep 
quantity ρ = 0.14), health (health complaints ρ =  − 0.24, 
life satisfaction ρ = 0.37, well-being ρ = 0.36, stress 
ρ =  − 0.27), and work-family conflict (ρ =  − 0.33). In 

addition, relaxation was associated with better job out-
comes: work engagement (ρ = 0.22), job performance 
(ρ = 0.18), OCB (ρ = 0.11), job satisfaction (ρ = 0.29), 
and psychological withdrawal (ρ =  − 0.14). However, it 
was not significantly related to creativity (ρ = 0.04; ns) and 
personal initiative (ρ = 0.11; ns).

Mastery

Table  6 reports between-person meta-analyses of 
mastery with outcomes. Mastery is related to better 

Table 5   Between-person 
meta-analytic correlations of 
relaxation with outcomes

k, number of correlations; N, sample size; r , mean sample size weighted meta-analytic correlation; ρ, cor-
rected meta-analytics correlation (correcting for measurement error); SDp, standard deviation of corrected 
correlation; 95% CI, 95% confidence interval of the corrected estimate; LL, lower limit of confidence band, 
UL, upper limit of confidence band; 80% CV, 80% credibility interval of the corrected estimate

95% CI 80% CV

k N r ρ SDρ LL UL LL UL

Affect
Positive affect 23 4509 0.027 0.31 0.17 0.22 0.40 0.09 0.53
Negative affect 25 6224  − 0.21  − 0.23 0.19  − 0.35  − 0.12  − 0.49 0.02
Energy
Exhaustion 63 20,452  − 0.27  − 0.32 0.16  − 0.37  − 0.26  − 0.53  − 0.11
State recovery 14 4221 0.40 0.46 0.10 0.39 0.54 0.33 0.60
Compensatory effort 4 729  − 0.14  − 0.16 0.00  − 0.25  − 0.07  − 0.22  − 0.11
Sleep
Sleep quality 21 4429 0.27 0.30 0.05 0.26 0.34 0.23 0.37
Sleep quantity 5 752 0.14 0.14 0.00 0.07 0.22 0.09 0.19
Health
Health complaints 25 9573  − 0.20  − 0.24 0.09  − 0.30  − 0.18  − 0.36  − 0.12
Life satisfaction 13 5214 0.34 0.37 0.10 0.30 0.45 0.23 0.51
Well-being 15 5146 0.31 0.36 0.10 0.29 0.43 0.22 0.49
Stress 15 6302  − 0.23  − 0.27 0.10  − 0.36  − 0.18  − 0.41  − 0.12
Role conflict
Work-family conflict 14 4665  − 0.28  − 0.33 0.12  − 0.41  − 0.25  − 0.49  − 0.17
Family-work conflict - - - - - - - - -
Work engagement
Aggregated 22 8292 0.20 0.22 0.14 0.12 0.33 0.03 0.41
Vigor 27 8450 0.22 0.26 0.11 0.20 0.32 0.12 0.40
Absorption 9 2543 0.12 0.15 0.20  − 0.001 0.30  − 0.12 0.42
Dedication 12 4576 0.22 0.25 0.16 0.14 0.36 0.04 0.46
Performance
Job performance 16 7957 0.17 0.18 0.07 0.12 0.25 0.08 0.29
OCB 10 3146 0.08 0.09 0.04 0.03 0.13 0.03 0.14
Creativity 7 3479 0.04 0.04 0.08  − 0.03 0.12  − 0.07 0.15
Proactive behavior
Personal initiative 3 412 0.09 0.11 0.00  − 0.00 0.22 0.04 0.18
Job attitudes
Job satisfaction 14 3454 0.25 0.29 0.20 0.17 0.41 0.02 0.56
Turnover intentions - - - - - - - - -
Psych. withdrawal 4 422  − 0.12  − 0.14 0.08  − 0.30 0.02  − 0.29 0.01
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personal outcomes: mood (positive affect ρ = 0.30, neg-
ative affect ρ =  − 0.19), energy (exhaustion ρ =  − 0.23, 
state recovery ρ = 0.32), sleep quality (ρ = 0.17), 
health (health complaints ρ =  − 0.17, life satisfaction 
ρ = 0.33, well-being ρ = 0.32, stress ρ =  − 0.23), and 
work-family conflict (ρ =  − 0.22). Mastery was also 
favorably related to work outcomes: work engagement 
(ρ = 0.34), job performance (ρ = 0.28), OCB (ρ = 0.28), 
creativity (ρ = 0.44), personal initiative (ρ = 0.14), job 

satisfaction (ρ = 0.26), and psychological withdrawal 
(ρ =  − 0.12).

Control

Table 7 shows between-person meta-analyses of control 
with outcomes. Generally, fewer studies have examined 
relationships between control and both personal and job 
outcomes. Among the studies that did include control, it 

Table 6   Between-person meta-
analytic correlations of mastery 
with outcomes

k, number of correlations; N, sample size; r , mean sample size weighted meta-analytic correlation; ρ, cor-
rected meta-analytics correlation (correcting for measurement error); SDp, standard deviation of corrected 
correlation; 95% CI, 95% confidence interval of the corrected estimate; LL, lower limit of confidence band, 
UL, upper limit of confidence band; 80% CV, 80% credibility interval of the corrected estimate

95% CI 80% CV

k N r ρ SDρ LL UL LL UL

Affect
Positive affect 21 4185 0.25 0.30 0.10 0.23 0.37 0.16 0.44
Negative affect 17 4547  − 0.16  − 0.19 0.18  − 0.32  − 0.07  − 0.43 0.05
Energy
Exhaustion 54 18,754  − 0.20  − 0.23 0.13  − 0.28  − 0.19  − 0.40  − 0.07
State recovery 10 3587 0.28 0.32 0.12 0.22 0.42 0.16 0.48
Compensatory effort 4 729  − 0.08  − 0.10 0.07  − 0.21 0.02  − 0.22 0.02
Sleep
Sleep quality 16 2888 0.15 0.17 0.06 0.11 0.23 0.07 0.26
Sleep quantity 4 698 0.03 0.04 0.00  − 0.04 0.12  − 0.02 0.09
Health
Health complaints 24 9461  − 0.15  − 0.17 0.09  − 0.24  − 0.11  − 0.30  − 0.05
Life satisfaction 13 5214 0.27 0.33 0.09 0.27 0.40 0.21 0.45
Well-being 13 5515 0.28 0.32 0.14 0.22 0.42 0.13 0.51
Stress 16 6620  − 0.20  − 0.23 0.08  − 0.30  − 0.16  − 0.34  − 0.12
Role conflict
Work-family conflict 10 3843  − 0.19  − 0.22 0.18  − 0.36  − 0.08  − 0.47 0.03
Family-work conflict - - - - - - - - -
Work engagement
Aggregated 18 7257 0.30 0.34 0.06 0.29 0.39 0.26 0.42
Vigor 21 7505 0.28 0.33 0.15 0.25 0.42 0.14 0.53
Absorption 9 2543 0.22 0.27 0.08 0.19 0.34 0.16 0.37
Dedication 12 4576 0.30 0.35 0.22 0.19 0.51 0.05 0.65
Performance
Job performance 12 6500 0.23 0.28 0.13 0.12 0.44 0.08 0.48
OCB 9 2856 0.23 0.28 0.03 0.23 0.33 0.23 0.34
Creativity 5 2420 0.37 0.44 0.07 0.35 0.52 0.33 0.54
Proactive behavior
Personal initiative 3 412 0.12 0.14 0.00 0.03 0.25 0.06 0.21
Job attitudes
Job satisfaction 12 2866 0.24 0.26 0.21 0.13 0.40  − 0.02 0.54
Turnover intentions - - - - - - - - -
Psych. withdrawal 4 422  − 0.10  − 0.12 0.00  − 0.23  − 0.01  − 0.19  − 0.05
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was consistently related to better personal outcomes: affect 
(positive affect ρ = 0.28, negative affect ρ =  − 0.26), energy 
(exhaustion ρ =  − 0.28, state recovery ρ = 0. − 039), sleep 
(sleep quality ρ = 0.28, sleep quantity ρ = 0.22), health 
(health complaints ρ = 0.22, life satisfaction ρ = 0.33, well-
being ρ = 0.38, stress ρ =  − 0.27), and work-family conflict 
(ρ =  − 0.36). In addition, control was related to favorable 
work outcomes: work engagement (ρ = 0.22), job perfor-
mance (ρ = 0.23), OCB (ρ = 0.07), creativity (ρ = 0.10), 
job satisfaction (ρ = 0.35), and psychological withdrawal 
(ρ =  − 0.21).

Meta‑analytic Regressions Involving Recovery 
Experiences

Recovery Experiences as Predictors of Personal Outcomes

We next assess whether each recovery experience uniquely 
predicts an outcome beyond the other recovery experi-
ences to answer research question 1 (“How do recovery 
experiences uniquely predict (a) personal and (b) work 
outcomes?”). Table 8 reports results of regressions of each 
personal outcome onto the set of four recovery experiences. 

Table 7   Between-person meta-
analytic correlations of control 
with outcomes

k, number of correlations; N, sample size; r , mean sample size weighted meta-analytic correlation; ρ, cor-
rected meta-analytics correlation (correcting for measurement error); SDp, standard deviation of corrected 
correlation; 95% CI, 95% confidence interval of the corrected estimate; LL, lower limit of confidence band, 
UL, upper limit of confidence band; 80% CV, 80% credibility interval of the corrected estimate

95% CI 80% CV

k N r ρ SDρ LL UL LL UL

Affect
Positive affect 11 2802 0.24 0.28 0.09 0.20 0.36 0.16 0.40
Negative affect 10 3504  − 0.23  − 0.26 0.15  − 0.40  − 0.13  − 0.47  − 0.06
Energy
Exhaustion 48 16,536  − 0.24  − 0.28 0.13  − 0.33  − 0.23  − 0.45  − 0.11
State recovery 9 3996 0.36 0.39 0.08 0.31 0.46 0.27 0.51
Compensatory effort - - - - - - - - -
Sleep
Sleep quality 12 2041 0.24 0.28 0.00 0.23 0.32 0.25 0.31
Sleep quantity 3 318 0.20 0.22 0.00 0.10 0.33 0.14 0.29
Health
Health complaints 19 8433  − 0.19  − 0.22 0.10  − 0.30  − 0.14  − 0.37  − 0.08
Life satisfaction 10 4617 0.30 0.33 0.18 0.19 0.47 0.08 0.58
Well-being 14 5569 0.32 0.38 0.14 0.29 0.47 0.19 0.57
Stress 13 5889  − 0.24  − 0.27 0.08  − 0.36  − 0.19  − 0.39  − 0.15
Role conflict
Work-family conflict 11 4209  − 0.30  − 0.36 0.08  − 0.42  − 0.29  − 0.47  − 0.24
Family-work conflict - - - - - - - - -
Work engagement
Aggregated 17 7120 0.19 0.22 0.03 0.18 0.25 0.18 0.26
Vigor 18 6863 0.20 0.24 0.01 0.21 0.27 0.22 0.26
Absorption 8 2274 0.15 0.18 0.04 0.12 0.24 0.11 0.25
Dedication 12 4576 0.20 0.24 0.14 0.14 0.34 0.06 0.43
Performance
Job performance 9 6006 0.21 0.23 0.04 0.19 0.28 0.18 0.29
OCB 7 2583 0.06 0.07 0.00 0.03 0.12 0.04 0.10
Creativity 4 2180 0.09 0.10 0.00 0.05 0.15 0.07 0.14
Proactive behavior
Personal initiative - - - - - - - - -
Job attitudes
Job satisfaction 11 2761 0.31 0.35 0.17 0.24 0.47 0.13 0.58
Turnover intentions - - - - - - - - -
Psych. withdrawal 4 422  − 0.18  − 0.21 0.00  − 0.32  − 0.10  − 0.28  − 0.14
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Table 8   Meta-analytic regression results for personal outcomes predicted by recovery experiences

95% CI

Outcome Recovery experience β SE LL UL R2 N

Affect Positive affect 0.14 8800
Psychological detachment  − 0.03 0.01  − 0.05  − 0.002
Relaxation 0.20* 0.02 0.17 0.23
Mastery 0.20* 0.01 0.17 0.22
Control 0.08 0.01 0.05 0.11

Negative affect 0.11 10,039
Psychological detachment  − 0.22* 0.01  − 0.24  − 0.19
Relaxation 0.03 0.01  − 0.001 0.06
Mastery  − 0.10* 0.01  − 0.12  − 0.08
Control  − 0.14* 0.01  − 0.17  − 0.12

Energy Exhaustion 0.15 23,987
Psychological detachment  − 0.20* 0.01  − 0.22  − 0.19
Relaxation  − 0.11* 0.01  − 0.13  − 0.09
Mastery  − 0.12* 0.01  − 0.13  − 0.11
Control  − 0.07* 0.01  − 0.09  − 0.06

State recovery 0.26 8547
Psychological detachment 0.16* 0.01 0.13 0.18
Relaxation 0.25* 0.01 0.22 0.27
Mastery 0.16* 0.01 0.14 0.18
Control 0.10* 0.01 0.08 0.12

Sleep Sleep quality 0.13 7207
Psychological detachment 0.20* 0.01 0.17 0.23
Relaxation 0.09* 0.02 0.06 0.12
Mastery 0.05* 0.01 0.03 0.07
Control 0.12* 0.02 0.09 0.15

Sleep quantity 0.07 1492
Psychological detachment 0.18* 0.03 0.12 0.24
Relaxation  − 0.09* 0.04  − 0.16  − 0.02
Mastery  − 0.06 0.03  − 0.11 0.001
Control 0.23* 0.03 0.16 0.29
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We only examined the personal outcomes for which meta-
analytic correlations of all four recovery experiences were 
available (i.e., positive affect, negative affect, exhaustion, 
state recovery, sleep quality, sleep quantity, health com-
plaints, life satisfaction, well-being, stress, and work-family 
conflict are included in Table 8; we omitted compensatory 
effort and family-work conflict).

In seeking to identify themes in the pattern of results in 
Table 8, for the sake of parsimony we focus on standardized 
regression coefficients that exceed |β |= 0.15 in magnitude. 
First, psychological detachment experiences uniquely pre-
dict negative affect (β =  − 0.22), exhaustion (β =  − 0.20), 
state recovery (β = 0.16), sleep quality (β = 0.20), sleep 
quantity (β = 0.18), and work-family conflict (β =  − 0.20). 
Second, relaxation experiences uniquely predict positive 
affect (β = 0.20), state recovery (β = 0.25), life satisfaction 

(β = 0.20), and well-being (β = 0.15). Third, mastery experi-
ences uniquely predict positive affect (β = 0.20) state recov-
ery (β = 0.16), life satisfaction (β = 0.20), and well-being 
(β = 0.18). Fourth, control experiences uniquely predict sleep 
quantity (β = 0.23), well-being (β = 0.20), and work-family 
conflict (β =  − 0.22). Generally, it seems that psychological 
detachment is the strongest (negative) predictor for the nega-
tive personal states (i.e., negative affect, exhaustion, work-
family conflict), whereas the more positive personal states 
are predicted by relaxation (i.e., positive affect, life satisfac-
tion, well-being) and mastery (i.e., positive affect, life satis-
faction, well-being). Thus, this answers research question 1a 
as psychological detachment is associated with decreasing 
negative personal states, whereas relaxation and mastery 
are associated with increasing positive personal states when 
recovery experiences are considered simultaneously.

N, harmonic mean of sample size. *p < .05

Table 8   (continued)

95% CI

Outcome Recovery experience β SE LL UL R2 N

Health Health complaints 0.07 15,367

Psychological detachment  − 0.09* 0.01  − 0.11  − 0.07

Relaxation  − 0.11* 0.01  − 0.13  − 0.08

Mastery  − 0.08* 0.01  − 0.10  − 0.06

Control  − 0.08* 0.01  − 0.10  − 0.06

Life satisfaction 0.18 10,461

Psychological detachment 0.01 0.01  − 0.01 0.03

Relaxation 0.23* 0.01 0.20 0.25

Mastery 0.20* 0.01 0.18 0.22

Control 0.09* 0.01 0.07 0.12

Well-being 0.19 12,392

Psychological detachment 0.04* 0.01 0.02 0.06

Relaxation 0.15* 0.01 0.12 0.16

Mastery 0.18* 0.01 0.16 0.19

Control 0.20* 0.01 0.18 0.22

Stress 0.10 12,021

Psychological detachment  − 0.05* 0.01  − 0.07  − 0.03

Relaxation  − 0.12* 0.01  − 0.14  − 0.09

Mastery  − 0.13* 0.01  − 0.15  − 0.11

Control  − 0.12* 0.01  − 0.15  − 0.10
Role conflict Work-family conflict 0.18 9810

Psychological detachment  − 0.20* 0.01  − 0.22  − 0.18
Relaxation  − 0.05* 0.01  − 0.07  − 0.02
Mastery  − 0.07* 0.01  − 0.09  − 0.05
Control  − 0.22* 0.01  − 0.24  − 0.19
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Recovery Experiences as Predictors of Job‑Related 
Outcomes

Table 9 reports regressions of each job-related outcome onto 
the set of four recovery experiences. We only examined the 
job outcomes for which meta-analytic correlations with 
each recovery experience were available (i.e., work engage-
ment, vigor, absorption, dedication, job performance, OCB, 
creativity, job satisfaction, and psychological withdrawal 
are included in Table 9; we omitted personal initiative and 
turnover intentions).

First, psychological detachment uniquely negatively pre-
dicted work engagement (β =  − 0.20), OCB (β =  − 0.17), 
and creativity (β =  − 0.18). Second, relaxation experiences 
uniquely positively predicted work engagement (β = 0.24). 
Third, mastery experiences uniquely positively predicted 
work engagement (β = 0.28), job performance (β = 0.21), 
OCB (β = 0.29), and creativity (β = 0.49). Fourth, control 
experiences uniquely positively predicted job satisfaction 
(β = 0.23) and negatively predicted psychological with-
drawal (β =  − 0.20). Generally, relaxation, mastery, and 
control experiences positively predict work outcomes (i.e., 
work engagement, job performance, OCB, creativity, and 
job satisfaction). In contrast, it appears that psychological 
detachment experiences negatively predict work outcomes 
(i.e., work engagement, OCB, and creativity); however, 
at the bivariate level these relationships tend to be small 
and nonsignificant. Therefore, the significant incremental 
negative relationships for detachment may be due to a sta-
tistical artifact. These results answer research question 1b 
as psychological detachment is negatively associated with 
work outcomes, whereas relaxation, mastery, and control are 
positively associated with work outcomes when recovery 
experiences are considered simultaneously.

Theoretical Mediation Model Results

Next, we test a theoretical mediation model extending the 
JD-R model with two separate mechanisms (work engage-
ment and exhaustion) linking recovery experiences to job 
performance and health complaints. Figure 1 shows our 
theoretical model. The full mediation model (with the work 
engagement pathway and the exhaustion pathway) specifies 
no direct paths from recovery experiences to job perfor-
mance or health complaints. Using the meta-analytic corre-
lation matrix in Table 10 as input for these analyses, the full 
mediation model exhibited adequate overall fit to the meta-
analytic data (χ2 = 481.84, df = 8, CFI = 0.98, TLI = 0.93, 
RMSEA = 0.074; SRMR = 0.040), supporting the proposed 
recovery-engagement-exhaustion model. In addition, for the 
sake of completeness we specified a partial mediation model 
that included direct paths from each recovery experience 
to both job performance and health complaints, which is a 

saturated model (df = 0) and therefore has perfect goodness 
of fit by design (James et al., 2006). As seen in Fig. 1, the 
addition of direct paths from the four recovery experiences 
to job performance and health complaints had little effect 
on the magnitudes of the hypothesized mediation pathways. 
To be conservative, we tested the hypothesized mediation 
effects in the presence of (i.e., while controlling for) the 
direct effects.

Hypothesis 1 predicted that work engagement would 
mediate the relationship between recovery experiences 
(i.e., psychological detachment, relaxation, mastery, con-
trol) and job performance, and hypothesis 2 predicted that 
exhaustion would mediate the relationship between recovery 
experiences and health complaints. To test these two sets of 
mediation hypotheses, we examined each path coefficient 
(i.e., joint significance test) as well as the statistical signifi-
cance of the indirect paths when the direct paths were also 
modeled (see Hayes & Scharkow, 2013).

As displayed in Fig. 1, each of the recovery experiences 
exhibited a statistically significant path coefficient both 
predicting work engagement (psychological detachment 
β =  − 0.20; relaxation β = 0.19; mastery β = 0.28; control 
β = 0.06) and predicting exhaustion (psychological detach-
ment β =  − 0.20; relaxation β =  − 0.11; mastery β =  − 0.12; 
control β =  − 0.07). Overall, the R2 or the variance explained 
by recovery experiences was 15% for work engagement 
and 15% for exhaustion. Relaxation and mastery appear to 
enhance work engagement while control has a small enhanc-
ing effect; and all four recovery experiences appear to reduce 
exhaustion, although only psychological detachment has a 
substantive effect (|β |> 0.15). In addition, psychological 
detachment appears to harm work engagement; however, this 
may be due to a statistical artifact given its high interrelation 
with the other recovery experiences.

Next, work engagement significantly predicted job per-
formance (β = 0.40), whereas exhaustion significantly pre-
dicted health complaints (β = 0.45). As shown in Table 11, 
the indirect effects of psychological detachment (− 0.08, 
95% CI [− 0.09, − 0.07]), relaxation (0.08, 95% CI [0.07, 
0.09]), mastery (0.11, 95% CI [0.10, 0.12]), and control 
(0.03, 95% CI [0.01, 0.03]) on job performance via work 
engagement were all statistically significant. The R2 was 
25% for job performance. These results provide support for 
hypothesis 1 (i.e., recovery experiences → work engage-
ment → job performance), but note that there was a nega-
tive indirect effect of psychological detachment. We next 
tested the indirect effects of the four recovery experiences 
on health complaints via exhaustion (hypothesis 2: recov-
ery experiences → exhaustion → health complaints). As 
shown in Table 11, the indirect effects of psychological 
detachment (− 0.09, 95% CI [− 0.10, − 0.08]), relaxation 
(− 0.05, 95% CI [− 0.06, − 0.04]), mastery (− 0.05, 95% CI 
[− 0.06, − 0.04]), and control (− 0.03, CI [− 0.04, − 0.02]) on 
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Table 9   Meta-analytic regression results for job-related outcomes predicted by recovery experiences

N, harmonic mean of sample size. *p < .05

95% CI

Outcome Recovery experience β SE LL UL R2 N

Work engagement Aggregated 0.15 14,607
Psychological detachment  − 0.20* 0.01  − 0.22 -0.18
Relaxation 0.19* 0.01 0.17 0.21
Mastery 0.28* 0.01 0.26 0.30
Control 0.06* 0.01 0.04 0.09

Vigor 0.13 14,115
Psychological detachment  − 0.04* 0.01  − 0.06  − 0.02
Relaxation 0.15* 0.01 0.13 0.18
Mastery 0.26* 0.01 0.24 0.28
Control 0.05* 0.01 0.03 0.07

Absorption 0.13 6173
Psychological detachment  − 0.23* 0.02  − 0.26  − 0.20
Relaxation 0.25* 0.02 0.22 0.29
Mastery 0.28* 0.01 0.25 0.30
Control  − 0.11* 0.02  − 0.15  − 0.08

Dedication 0.17 9866
Psychological detachment  − 0.20* 0.01  − 0.20  − 0.17
Relaxation 0.22* 0.01 0.22 0.24
Mastery 0.28* 0.01 0.26 0.30
Control 0.07* 0.01 0.04 0.09

Performance Job performance 0.10 13,257
Psychological detachment  − 0.13* 0.01  − 0.15  − 0.11
Relaxation 0.08* 0.01 0.06 0.10
Mastery 0.21* 0.01 0.20 0.23
Control 0.14* 0.01 0.12 0.16

Organizational citizenship behaviors 0.10 6123
Psychological detachment  − 0.17* 0.02  − 0.20  − 0.14
Relaxation 0.11* 0.02 0.08 0.15
Mastery 0.29* 0.01 0.27 0.32
Control  − 0.06* 0.02  − 0.09  − 0.02

Creativity 0.23 6085
Psychological detachment  − 0.18* 0.01  − 0.21  − 0.15
Relaxation  − 0.04* 0.02  − 0.07  − 0.01
Mastery 0.49* 0.01 0.45 0.50
Control  − 0.01 0.02  − 0.04 0.02

Job attitudes Job satisfaction 0.15 7480
Psychological detachment 0.08* 0.01 0.06 0.11
Relaxation 0.04* 0.02 0.01 0.07
Mastery 0.13* 0.01 0.11 0.15
Control 0.23* 0.02 0.21 0.26

Psychological withdrawal 0.05 1030
Psychological detachment 0.01 0.04  − 0.06 0.09
Relaxation  − 0.01 0.05  − 0.10 0.08
Mastery  − 0.04 0.03  − 0.11 0.03
Control  − 0.20* 0.04  − 0.28  − 0.11
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health complaints through exhaustion were all statistically 
significant. The R2 was 23% for health complaints. These 
results support hypothesis 2. To summarize the results of the 
theoretical path model, we note that (a) recovery experiences 
predict job performance through the mechanism of work 
engagement; (b) psychological detachment is a negative pre-
dictor of work engagement, whereas relaxation, mastery, and 
control are positive predictors of work engagement; and (c) 
recovery experiences negatively predict health complaints 
through the mechanism of exhaustion.

Moderator Analyses

We next examined the potential moderating effects of study-
related variables (i.e., study design and study location) on 
the relationships used in our model (see Table 12). Note 

that for some moderators, there were relatively small sample 
sizes within specific moderator categories (i.e., for the diary/
post-respite designs, N’s ranged from 211 to 1657 for cor-
relations involving job performance or health complaints). 
For these particular moderator analyses, the results should 
be interpreted with caution. Nonetheless (as enumerated 
below), even for these diary/post-respite moderator catego-
ries with N’s in the low hundreds, the observed meta-ana-
lytic correlations tended to not significantly differ from the 
corresponding cross-sectional correlations (see Table 12).

For study design, we compared studies with diary designs 
or post-respite designs to those with cross-sectional designs. 
For coding the moderator variable, cross-sectional designs 
were dummy coded as 0 and diary and post-respite designs 
as 1. Studies that used a longitudinal design spanning at 
least 6 months, or a time lag between measures of 1 month 

Table 10   Between-person meta-analytic correlations among recovery experiences, exhaustion, engagement, and outcomes (all samples)

Each cell contains the meta-analytic correlation (correcting for measurement error), followed by k number of correlations, and N sample size. * 
p < .05

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Psychological detachment -
2. Relaxation 0.58*

(106/30,610)
-

3. Mastery 0.19*
(90/27,819)

0.38*
(89/26,599)

-

4. Control 0.42*
(76/25,410)

0.65*
(72/23,510)

0.42*
(72/24,284)

-

5. Work engagement  − 0.01
(47/17,699)

0.22*
(22/8292)

0.34*
(18/7257)

0.22*
(17/7120)

-

6. Exhaustion  − 0.32*
(125/40,118)

 − 0.32*
(63/20,452)

 − 0.23*
(54/18,754)

 − 0.28*
(48/16,536)

 − 0.45*
(39/11,704)

-

7. Job performance 0.02
(30/12,658)

0.18*
(16/7957)

0.28*
(12/6500)

0.23*
(9/6006)

0.47*
(10/5719)

 − 0.24*
(28/7848)

-

8. Health complaints  − 0.20*
(30/10,784)

 − 0.24*
(25/9573)

 − 0.17*
(24/9461)

 − 0.22*
(19/8433)

 − 0.19*
(13/7542)

0.47*
(27/11,514)

 − 0.18*
(7/4100)

-

Table 11   Mediation of the effect of recovery experiences on job performance and health complaints through work engagement and exhaustion

Job performance Health complaints

95% CI 95% CI

Estimate SE Lower Upper Estimate SE Lower Upper

Specific indirect effects
Psychological detachment—> Work engagement  − 0.08* 0.01  − 0.09  − 0.07  − 0.01* 0.002  − 0.01  − 0.006
Relaxation—> Work engagement 0.08* 0.01 0.07 0.09 0.01* 0.002 0.006 0.01
Mastery—> Work engagement 0.11* 0.01 0.10 0.12 0.02* 0.003 0.008 0.02
Control—> Work engagement 0.03* 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.003* 0.001 0.001 0.005
Psychological detachment—> Exhaustion 0.004 0.002  − 0.001 0.01  − 0.09* 0.01  − 0.10  − 0.08
Relaxation—> Exhaustion 0.002 0.001  − 0.001 0.004  − 0.05* 0.01  − 0.06  − 0.04
Mastery—> Exhaustion 0.002 0.001  − 0.001 0.005  − 0.05* 0.01  − 0.06  − 0.04
Control—> Exhaustion 0.001 0.001  − 0.001 0.003  − 0.03* 0.01  − 0.04  − 0.02
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Table 12   Between-person meta-analytic correlations among recovery experiences, exhaustion, engagement, and outcomes by moderator condi-
tions

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Psychological detachment –
2. Relaxation 0.58*

(106/30,610)
–

European 0.61*
(46/13,961)

–

Non-European 0.57*
(60/16,649)

–

Cross-sectional design 0.61*†

(59/21,562)
–

Diary/post-respite design 0.51*†

(31/4737)
–

3. Mastery 0.19*
(90/27,819)

0.38*
(89/26,599)

–

European 0.19*
(35/11,136)

0.37*
(34/11,086)

–

Non-European 0.18*
(55/16,683)

0.39*
(55/15,513)

–

Cross-sectional design 0.21*
(42/21,307)

0.41*†

(56/19,555)
–

Diary/post-respite design 0.13*
(15/3692)

0.27*†

(23/4099)
–

4. Control 0.42*
(76/25,410)

0.65*
(72/23,510)

0.42*
(72/24,284)

–

European 0.45*
(31/11,258)

0.67*
(28/9895)

0.38*
(26/9732)

–

Non-European 0.40*
(45/14,152)

0.63*
(44/13,615)

0.44*
(46/14,552)

–

Cross-sectional design 0.44*
(50/19,070)

0.66*†

(48/18,133)
0.44*
(50/19,070)

–

Diary/post-respite design 0.37*
(17/3520)

0.54*†

(15/2557)
0.36*
(13/2394)

–

5. Work engagement  − 0.01
(47/17,699)

0.22*
(22/8292)

0.34*
(18/7257)

0.22*
(17/7120)

–

European 0.01
(20/6169)

0.15*
(9/2948)

0.33*
(4/1771)

0.24*
(5/1880)

–

Non-European  − 0.02
(27/11,530)

0.26*
(13/5344)

0.34*
(14/5486)

0.21*
(12/5240)

–

Cross-sectional design  − 0.02
(29/14,005)

0.24*
(10/6068)

0.36*
(10/5428)

0.23*
(9/5255)

–

Diary/post-respite design 0.03
(10/1694)

0.22*
(10/1563)

0.29*
(6/1168)

0.23*
(6/1204)

–

6. Exhaustion  − 0.32*
(125/40,118)

 − 0.32*
(63/20,452)

 − 0.23*
(54/18,754)

 − 0.28*
(48/16,536)

 − 0.45*
(39/11,704)

–

European  − 0.38*†

(68/22,157)
 − 0.33*
(32/11,548)

 − 0.19*
(21/8612)

 − 0.26*
(19/8176)

 − 0.43*
(16/6221)

–

Non-European  − 0.24*†

(57/17,961)
 − 0.31*
(31/8904)

 − 0.27*
(33/10,142)

 − 0.30*
(29/8360)

 − 0.47*
(23/5483)

–

Cross-sectional design  − 0.34*
(70/29,378)

 − 0.33*
(34/14,999)

 − -0.26*†

(33/14,238)
 − 0.30*
(31/13,026)

 − 0.49*†

(19/8267)
–

Diary/post-respite design  − 0.25*
(32/4741)

 − 0.28*
(22/3739)

 − 0.15*†

(16/3192)
 − 0.22*
(15/2849)

 − 0.26*†

(14/1793)
–

7. Job performance 0.02
(30/12,658)

0.18*
(16/7957)

0.28*
(12/6500)

0.23*
(9/6006)

0.47*
(10/5719)

 − 0.24*
(28/7848)

–
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or greater, were omitted from these moderator analyses (i.e., 
the remaining studies—which were the focus of the current 
analysis—had time lags of 1 week or shorter). By assessing 
time lags shorter than 1 month, we focused on comparisons 
involving the modal diary and post-respite primary study 
designs used in research on recovery experiences. When 
inspecting study designs in Table 12, it generally seems 
that the meta-analytic correlations for diary/post-respite 
designs are similar to or slightly smaller than correspond-
ing correlations from cross-sectional designs. To further 
determine whether these differences were statistically sig-
nificant, weighted least squares regressions were conducted. 
Diary/post-respite study design significantly moderated the 
relationships of psychological detachment and relaxation 
(b =  − 0.10, 95% CI [− 0.18, − 0.02]), relaxation and mastery 
(b =  − 0.13, 95% CI [− 0.25, − 0.02]), relaxation and control 
(b =  − 0.12, 95% CI [− 0.23, − 0.01]), mastery and exhaus-
tion (b = 0.11, 95% CI [0.01, 0.21]), and work engagement 
and exhaustion (b = 0.23, 95% CI [0.10, 0.35]), such that 
cross-sectional correlations were stronger and in the same 
direction as corresponding correlations from diary/post-
respite designs. In addition, diary/post-respite study design 
moderated the relationships of psychological detachment 
and job performance (b = 0.22, 95% CI [0.03, 0.40]), such 
that cross-sectional correlations were in the opposite direc-
tion as corresponding correlations from diary/post-respite 
designs. In particular, the diary/post-respite design corre-
lation was positive and significant (ρ = 0.21); however, the 
cross-sectional correlation was negative and non-significant 

(ρ =  − 0.003). These results partially support hypothesis 3 
(i.e., cross-sectional relationships will be larger than diary/
post-respite relationships) as, for most correlations that were 
moderated, cross-sectional correlations were stronger than 
corresponding correlations from diary/post-respite designs 
(see Table 12).

For study location, we compared studies with European 
samples against studies with non-European samples. For 
the moderator variable, non-European was dummy coded 
as 0 and European as 1. In general, European studies have 
similar meta-analytic average correlations to non-Euro-
pean studies. Weighted least squares regressions revealed 
that European study location moderated only two cor-
relations. European sample significantly moderated the 
relationship of psychological detachment with exhaustion 
(b =  − 0.14, 95% CI [− 0.24, − 0.05]), such that the cor-
relation was stronger and in the same direction in Euro-
pean samples than the corresponding correlation from 
non-European samples. Additionally, European sample 
significantly moderated the relationship of psychological 
detachment with job performance (b = 0.14, 95% CI [0.03, 
0.26]) such that the average correlation was positive and 
statistically significant in European samples (psychologi-
cal detachment-job performance: ρ = 0.11, p < 0.05), but 
was negative and non-significant in non-European studies 
(psychological detachment-job performance: ρ =  − 0.04, 
ns).

Provided that European studies were more likely to 
utilize diary or post-respite designs, we ran weighted least 

Table 12   (continued)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

European 0.11*†

(16/5552)
0.21*
(10/4583)

0.30*
(7/3234)

0.24*
(5/2880)

0.42*
(4/1489)

 − 0.33*
(14/3903)

–

Non-European  − 0.04†

(14/7106)
0.15*
(6/3374)

0.26*
(5/3266)

0.23*
(4/3126)

0.49*
(6/4230)

 − 0.16*
(14/3945)

–

Cross-sectional design  − 0.003†

(18/10,424)
0.19*
(9/5718)

0.30*
(9/6006)

0.22*
(9/6006)

0.47*
(7/5185)

 − 0.23*
(17/5635)

–

Diary/post-respite design 0.21*†

(6/641)
0.11*
(5/892)

0.07
(3/494)

NA 0.32*
(2/211)

 − 0.26*
(9/1567)

–

8. Health complaints  − 0.20*
(30/10,784)

 − 0.24*
(25/9573)

 − 0.17*
(24/9461)

 − 0.22*
(19/8433)

 − 0.19*
(13/7542)

0.47*
(37/11,514)

 − 0.18*
(7/4100)

–

European  − 0.25*
(11/4056)

 − 0.28*
(7/2720)

 − 0.13*
(6/2584)

 − 0.20*
(4/2084)

 − 0.16*
(4/2639)

0.43*
(15/6632)

 − 0.10
(4/1113)

–

Non-European  − 0.16*
(19/6728)

 − 0.22*
(17/6716)

 − 0.19*
(18/6877)

 − 0.23*
(15/6349)

 − 0.22*
(9/4903)

0.52*
(12/4882)

 − 0.20*
(3/2987)

–

Cross-sectional design  − 0.19*
(23/9318)

 − 0.25*
(18/7947)

 − 0.18*
(18/7934)

 − 0.23*
(17/7811)

 − 0.19*
(10/6597)

0.48*
(19/8882)

 − 0.18*
(6/3879)

–

Diary/post-respite design  − 0.12*
(4/491)

 − 0.19*
(4/834)

 − 0.14*
(3/735)

 − 0.18*
(1/235)

 − 0.18*
(1/235)

0.37*
(5/1657)

 − 0.18*
(1/221)

–

Each cell contains the meta-analytic correlation (correcting for measurement error), followed by k number of correlations, and N sample size. * 
Correlation is statistically significant, p < .05. † Correlations significantly differ between moderator conditions (p < .05)
NA, not available
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squares multiple regressions for both the psychological 
detachment-exhaustion and psychological detachment-job 
performance relationships to further determine whether 
controlling for study design influenced the effect of study 
location. For the psychological detachment-exhaustion 
correlation, diary/post-respite design (b = 0.11, 95% CI 
[− 0.01, 0.21) was not a significant moderator and Euro-
pean sample was a significant moderator (b =  − 0.15, 95% 
CI [− 0.25, − 0.04]) when considered simultaneously. 
Similarly, for the psychological detachment-job perfor-
mance correlation, diary/post-respite design (b = 0.14, 
95% CI [− 0.01, 0.29) was not a significant moderator and 
European sample was a significant moderator (b = 0.17, 
95% CI [0.04, 0.29]) when considered simultaneously. 
In sum, these results partially support hypothesis 4 (i.e., 
relationships from European samples will be larger than 
relationships from non-European samples) as, of the cor-
relations that were moderated, correlations from Euro-
pean samples were larger than corresponding correlations 
from non-European samples (see Table 12).

Within‑Person Correlations Among Recovery 
Experiences

A within-person correlation is defined as the correlation 
between two variables measured on the same person across 
multiple occasions and is typically presented as an effect 
pooled (or averaged) across persons. Table 13 reports the 
within-person (day-level) meta-analytic correlations among 
recovery experiences. Far fewer studies reported within-per-
son correlations compared to between-person correlations. 
For the within-person correlations among recovery expe-
riences (Table 13), the four types of recovery experiences 

(psychological detachment, relaxation, mastery, control) are 
all significantly positively intercorrelated (i.e., all confidence 
intervals exclude zero), such that individuals who tend to expe-
rience one type of recovery experience at the day-level are 
also more likely to experience another. Comparing the within-
person correlations (Table 13) against their corresponding 
between-person correlations (from Table 1), we see that the 
between-correlations are larger than the corresponding within-
correlations [i.e., the between-vs.-within homology rescaling 
factor (i.e., “c parameter”; Chen et al., 2005) is ρbetween/ρwithin 
≈ 1.03–2.24 (see final column of Table 13)]. In other words, 
the recovery experiences are interrelated at the within-person 
level, but these relations are slightly stronger at the between-
person level.

Within‑Person Correlations of Recovery Experiences 
with Outcomes

Psychological Detachment

Table 14 reports the within-person meta-analytic associations 
between recovery experiences and outcomes for which suf-
ficient data were available to meta-analyze (k ≥ 3 samples). 
Again, there were far fewer outcomes with enough samples to 
examine at the within-person level compared to the between-
person level. Among the personal outcomes available, psy-
chological detachment had significant within-person relation-
ships with mood (positive affect ρwithin = 0.12; negative affect 
ρwithin =  − 0.12), energy (exhaustion ρ =  − 0.12; state recovery 
ρ = 0.17), sleep (sleep quality ρ = 0.11; sleep quantity ρ = 0.10), 
and health (well-being ρ = 0.49; stress ρ =  − 0.29). Comparing 
these within-person correlations against their corresponding 
between-person correlations from Table 3 shows that these 

Table 13   Within-person meta-
analytic correlations among 
recovery experiences

k, number of correlations; N, sample size; r , mean sample size weighted meta-analytic correlation; ρ, cor-
rected meta-analytics correlation (correcting for measurement error); SDp, standard deviation of corrected 
correlation; 95% CI, 95% confidence interval of the corrected estimate; LL, lower limit of confidence band, 
UL, upper limit of confidence band; 80% CV, 80% credibility interval of the corrected estimate

95% CI 80% CV
k N r ρ SDρ LL UL LL UL Correspond-

ing ρbetween-persons 
(ρbetween/ρwithin)

Psychological detachment
Relaxation 14 14,279 0.42 0.47 0.20 0.34 0.60 0.20 0.73 0.58 (1.23)
Mastery 11 11,702 0.13 0.14 0.14 0.02 0.23  − 0.06 0.32 0.19 (1.36)
Control 7 5980 0.34 0.40 0.04 0.35 0.45 0.34 0.46 0.42 (1.05)
Relaxation
Mastery 10 10,920 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.04 0.31  − 0.06 0.41 0.38 (2.24)
Control 7 5980 0.54 0.63 0.03 0.59 0.66 0.59 0.67 0.65 (1.03)
Mastery
Control 6 5442 0.28 0.33 0.13 0.19 0.48 0.14 0.53 0.42 (1.27)
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Table 14   Within-person meta-analytic correlations recovery experiences and outcomes

k, number of correlations; N, sample size; r , mean sample size weighted meta-analytic correlation; ρ, corrected meta-analytics correlation (cor-
recting for measurement error); SDp, standard deviation of corrected correlation; 95% CI, 95% confidence interval of the corrected estimate; LL, 
lower limit of confidence band, UL, upper limit of confidence band; 80% CV, 80% credibility interval of the corrected estimatez

95% CI 80% CV

k N r ρ SDρ LL UL LL UL Correspond-
ing ρbetween-persons 
(ρbetween/ρwithin)

Psychological detachment
Affect
Positive affect 18 11,112 0.11 0.12 0.09 0.07 0.17 0.001 0.24 0.16 (1.33)
Negative affect 21 12,088  − 0.11  − 0.12 0.21  − 0.23  − 0.02  − 0.40 0.16  − 0.28 (2.33)
Energy
Exhaustion 14 13,305  − 0.12  − 0.12 0.09  − 0.19  − 0.05  − 0.18  − 0.05  − 0.32 (2.67)
State recovery 4 4243 0.15 0.17 0.10 0.02 0.32 0.01 0.33 0.37 (2.18)
Sleep
Sleep quality 15 14,551 0.12 0.11 0.08 0.05 0.16 0.05 0.16 0.31 (2.81)
Sleep quantity 6 4453 0.10 0.10 0.01 0.06 0.14 0.07 0.13 0.21 (2.10)
Health
Health complaints 3 1505  − 21  − 0.17 0.25  − 0.51 0.18  − 0.56 0.22  − 0.20 (1.17)
Stress 7 7467  − 0.26  − 0.29 0.09  − 0.39  − 0.19  − 0.39  − 0.19  − 0.19 (0.66)
Well-being 3 1413 0.43 0.49 0.20 0.23 0.74 0.18 0.80 0.24 (0.49)
Work engagement
Aggregated 7 4435 0.14 0.15 0.07 0.08 0.22 0.05 0.25  − 0.01 (− 0.07)
Vigor 7 6491 0.02 0.03 0.13  − 0.12 0.18  − 0.17 0.22 0.12 (4.00)
Performance
Job performance 4 1751 0.11 0.13 0.00 0.07 0.19 0.09 0.17 0.02 (0.15)
Relaxation
Affect
Positive affect 5 4143 0.17 0.23 17 0.07 0.39  − 0.01 0.48 0.31 (1.35)
Negative affect 8 6421  − 0.15  − 0.17 0.20  − 0.33  − 0.02  − 0.45 0.10  − 0.23 (1.35)
Energy
Exhaustion 7 6917  − 0.15  − 0.19 0.06  − 0.25  − 0.13  − 0.27  − 0.11  − 0.32 (1.68)
Sleep
Sleep quality 6 7037 0.15 0.15 0.07 0.08 0.23 0.06 0.25 0.30 (2.00)
Work engagement
Aggregated 4 2130 0.13 0.15 0.12 0.02 0.29  − 0.02 0.33 0.22 (1.47)
Vigor 6 6044 0.17 0.17 0.10 0.04 0.30 0.02 0.33 0.26 (1.53)
Mastery
Affect
Positive affect 6 4489 0.14 0.17 0.10 0.07 0.27 0.03 0.32 0.30 (1.76)
Negative affect 5 3380  − 0.02 0.01 0.06  − 0.07 0.08  − 0.07 0.08  − 0.19 (− 19.00)
Energy
Exhaustion 5 6139  − 0.09  − 0.10 0.04  − 0.15  − 0.04  − 0.16  − 0.03  − 0.23 (2.30)
Sleep
Sleep quality 5 6139 0.04 0.05 0.02 0.01 0.08 0.01 0.08 0.17 (3.40)
Control
Energy
Exhaustion 5 3652  − 0.17  − 0.22 0.08  − 0.30  − 0.14  − 0.33  − 0.10  − 0.28 (1.27)
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relationships are mostly in the same direction at the within-
person and between-person levels. As shown in the final 
column of Table 14, the homology rescaling factor for these 
significant within-person relationships ranged from ρbetween/
ρwithin ≈ 1.17 to 4.0, except for stress (ρbetween/ρwithin ≈ 0.66) 
and well-being (ρbetween/ρwithin ≈ 0.49). This suggests that most 
between-person correlations were larger than their correspond-
ing within-person correlations. However, for the relationships 
of psychological detachment between stress and well-being, 
these relationships tend to be larger at the within-person or day 
level. In addition, psychological detachment was more strongly 
and positively related to work outcomes at the day level: work 
engagement (ρ = 0.15; ρbetween/ρwithin ≈ − 0.07) and job perfor-
mance (ρ = 0.13; ρbetween/ρwithin ≈ 0.15).

Relaxation

At the within-person level, relaxation had significant rela-
tionships with mood (positive affect ρwithin = 0.23, negative 
affect ρwithin =  − 0.17), exhaustion (ρwithin =  − 0.19), and 
sleep quality (ρwithin = 0.15). In addition, relaxation had a 
significant relationship with work engagement at the within-
person level (ρwithin = 0.15). The homology rescaling fac-
tor ranged from ρbetween/ρwithin ≈ 1.35 to 2.00, suggesting 
relationships with relaxation were consistently larger at the 
between-person level.

Mastery

At the within-person level, mastery had a significant rela-
tionship with positive affect (ρwithin = 0.17), exhaustion 
(ρwithin =  − 0.10), and sleep quality (ρwithin = 0.05). The 
homology rescaling factor ranged from ρbetween/ρwithin ≈ 1.76 
to 3.40 for these correlations, suggesting relationships with 
mastery were consistently larger at the between-person level. 
Furthermore, although the relationship between mastery and 
negative affect was negative and significant at the between-
person level (ρ =  − 0.19), the relationship between mastery 
and negative affect was not significant and much smaller 
at the within-person level (ρwithin = 0.01; ρbetween/ρwithin 
≈ − 19.00).

Control

At the within-person level, control had a significant rela-
tionship with exhaustion (ρwithin =  − 0.22). This relation-
ship with control is larger at the between-person level 
(ρbetween/ρwithin = 1.27).

In summary, in response to research question 2 (i.e., “Do 
the relationships among recovery experiences and personal 
and work outcomes significantly differ at the between-person 
vs. the within-person level of analysis?”), significant within-
person correlations corresponded to larger between-person 

correlations in general among recovery experiences and for 
both personal and work outcomes (see Tables 13 and 14). 
However, for psychological detachment’s relationship with 
stress and well-being as well as job outcomes (i.e., work 
engagement and job performance), the significant within-
person correlations corresponded to smaller rather than 
larger between-person correlations.

Publication Bias Analyses

Evidence for publication bias was analyzed with funnel plot 
and trim-and-fill techniques for all meta-analyses based on 
10 or more primary study correlations (Kepes et al., 2012). 
Figures and results are available upon request from the 
first author. The funnel plot and trim-and-fill techniques 
interestingly suggest that publication-bias-corrected rela-
tionships of recovery experiences with outcomes might be 
slightly larger, rather than smaller, in magnitude. Consist-
ent with this, Bennett et al. (2018)’s publication bias analy-
ses in their meta-analysis of psychological detachment and 
relaxation with fatigue reached the same conclusion, and 
likewise Wendsche and Lohmann-Haislah (2017) found the 
relationships between psychological detachment and both 
sleep and neuroticism to be slightly larger after adjusting 
for publication bias. Our estimated publication-bias-adjusted 
correlations for psychological detachment-exhaustion (Δr 
= − 0.12), psychological detachment-sleep quality (Δr 
= 0.04), psychological detachment-job performance (Δr 
= − 0.03), relaxation-negative affect (Δr = − 0.11), relax-
ation-work engagement (Δr = 0.08), relaxation-job perfor-
mance (Δr = 0.02), mastery-negative affect (Δr = − 0.09), 
mastery exhaustion (Δr = − 0.05), mastery-sleep quality (Δr 
= 0.05), mastery-work engagement (Δr = 0.03), control-
health complaints (Δr = − 0.04), and control-work engage-
ment (Δr = 0.02) are all the same sign but slightly larger 
in magnitude than the values presented in the result tables. 
Also, in contrast to the meta-analytic correlations involving 
recovery experiences, the exhaustion-job performance (Δr 
= 0.08) and exhaustion-health complaints relationships (Δr 
= − 0.09) demonstrated the expected attenuation of the meta-
analytic correlation when correcting for publication bias.

Discussion

The primary goals of this study were (a) to clarify rela-
tionships of recovery experiences with both personal and 
job outcomes at both the between and within levels and 
(b) to propose and test a theoretical model extending the 
JD-R model, with two separate mechanisms linking recov-
ery experiences to job performance and health outcomes. 
Results of meta-analytic regression reveal that psychological 
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detachment experiences uniquely negatively predict work 
outcomes (i.e., work engagement, job performance, OCB, 
creativity), whereas relaxation (i.e., work engagement, job 
satisfaction) and mastery experiences (i.e., work engage-
ment, job performance, OCB, creativity, job satisfaction) 
uniquely positively predict work outcomes. For personal 
outcomes, psychological detachment is the strongest (nega-
tive) predictor for the negative personal states (i.e., negative 
affect, exhaustion, work-family conflict), whereas the more 
positive personal states are predicted by relaxation (i.e., pos-
itive affect, life satisfaction, well-being) and mastery (i.e., 
positive affect, life satisfaction). In other words, psycho-
logical detachment is associated with decreasing negative 
personal states, whereas relaxation and mastery are asso-
ciated with increasing positive personal states. Altogether, 
relaxation and mastery experiences predict stronger personal 
and job outcomes, whereas psychological detachment is a 
mixed blessing that reduces negative personal outcomes, but 
also might uniquely harm job outcomes after other recovery 
experiences are controlled.

Further, the available results involving recovery-outcome 
relations at the within-person level generally tend to be 
weaker than corresponding results at the between-person 
level of analysis. However, for psychological detachment’s 
relationship with stress and well-being as well as job out-
comes (i.e., work engagement and job performance), the sig-
nificant within-person correlations corresponded to smaller 
rather than larger between-person correlations. This sug-
gests that psychological detachment may be more strongly 
related to stress and well-being as well as work engagement 
and performance when these variables are considered states 
rather than as stable variables. Future primary study research 
comparing such within- vs. between-person effects could be 
modeled after Chen et al. (2005) and Tay et al. (2014).

With regard to the theoretical mediation model, meta-
analytic data are consistent with the proposed mechanisms. 
That is, results confirm that recovery experiences have 
indirect effects on job performance and health complaints, 
fully mediated through work engagement and exhaustion, 
respectively (see Fig. 1). Specifically, recovery experiences 
generally are positively associated with better job perfor-
mance through enhancing work engagement, while they 
are negatively associated with health complaints through 
reducing exhaustion. In addition, we found detachment had 
a negative unique effect on work engagement and a negative 
indirect effect on job performance via engagement. How-
ever, this may be due to a statistical artifact given its high 
interrelation with the other recovery experiences. Also, we 
found that study designs moderated the observed effects, 
such that diary and post-respite studies of recovery exhibit 
smaller effects than do cross-sectional designs. In addition, 
study location moderated two relationships: psychological 
detachment-exhaustion and psychological detachment-job 

performance relationships were stronger in European sam-
ples compared to non-European samples. By taking stock of 
the current research base, the current meta-analysis offers 
several novel contributions, while highlighting areas that 
would benefit from additional research.

Theoretical and Research Implications of the Key 
Findings

Our findings advance the recovery literature in several ways. 
In line with previous empirical work, our meta-analysis sug-
gests that people generally benefit from experiencing recov-
ery during off-work times (i.e., psychological detachment, 
relaxation, mastery, control). In particular, the current study 
contributes to a better understanding of recovery by dem-
onstrating that different recovery experiences have different 
unique relationships with important outcomes. For exam-
ple, given that psychological detachment is associated with 
decreasing strain outcomes (i.e., negative affect, exhaustion, 
work-family conflict), the theoretical mechanism for psycho-
logical detachment may be most closely aligned with the 
ERM (Meijman & Mulder, 1998). According to the ERM, 
ceasing work-related effort expenditure is the key to reduc-
ing strain indicators, such as exhaustion or negative affect.

On the other hand, the meta-analytic regressions revealed 
that psychological detachment was negatively related to 
most job outcomes. Although this negative effect may be 
due to a statistical artifact, still at the bivariate level, the rela-
tionships between psychological detachment and work out-
comes tended to be non-significant or negative. It seems that 
too much psychological distance from work in general may 
undermine work-related motivation and performance. Future 
research should be done to better understand the relationship 
between psychological detachment and job outcomes. Two 
studies (i.e., Fritz et al., 2010a, b; Shimazu et al., 2016) have 
suggested that psychological detachment has a curvilinear 
relationship with job performance and work engagement. 
These findings imply that very low or very high levels of 
detachment may be detrimental to motivation and thereby 
performance on the job. Thus, future research can continue 
to explore a possible curvilinear relationship. Further, given 
that the Sonnentag and Fritz (2007) detachment measure 
does not differentiate negative vs. positive thoughts, the con-
tent and valence of work-related thoughts may matter. Future 
research can investigate whether positive work reflection 
(e.g., Casper et al, 2018; Meier et al., 2016) and problem-
solving pondering (i.e., thinking about work issues to solve 
them; Querstret & Cropley, 2012) during off-work time may 
benefit employees more when they return to work, in com-
parison to complete detachment from work-related thoughts 
during nonwork time. Moreover, future research may explore 
whether there is a qualitative difference between detaching 
from a particular aspect of a task or situation when needed to 
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avoid ruminating over negative work experiences vs. being 
psychologically detached from all aspects of work.

In addition, the more consistent positive associations that 
relaxation and mastery have with positive personal and job 
outcomes suggest that these two recovery experiences may 
be more closely aligned with COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989) 
than is psychological detachment. COR theory focuses on 
how resources can undo stress-related damage and improve 
employee outcomes. Relaxation and mastery involve gaining 
positive, personal resources that are necessary for maximiz-
ing well-being and performance.

In contrast to other experiences, although control has 
significant bivariate relationships with many outcomes, 
those associations tend to disappear or shrink when control 
is considered simultaneously with other recovery experi-
ences. This is in line with past research that found control 
to be the least predictive experience when accounting for 
other recovery experiences (e.g., Fritz et al., 2010a, b; Kin-
nunen et al., 2011). Future research could explore whether 
the weak unique effects of control experiences during leisure 
are moderated by the work situation. According to Edwards 
and Rothbard (2000), compensation occurs when dissatis-
faction in one domain (e.g., work) prompts an individual to 
seek rewards in the other life domain (e.g., family, leisure). 
As such, control experience during off-work time may be 
more beneficial for employees who do not enjoy job control 
at work.

Furthermore, recovery has significant associations 
both at the between- and within-person levels, although 
most relationships tend to be weaker at the within-person 
level, except for psychological detachment’s relationship 
with stress, well-being, work engagement, and job per-
formance. These relationships involving psychological 
detachment were larger at the within-person level. In par-
ticular, the results involving psychological detachment and 
work engagement and job performance were positive at 
the within level compared to negative and non-significant 
at the between level. This suggests that although being 
detached from work in general may have null consequences 
for one’s general work engagement and performance, on 
the day-level, individuals who experience psychological 
detachment may experience slightly better work engage-
ment or performance. Also, at the between-person level, 
it could be possible that the relationship between psycho-
logical detachment and work outcomes may be affected by 
individual differences, such as job involvement. Individu-
als who have a high level of detachment may have low job 
involvement. Job involvement is defined as the degree to 
which one is cognitively preoccupied with and concerned 
with their present job and is related to several perfor-
mance outcomes (Diefendorff et al., 2002). Furthermore, 
while most within-person recovery had weaker relation-
ships, this does not mean that within-person fluctuations 

in recovery experiences and their associated outcomes are 
less important. Rather, this phenomenon may be described 
by the traditional nursery rhyme, “little drops of water … 
make the mighty ocean,” in that ensuring daily or weekly 
recovery experiences over time might be a key to sustain-
ing employees’ energies and functional capabilities for 
work. Thus, we encourage research that incorporates both 
between- and within-person aspects of recovery over time.

The current study extends and integrates previous 
recovery-related theories by finding support for work 
engagement and exhaustion as the mechanisms by which 
recovery experiences affect job performance and health 
complaints, respectively. Put differently, by determin-
ing that engagement and exhaustion are the mechanisms 
underlying the effects of recovery experiences on job per-
formance and physical health, we have improved theoreti-
cal and empirical understanding of how recovery affects 
workers in both the work and personal domains. Aligning 
with recovery theories and the JD-R model, relaxation 
and mastery seem to facilitate work engagement, which 
in turn enables workers to take a more active approach 
to work and improve performance. In contrast, psycho-
logical detachment has a negative relationship with job 
performance through work engagement; however, this may 
be due to a statistical artifact as at the bivariate level it 
did not have a significant relationship with work engage-
ment nor job performance. This suggests that alone is not 
enough for enhancing positive states, especially those 
related to work (Sonnentag, 2018a, b). Nevertheless, all 
four recovery experiences reduce feelings of exhaustion. 
When employees’ energetic resources are depleted, in line 
with the JD-R model and theories of burnout, physiologi-
cal and behavioral systems that lead to the development of 
health complaints are triggered.

Moreover, the current model finds that the two media-
tors (work engagement and exhaustion) are strongly, nega-
tively correlated (ρ =  − 0.45), which may call into question 
whether the motivational process (the effect of recovery 
experiences on job performance through work engagement) 
is largely independent from the health impairment process 
(the effect of recovery experiences on health complaints 
through exhaustion). However, in the current work, the paths 
from work engagement to health complaints and exhaustion 
to job performance are near zero (see Fig. 1), consistent with 
two, distinct processes of recovery: the work engagement-
job performance process and the exhaustion-health com-
plaints process. In addition, the strong relationship between 
work engagement and exhaustion may be due to their largely 
cross-sectional measurement. Based on results of the mod-
eration analyses, the relationship was about half the size in 
diary/post-respite lagged studies compared to cross-sectional 
studies. In addition, although we did have enough data to 
test our theoretical model at the within-person level, we had 
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enough data to examine the daily work engagement–daily 
exhaustion relationship. We found it was significantly 
weaker at the within-person level (ρwithin =  − 0.18, k = 8, 
N = 5533, 95% CI [− 0.27, − 0.09]). The between-person 
relationship may be inflated as between-person level rela-
tionships cannot control for individual differences and may 
be inflated due to common method variance. In contrast, at 
the day level, these constructs represent fluctuating states.

As follows, in general, diary/post-respite lagged stud-
ies typically exhibited smaller correlations than did cross-
sectional studies, but with average correlations in the same 
direction for both cross-sectional and diary/post-respite 
study designs. Only two relationships were moderated by 
study location: psychological detachment–exhaustion and 
psychological detachment–job performance relationships. 
These relationships were stronger in European samples com-
pared to non-European samples, even while controlling for 
study design. These results suggest Europeans may benefit 
more from psychological detachment in terms of higher job 
performance and lower exhaustion than non-Europeans.

Last, we note the majority of recovery research has used 
convenience samples that are often multiorganizational 
samples which are mixed in terms of occupational, work, 
organizational, and personal life/family contexts. For exam-
ple, early research has suggested that recovery may be par-
ticularly salient for shift workers (Totterdell et al., 1995) and 
that exhaustion is a more serious concern for workers in the 
healthcare industry relative to the general US population 
(Shanafelt et al., 2012). Accordingly, in the future, research-
ers may use more systematic sampling and examine theoreti-
cally and practically important contextual factors embedded 
in organizations, occupations, and/or other situations.

Limitations

Despite the contributions and future research ideas men-
tioned above, the present study has a few limitations. First 
and foremost, all of the limitations that plague the primary 
studies on recovery experiences included in the current 
meta-analysis are also limitations of the meta-analysis itself. 
For example, although many of the effects in the current 
meta-analysis have been studied in time-lagged designs, 
nearly all the correlations are based on self-report measures, 
potentially raising self-report biases and common method 
variance concerns (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Though self-
reports are relevant for recovery experiences, researchers 
could consider using other-rated job outcomes and objective 
health indicators (e.g., cortisol levels, heart rate). Second, 
the primary studies largely use non-experimental designs 
(see Sianoja et al., 2018, for an exception that attempted 
to induce recovery experiences via manipulated recovery 
activities), and as such it is difficult to draw causal inferences 
from the current results.

In addition, there were relatively small sample sizes for 
some relationships, particularly those involving mastery, 
control, and within-person correlations. Small sample sizes 
increase standard errors of estimates and decrease statisti-
cal power (Hunter & Schmidt, 2004). Also, many primary 
researchers seem to measure detachment experiences, with-
out measuring relaxation, mastery, and control (i.e., the 
number of primary studies meta-analyzed was nearly twice 
as large for detachment; compare Table 3 against Tables 4, 
5, and 6). Results of the current study suggest that omit-
ting these other recovery experiences might provide an 
incomplete picture. Further, to date, a dearth of research 
has examined contextual or individual difference factors in 
recovery. For instance, recovery samples are largely made 
up of workers in standard working conditions (Sonnentag 
et al., 2017). This limited the potential moderators that could 
be explored in current meta-analysis. Furthermore, research 
should continue to utilize within-person methods to better 
understand the dynamic effect of recovery experiences on 
outcomes. Finally, we note that our recovery-engagement-
exhaustion model, while meaningfully specifying a pattern 
of relations among eight core constructs commonly studied 
in the recovery literature, does not incorporate all of our 
meta-analyzed outcomes (e.g., affect, sleep, OCB) into the 
model itself. Future work could expand the theoretical model 
to include additional constructs.

Practical Implications

Practically, the current results suggest that recovery expe-
riences are related to beneficial personal outcomes for 
employees via the mechanism of reduced exhaustion. Fur-
ther, relaxation and mastery experiences are related to posi-
tive job performance outcomes (and psychological detach-
ment is related to negative work performance outcomes) via 
the mechanism of work engagement. Such results, although 
non-experimental, imply that individual employees might 
proactively structure and plan their leisure time to experi-
ence recovery processes (i.e., relaxation and mastery experi-
ences) to bolster both their personal and job outcomes.

The current work also highlights the role of psychological 
detachment as a potential nexus of work-life conflict. That is, 
detachment improves personal outcomes while is unrelated 
or negatively related to most work outcomes at the between-
person level. However, at the within-in person level, it had 
positive although small relationships with work outcomes. 
This raises practical issues for future research, such as “How 
much detachment is optimal?,” “Is it possible to detach from 
the negative aspects of work (that have personal/health con-
sequences), while remaining attached to the positive aspects 
of work (that enhance job performance)?,” and “What is the 
appropriate temporal pattern of psychological withdrawal 
from work?”.
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Regarding improved personal outcomes, employees might 
try to refrain from work-related activities during their lei-
sure time to promote beneficial recovery experiences. For 
example, organizations and supervisors could better manage 
employees’ workloads or create healthy work environments 
so that workers do not feel pressure to engage in work-related 
activities during leisure time. Bennett et al. (2016) found that 
when supervisors demonstrate support for recovery, workers 
are more likely to “leave work behind” (i.e., they report high 
levels of psychological detachment, relaxation, mastery, and 
control and low levels of problem-solving pondering). In 
addition, German automotive corporation Volkswagen set its 
internal servers to block staff from accessing emails during 
nonwork hours (Keane, 2021). Organizations may encourage 
beneficial recovery experiences through interventions and 
training programs. Hahn et al. (2011) evaluated the effec-
tiveness of a recovery training program in which trainers 
helped employees determine which activities aided them in 
achieving detachment, relaxation, mastery, and control—and 
this training was found to increase recovery experiences and 
benefit workers’ well-being.

Conclusion

The current study quantitatively summarized the literature 
on recovery experiences, as they relate to personal and job-
related outcomes. Relaxation and mastery both improve 
personal outcomes (by enhancing positive outcomes) and 
improve work outcomes, whereas psychological detachment 
improves personal outcomes (by reducing negative out-
comes) but is unrelated to work outcomes. We also proposed 
and confirmed a dual-process theoretical model that speci-
fies work engagement and exhaustion as the key mediators 
from recovery experiences to job performance and health 
complaints, respectively. In addition, we identified several 
differences according to study design and level of analysis, 
suggesting recovery exhibits somewhat smaller effects in 
dynamic relationships.

References

* Indicate studies included in the meta‑analysis.

*Abdel Hadi, S., Bakker, A. B., & Häusser, J. A. (2021). The role of 
leisure crafting for emotional exhaustion in telework during the 
COVID-19 pandemic. Anxiety, Stress, & Coping, 1–15. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1080/​10615​806.​2021.​19034​47

*Allen, B. C., Holland, P., & Reynolds, R. (2015). The effect of bully-
ing on burnout in nurses: The moderating role of psychological 
detachment. Journal of Advanced Nursing, 71, 381–390. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1111/​jan.​12489

American Psychological Association. (2008). Reporting standards for 
research in psychology: Why do we need them? What might 
they be? American Psychologist, 63, 839–851. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1037/​0003-​066X.​1063.​1039.​1839

*Auten, D. A. (2020). Examining employee needs at work and home: 
A self-determination theory persepctive (Doctoral dissertation, 
Portland State University). Available from ProQuest Disserta-
tions and Theses database. (UMI No. 2443484355)

Aytug, Z. G., Rothstein, H. R., Zhou, W., & Kern, M. C. (2011). 
Revealed or concealed? Transparency of procedures, decisions, 
and judgment calls in meta-analyses. Organizational Research 
Methods, 15, 103–133. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​10944​28111​
403495

*Baer, S. M., Jenkins, J. S., & Barber, L. K. (2016). Home is private… 
do not enter! Introversion and sensitivity to work–home con-
flict. Stress and Health, 32, 441–445. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​
smi.​2628

Bakker, A. B. (2005). Flow among music teachers and their students: 
The crossover of peak experiences. Journal of Vocational Behav-
ior, 66, 26–44. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jvb.​2003.​11.​001

Bakker, A. B., & Costa, P. L. (2014). Chronic job burnout and daily 
functioning: A theoretical analysis. Burnout Research, 1, 112–
119. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​burn.​2014.​04.​003

Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2017). Job demands–resources the-
ory: Taking stock and looking forward. Journal of Occupational 
Health Psychology, 22, 273–285. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​ocp00​
00056

*Bakker, A. B., Du, D., & Derks, D. (2019). Major life events in family 
life, work engagement, and performance: A test of the work-
home resources model. International Journal of Stress Manage-
ment, 26, 238–249. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​str00​00108

Bakker, A. B., Sanz-Vergel, A. I., Rodríguez-Muñoz, A., & Oerlemans, 
W. G. (2015). The state version of the recovery experience ques-
tionnaire: A multilevel confirmatory factor analysis. European 
Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 24, 350–359. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​13594​32X.​2014.​903242

Bakker, A. B., Schaufeli, W. B., Leiter, M. P., & Taris, T. W. (2008a). 
Work engagement: An emerging concept in occupational health 
psychology. Work & Stress, 22, 187–200. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​
02678​37080​23936​49

*Bakker, A. B., van Emmerik, I. H., Geurts, S. A., & Demerouti, E. 
(2008b). Recovery turns job demands into challenges: A diary 
study on work engagement and performance. Unpublished man-
uscript, Department of Work and Organizational Psychology, 
Erasmus University, Rotterdam, The Netherlands

*Balk, Y. A., de Jonge, J., Oerlemans, W. G., & Geurts, S. A. (2019). 
Physical recovery, mental detachment and sleep as predictors 
of injury and mental energy. Journal of Health Psychology, 24, 
1828–1838. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​13591​05317​705980

*Barber, L. K., & Jenkins, J. S. (2014). Creating technological bounda-
ries to protect bedtime: Examining work–home boundary man-
agement, psychological detachment and sleep. Stress and Health, 
30, 259–264. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​smi.​2536

*Barber, L. K., Conlin, A. L., & Santuzzi, A. M. (2019). Workplace 
telepressure and work–life balance outcomes: The role of work 
recovery experiences. Stress and Health, 35, 350–362. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1002/​smi.​2864

Bartone, P. T., Ursano, R. J., Wright, K. M., & Ingraham, L. H. (1989). 
The impact of a military air disaster on the health of assistance 
workers. Journal of Nervous and Mental Disease, 177, 317–328. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1097/​00005​053-​19890​6000-​00001

*Belkin, L. Y., Becker, W. J., & Conroy, S. A. (2020). The invisi-
ble leash: The impact of organizational expectations for email 
monitoring after-hours on employee resources, well-being, and 
turnover intentions. Group & Organization Management, 45, 
709–740. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​10596​01120​933143

https://doi.org/10.1080/10615806.2021.1903447
https://doi.org/10.1080/10615806.2021.1903447
https://doi.org/10.1111/jan.12489
https://doi.org/10.1111/jan.12489
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.1063.1039.1839
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.1063.1039.1839
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428111403495
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428111403495
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2628
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2628
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2003.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.burn.2014.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000056
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000056
https://doi.org/10.1037/str0000108
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2014.903242
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678370802393649
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678370802393649
https://doi.org/10.1177/1359105317705980
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2536
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2864
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2864
https://doi.org/10.1097/00005053-198906000-00001
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601120933143


852	 Journal of Business and Psychology (2023) 38:821–864

1 3

Bennett, A. A., Bakker, A. B., & Field, J. G. (2018). Recovery from 
work-related effort: A meta-analysis. Journal of Organizational 
Behavior, 39, 262–275. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​job.​2217

Bennett, A. A., Gabriel, A. S., & Calderwood, C. (2020). Examining 
the interplay of micro-break durations and activities for employee 
recovery: A mixed-methods investigation. Journal of Occupa-
tional Health Psychology, 25, 126–142. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​
ocp00​00168

*Bennett, A. A., Gabriel, A. S., Calderwood, C., Dahling, J. J., & 
Trougakos, J. P. (2016) Better together? Examining profiles of 
employee recovery experiences. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
101, 1635–1654.https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​apl00​00181

*Berga, L., & Muzikante, I. (2017). What should we do after work 
to feel engaged the next day? Relationship between daily work 
engagement, psychological detachment from work and off-job 
activities. Baltic Journal of Psychology, 18, 23–39. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​22364/​bjp.​18.​01-​02

*Binnewies, C. (2008). The power of recovery: Recovery from work-
related stress as a predictor of fluctuations in individual job 
performance (Doctoral dissertation, University of Konstanz, 
Konstanz, Germany). Retrieved from http://​nbn-​resol​ving.​de/​
urn:​nbn:​de:​bsz:​352-​opus-​57572

Binnewies, C., Sonnentag, S., & Mojza, E. J. (2009). Daily perfor-
mance at work: Feeling recovered in the morning as a predictor 
of day-level job performance. Journal of Organizational Behav-
ior, 30, 67–93. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​job.​541

*Binnewies, C., Sonnentag, S., & Mojza, E. J. (2010). Recovery dur-
ing the weekend and fluctuations in weekly job performance: 
A week‐level study examining intra‐individual relationships. 
Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 83, 
419–441. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1348/​09631​7909X​418049

*Blanco-Donoso, L. M., Garrosa, E., Demerouti, E., & Moreno-
Jiménez, B. (2017). Job resources and recovery experiences to 
face difficulties in emotion regulation at work: A diary study 
among nurses. International Journal of Stress Management, 24, 
107–134. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​str00​00023

*Blanco-Donoso, L. M., Moreno-Jiménez, J., Amutio, A., Dos San-
tos, M. J., & Garrosa, E. (2020). Overwhelmed by emotional 
job demands in high vigor days! Its detrimental effects on daily 
recovery from work among health-care workers. The Journal of 
Psychology, 155, 210–237. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​00223​980.​
2020.​18709​10

Bliese, P. D., Chan, D., & Ployhart, R. E. (2007). Multilevel methods: 
Future directions in measurement, longitudinal analyses, and 
nonnormal outcomes. Organizational Research Methods, 10, 
551–563. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​10944​28107​301102

*Boekhorst, J. A., Singh, P., & Burke, R. (2017). Work intensity, 
emotional exhaustion and life satisfaction: The moderating role 
of psychological detachment. Personnel Review, 46, 891–907. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1108/​PR-​05-​2015-​0130

*Bono, J. E., Glomb, T. M., Shen, W., Kim, E., & Koch, A. J. (2013). 
Building positive resources: Effects of positive events and posi-
tive reflection on work-stress health. Academy of Management 
Journal, 56, 1601–1627. https://​doi.​org/​10.​5465/​amj.​2011.​0272

*Bosch, C., Sonnentag, S., & Pinck, A. S. (2018). What makes for a 
good break? A diary study on recovery experiences during lunch 
break. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 
91, 134–157. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​joop.​12195

*Bourgeois, L. R. (2011). Gambling as stress recovery? A new perspec-
tive on the stress-gambling relationship (Master’s thesis, Saint 
Mary’s University, Halifax, Canada). Retrieved from http://​www.​
libra​ry2.​smu.​ca/​handle/​01/​23789#.W_​3Eleh​KjIU

*Braukmann, J., Schmitt, A., Ďuranová, L., & Ohly, S. (2018). Iden-
tifying ICT-related affective events across life domains and 
examining their unique relationships with employee recovery. 

Journal of Business and Psychology, 33, 529–544. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1007/​s10869-​017-​9508-7

*Brown, J. W. (2017). The effect of justice and injustice on sleep 
quality (Doctoral dissertation, State University of New York 
at Albany). Available from ProQuest Dissertations and Theses 
database. (UMI No. 1892810416)

*Büchler, N., ter Hoeven, C. L., & van Zoonen, W. (2020). Understand-
ing constant connectivity to work: How and for whom is constant 
connectivity related to employee well-being?. Information and 
Organization, 30, 1–15. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​infoa​ndorg.​
2020.​100302

Burke, R. J. (1991). Early work and career experiences of female and 
male managers and professionals: Reasons for optimism? Cana-
dian Journal of Administrative Sciences, 8, 224–230. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1111/j.​1936-​4490.​1991.​tb005​65.x

Buysse, D. J., Reynolds, C. F., III., Monk, T. H., Berman, S. R., & 
Kupfer, D. J. (1989). The Pittsburgh Sleep Quality Index: A 
new instrument for psychiatric practice and research. Psychia-
try Research, 28(2), 193–213. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​0165-​
1781(89)​90047-4

Cacioppo, J. T. (1998). Somatic responses to psychological stress: The 
reactivity hypothesis M. In Sabourin & F. Craik (Eds.), Advances 
in psychological science, biological and cognitive aspects (Vol. 
2, pp. 87–112). Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

*Cambier, R., Derks, D., & Vlerick, P. (2019). Detachment from work: 
A diary study on telepressure, smartphone use and empathy. Psy-
chologica Belgica, 59(1), 227–245. https://​doi.​org/​10.​5334/​pb.​
477

Cammann, C., Fichman, M., Jenkins, G. D., & Klesh, J. (1983). Michi-
gan organizational assessment questionnaire. In S. E. Seashore, 
E. E. Lawler, P. H. Mirvis, & C. Cammann (Eds.), Assessing 
organizational change: A guide to methods, measures, and prac-
tices (pp. 71–138). Wiley-Interscience.

*Cangiano, F., Parker, S. K., & Ouyang, K. (2021). Too proactive to 
switch off: When taking charge drains resources and impairs 
detachment. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 26, 
142–154. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​ocp00​00265

*Carmona-Cobo, I., Blanco-Donoso, L. M., & Garrosa, E. (2021). 
Daily beneficial effects of work-to-family facilitation on employ-
ees’ recovery and general health: Is more work engagement 
always better? Frontiers in Psychology, 12, 1–15. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​3389/​fpsyg.​2021.​661267

*Casper, A., & Sonnentag, S. (2020). Feeling exhausted or vigorous in 
anticipation of high workload? The role of worry and planning 
during the evening. Journal of Occupational and Organizational 
Psychology, 93, 215–242. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​joop.​12290

Casper, A., Tremmel, S., & Sonnentag, S. (2018). Patterns of positive 
and negative work reflection during leisure time: A latent profile 
analysis. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology. Advance 
online publication. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​ocp00​00142

*Chawla, N., MacGowan, R. L., Gabriel, A. S., & Podsakoff, N. P. 
(2020). Unplugging or staying connected? Examining the nature, 
antecedents, and consequences of profiles of daily recovery expe-
riences. Journal of Applied Psychology, 105, 19–39. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1037/​apl00​00423

Chen, G., Bliese, P. D., & Mathieu, J. E. (2005). Conceptual framework 
and statistical procedures for delineating and testing multilevel 
theories of homology. Organizational Research Methods, 8, 
375–409. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​10944​28105​280056

Chen, Y., & Li, S. (2019). The relationship between workplace ostra-
cism and sleep quality: A mediated moderation model. Frontiers 
in Psychology, 10, 319–332. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3389/​fpsyg.​2019.​
00319

Chen, Y., & Li, S. (2020). Relationship between workplace ostracism 
and unsafe behaviors: The mediating effect of psychological 

https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2217
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000168
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000168
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000181
https://doi.org/10.22364/bjp.18.01-02
https://doi.org/10.22364/bjp.18.01-02
http://nbn-resolving.de/urn:nbn:de:bsz:352-opus-57572
http://nbn-resolving.de/urn:nbn:de:bsz:352-opus-57572
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.541
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317909X418049
https://doi.org/10.1037/str0000023
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.2020.1870910
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.2020.1870910
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428107301102
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-05-2015-0130
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.0272
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12195
http://www.library2.smu.ca/handle/01/23789#.W_3ElehKjIU
http://www.library2.smu.ca/handle/01/23789#.W_3ElehKjIU
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-017-9508-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-017-9508-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.infoandorg.2020.100302
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.infoandorg.2020.100302
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1936-4490.1991.tb00565.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1936-4490.1991.tb00565.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/0165-1781(89)90047-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/0165-1781(89)90047-4
https://doi.org/10.5334/pb.477
https://doi.org/10.5334/pb.477
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000265
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.661267
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.661267
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12290
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000142
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000423
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000423
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428105280056
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00319
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00319


853Journal of Business and Psychology (2023) 38:821–864	

1 3

detachment and emotional exhaustion. Psychological Reports, 
123, 488–516. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​00332​94118​813892

Chen, Y., Li, S., Xia, Q., & He, C. (2017). The relationship between 
job demands and employees’ counterproductive work behaviors: 
The mediating effect of psychological detachment and job anxi-
ety. Frontiers in Psychology, 8, 1–15. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3389/​
fpsyg.​2017.​01890

Cheng, B. H., & McCarthy, J. M. (2013). Managing work, family, 
and school roles: Disengagement strategies can help and hin-
der. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 18, 241–251. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​a0032​507

*Cho, E. (2013). Daily recovery from work: The role of guilt (Doctoral 
dissertation, University of South Florida). Retrieved from https://​
schol​arcom​mons.​usf.​edu/​etd/​4456/

Chong, S., Kim, Y. J., Lee, H. W., Johnson, R. E., & Lin, S. H. J. 
(2020). Mind your own break! The interactive effect of workday 
respite activities and mindfulness on employee outcomes via 
affective linkages. Organizational Behavior and Human Deci-
sion Processes, 159, 64–77. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​obhdp.​
2019.​11.​001

Christian, M. S., Garza, A. S., & Slaughter, J. E. (2011). Work engage-
ment: A quantitative review and test of its relations with task 
and contextual performance. Personnel Psychology, 64, 89–136. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1744-​6570.​2010.​01203.x

Chu, M. L., Creed, P. A., & Conlon, E. G. (2021). Recovery resources 
mediate between work-study boundary congruence and wellbe-
ing and engagement in tertiary students. Journal of Education 
and Work, 34, 232–246. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​13639​080.​2021.​
18878​28

Clauss, E., Hoppe, A., Schachler, V., & O’Shea, D. (2021). Occupa-
tional self-efficacy and work engagement as moderators in the 
stressor-detachment model. Work & Stress, 35, 74–92. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1080/​02678​373.​2020.​17437​90

Clinton, M. E., Conway, N., & Sturges, J. (2017). “It’s tough hanging-
up a call”: The relationships between calling and work hours, 
psychological detachment, sleep quality, and morning vigor. 
Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 22, 28–39. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1037/​ocp00​00025

Cohen, S., Kamarck, T., & Mermelstein, R. (1983). A global measure 
of perceived stress. Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 24, 
385–396. https://​doi.​org/​10.​2307/​21364​04

Cole, M. S., Walter, F., Bedeian, A. G., & O’Boyle, E. H. (2012). 
Job burnout and employee engagement: A meta-analytic exami-
nation of construct proliferation. Journal of Management, 38, 
1550–1581. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​01492​06311​415252

*Collen, H. Ö., & Zijlstra, F.(2019). Relationship between social sup-
port, cultural values, family-friendly organizations and psycho-
logical well-being among Turkish and the Dutch nurses: The 
role of recovery. Internation Journal of Business, Humanities 
and Technology, 9, 1–12. https://​doi.​org/​10.​30845/​ijbht.​v9n1p1

Costa, P. T., Jr., & McCrae, R. R. (1992). Revised neo personality 
inventory (NEO-PI-R) and neo five-factor inventory (NEO-FFI) 
professional manual. Psychological Assessment Resources.

*Cranley, N. M. (2012). Understanding time use, stress, and recovery 
among medical residents (Master’s thesis, University of Tennes-
see at Chattanooga). Retrieved from https://​schol​ar.​utc.​edu/​cgi/​
viewc​ontent.​cgi?​artic​le=​1014&​conte​xt=​theses

Crawford, E. R., LePine, J. A., & Rich, B. L. (2010). Linking job 
demands and resources to employee engagement and burnout: A 
theoretical extension and meta-analytic test. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 95, 834–848. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​a0019​364

*Dahm, P. (2015). The effects of work-family conflict and enrich-
ment on self-regulation, networking, and the creation of social 
networks (Doctoral dissertation, University of Minnesota). 
Retrieved from https://​conse​rvancy.​umn.​edu/​handle/​11299/​
175412

*Davidson, O. B., Eden, D., Westman, M., Cohen-Charash, Y., Ham-
mer, L. B., Kluger, A. N., & Spector, P. E. (2010). Sabbatical 
leave: Who gains and how much? Journal of Applied Psychology, 
95, 953–964. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​a0020​068

*de Bloom, J. (2018a). [Longitudinal leisure activity profiles and their 
associations with recovery experiences and job performance]. 
Unpublished raw data.

*de Bloom, J. (2018b). [Lunchtime recovery experiences and outcomes 
among Finnish employees]. Unpublished raw data.

*de Bloom, J., Geurts, S. A., & Kompier, M. A. (2012). Effects of short 
vacations, vacation activities and experiences on employee health 
and well‐being. Stress and Health, 28, 305–318. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1002/​smi.​1434

*de Bloom, J., Geurts, S. A., & Kompier, M. A. (2013). Vaca-
tion (after-) effects on employee health and well-being, and 
the role of vacation activities, experiences and sleep. Journal 
of Happiness Studies, 14, 613–633. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
s10902-​012-​9345-3

de Bloom, J., Geurts, S. A., Sonnentag, S., Taris, T., De Weerth, C., & 
Kompier, M. A. (2011). How does a vacation from work affect 
employee health and well-being? Psychology & Health, 26, 
1606–1622. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​08870​446.​2010.​546860

*de Bloom, J., Kinnunen, U., & Korpela, K. (2015). Recovery pro-
cesses during and after work. Journal of Occupational and Envi-
ronmental Medicine, 57, 732-742. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1097/​JOM.​
00000​00000​000475

de Croon, E. M., Sluiter, J. K., & Frings-Dresen, M. H. (2006). Psy-
chometric properties of the Need for Recovery after work scale: 
Test-retest reliability and sensitivity to detect change. Occupa-
tional and Environmental Medicine, 63, 202–206. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1136/​oem.​2004.​018275

*de Jonge, J. (2020). What makes a good work break? Off-job and on-
job recovery as predictors of employee health. Industrial Health, 
58, 142–152. https://​doi.​org/​10.​2486/​indhe​alth.​2019-​0097

*de Jonge, J., Spoor, E., Sonnentag, S., Dormann, C., & van den 
Tooren, M. (2012). “Take a break?!” Off-job recovery, job 
demands, and job resources as predictors of health, active learn-
ing, and creativity. European Journal of Work and Organiza-
tional Psychology, 21, 321–348. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​13594​
32X.​2011.​576009

*de Wijn, A. N., & van der Doef, M. P. (2020). Patient-related stress-
ful situations and stress-related outcomes in emergency nurses: 
A cross-sectional study on the role of work factors and recovery 
during leisure time. International journal of nursing studies, 107, 
1–11. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​ijnur​stu.​2020.​103579

*DeArmond, S., Matthews, R. A., & Bunk, J. (2014). Workload and 
procrastination: The roles of psychological detachment and 
fatigue. International Journal of Stress Management, 21, 137–
161. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​a0034​893

Demerouti, E., Bakker, A. B., Geurts, S. A., & Taris, T. W. (2009). 
Daily recovery from work-related effort during non-work time. 
In S. Sonnentag, P. L. Perrewé, & D. C. Ganster (Eds.), Current 
perspectives on job-stress recovery (pp. 85–123). Emerald Group 
Publishing Limited.

Demerouti, E., Bakker, A. B., Nachreiner, F., & Schaufeli, W. B. 
(2001). The job demands-resources model of burnout. Journal 
of Applied Psychology, 86, 499–512. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​
0021-​9010.​86.3.​499

*Demerouti, E., Bakker, A. B., Sonnentag, S., & Fullagar, C. J. (2012). 
Work‐related flow and energy at work and at home: A study on 
the role of daily recovery. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 
33, 276–295. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​job.​760

Demerouti, E., Bakker, A. B., Vardakou, I., & Kantas, A. (2003). The 
convergent validity of two burnout instruments: A multitrait-mul-
timethod analysis. European Journal of Psychological Assess-
ment, 19, 12–23. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1027//​1015-​5759.​19.1.​12

https://doi.org/10.1177/0033294118813892
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01890
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01890
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032507
https://scholarcommons.usf.edu/etd/4456/
https://scholarcommons.usf.edu/etd/4456/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2019.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2019.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2010.01203.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/13639080.2021.1887828
https://doi.org/10.1080/13639080.2021.1887828
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2020.1743790
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2020.1743790
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000025
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000025
https://doi.org/10.2307/2136404
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311415252
https://doi.org/10.30845/ijbht.v9n1p1
https://scholar.utc.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1014&context=theses
https://scholar.utc.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1014&context=theses
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019364
https://conservancy.umn.edu/handle/11299/175412
https://conservancy.umn.edu/handle/11299/175412
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020068
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.1434
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.1434
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-012-9345-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-012-9345-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/08870446.2010.546860
https://doi.org/10.1097/JOM.0000000000000475
https://doi.org/10.1097/JOM.0000000000000475
https://doi.org/10.1136/oem.2004.018275
https://doi.org/10.1136/oem.2004.018275
https://doi.org/10.2486/indhealth.2019-0097
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2011.576009
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2011.576009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2020.103579
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034893
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.499
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.499
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.760
https://doi.org/10.1027//1015-5759.19.1.12


854	 Journal of Business and Psychology (2023) 38:821–864

1 3

Demerouti, E., Mostert, K., & Bakker, A. B. (2010). Burnout and work 
engagement: A thorough investigation of the independency of 
both constructs. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 
15, 209–222. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​a0019​408

*Demsky, C. A. (2012). Interpersonal conflict and employee well-
being: The moderating role of recovery experiences (Master’s 
thesis, Portland State University). Retrieved from https://​pdxsc​
holar.​libra​ry.​pdx.​edu/​open_​access_​etds/​766/

*Demsky, C. A., Ellis, A. M., & Fritz, C. (2014). Shrugging it off: Does 
psychological detachment from work mediate the relationship 
between workplace aggression and work-family conflict? Journal 
of Occupational Health Psychology, 19, 195–205. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1037/​a0035​448

*Demsky, C. A., Fritz, C., Hammer, L. B., & Black, A. E. (2018). 
Workplace incivility and employee sleep: The role of rumina-
tion and recovery experiences. Journal of Occupational Health 
Psychology, 24, 228–40.https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​ocp00​00116

*Derks, D., & Bakker, A. B. (2014). Smartphone use, work–home 
interference, and burnout: A diary study on the role of recov-
ery. Applied Psychology, 63, 411–440. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​
1464-​0597.​2012.​00530.x

*Derks, D., ten Brummelhuis, L. L., Zecic, D., & Bakker, A. B. 
(2014a). Switching on and off…: Does smartphone use obstruct 
the possibility to engage in recovery activities? European Jour-
nal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 23, 80–90. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1080/​13594​32X.​2012.​711013

*Derks, D., van Mierlo, H., & Schmitz, E. (2014b). A diary study 
on work-related smartphone use, psychological detachment 
and exhaustion: Examining the role of the perceived segmen-
tation norm. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 19, 
74–84.https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​a0035​076

*Dettmers, J., Bamberg, E., & Seffzek, K. (2016a). Characteristics 
of extended availability for work: The role of demands and 
resources. International Journal of Stress Management, 23, 
276–297. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​str00​00014

*Dettmers, J., Vahle-Hinz, T., Bamberg, E., Friedrich, N., & Keller, M. 
(2016b). Extended work availability and its relation with start-of-
day mood and cortisol. Journal of Occupational Health Psychol-
ogy, 21, 105–118. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​a0039​602

Diefendorff, J. M., Brown, D. J., Kamin, A. M., & Lord, R. G. (2002). 
Examining the roles of job involvement and work centrality in 
predicting organizational citizenship behaviors and job perfor-
mance. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 23, 93–108. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1002/​job.​123

Diener, E. D., Emmons, R. A., Larsen, R. J., & Griffin, S. (1985). The 
satisfaction with life scale. Journal of Personality Assessment, 
49, 71–75. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1207/​s1532​7752j​pa4901_​13

*Dijkhuizen, J., Gorgievski, M., van Veldhoven, M., & Schalk, R. 
(2016). Feeling successful as an entrepreneur: A job demands-
resources approach. International Entrepreneurship and 
Management Journal, 12, 555–573. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
s11365-​014-​0354-z

*Ding, J., Jia, Y., Zhao, J., Yang, F., Ma, R., & Yang, X. (2020). 
Optimizing quality of life among Chinese physicians: the 
positive effects of resilience and recovery experience. Qual-
ity of Life Research, 29, 1655–1663. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
s11136-​020-​02414-8

*Dogan, D. (2019). The role of recovery experiences on effects of 
emotional labor (Doctoral dissertation, Ankara Yıldırım Beyazıt 
Üniversitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitüsü). Retrieved from http://​
acike​risim.​ybu.​edu.​tr:​8080/​xmlui/​handle/​12345​6789/​1274

*Donahue, E. G., Forest, J., Vallerand, R. J., Lemyre, P. N., Cre-
vier‐Braud, L., & Bergeron, É. (2012). Passion for work and 
emotional exhaustion: The mediating role of rumination and 

recovery. Applied Psychology: Health and Well‐Being, 4, 341–
368. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1758-​0854.​2012.​01078.x

*Drach‐Zahavy, A., & Marzuq, N. (2013). The weekend matters: 
Exploring when and how nurses best recover from work stress. 
Journal of Advanced Nursing, 69, 578–589. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1111/j.​1365-​2648.​2012.​06033.x

*Durepos, D. (2016). Can we recover at work? Exploring on-the-job 
recovery (Doctoral dissertation, Saint Mary’s University, Hali-
fax, Canada). Retrieved from http://​www.​libra​ry2.​smu.​ca/​handle/​
01/​26657#.W_​76ROh​KjIW

Earley, P. C., Wojnaroski, P., & Prest, W. (1987). Task planning and 
energy expended: Exploration of how goals influence perfor-
mance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 72, 107–114. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1037/​h0090​393

Edwards, J. R., & Rothbard, N. P. (2000). Mechanisms linking work 
and family: Clarifying the relationship between work and fam-
ily constructs. Academy of Management Review, 25, 178–199. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​5465/​amr.​2000.​27916​09

*Eichberger, C., Derks, D., & Zacher, H. (2021). Technology-assisted 
supplemental work, psychological detachment, and employee 
well-being: A daily diary study. German Journal of Human 
Resource Management, 35, 199–223. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​
23970​02220​968188

*Ellis, A. M. (2015). Building resources at home and at work: Day-
level relationships between job crafting, recovery experiences, 
and work engagement (Doctoral dissertation, Portland State Uni-
versity). Retrieved from https://​pdxsc​holar.​libra​ry.​pdx.​edu/​open_​
access_​etds/​2320/

*Els, C., Mostert, K., & De Beer, L. T. (2015). Job characteristics, 
burnout and the relationship with recovery experiences. Journal 
of Industrial Psychology, 41, 1–13. https://​doi.​org/​10.​4102/​sajip.​
v41i1.​1196

Esch, T., Fricchione, G. L., & Stefano, G. B. (2003). The therapeutic 
use of the relaxation response in stress-related diseases. Medical 
Science Monitor, 9, RA23-RA34. Retrieved from https://​www.​
medsc​imonit.​com/​abstr​act/​index/​idArt/​4745/​act/3

*Eschleman, K. J., Madsen, J., Alarcon, G., & Barelka, A. (2014). Ben-
efiting from creative activity: The positive relationships between 
creative activity, recovery experiences, and performance‐related 
outcomes. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychol-
ogy, 87, 579–598. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​joop.​12064

*Etzion, D., Eden, D., & Lapidot, Y. (1998). Relief from job stressors 
and burnout: Reserve service as a respite. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 83, 577–585. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​0021-​9010.​
83.4.​577

Faragher, E. B., Cooper, C. L., & Cartwright, S. (2004). A shortened 
stress evaluation tool (ASSET). Stress and Health: Journal of 
the International Society for the Investigation of Stress, 20, 
189–201. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​smi.​1010

*Fauzi, M. F. M., Yusoff, H. M., Robat, R. M., Saruan, N. A. M., 
Ismail, K. I., & Haris, A. F. M. (2020). Doctors’ mental health 
in the midst of COVID-19 pandemic: The roles of work 
demands and recovery experiences. International Journal of 
Environmental Research and Public Health, 17, 1–6. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​3390/​ijerp​h1719​7340

*Feuerhahn, N., Sonnentag, S., & Woll, A. (2014). Exercise after 
work, psychological mediators, and affect: A day-level study. 
European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 23, 
62–79. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​13594​32X.​2012.​709965

*Finkensieper, P. (2016). The role of psychological detachment 
and negative experiences in the relationship between on-
call work, fatigue, and recovery (Master’s thesis, Radboud 
University, Nijmegen, The Netherlands). Retrieved from 
https://​www.​innov​atief​inwerk.​nl/​nomin​aties/​role-​psych​ologi​

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019408
https://pdxscholar.library.pdx.edu/open_access_etds/766/
https://pdxscholar.library.pdx.edu/open_access_etds/766/
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035448
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035448
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000116
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.2012.00530.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.2012.00530.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2012.711013
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2012.711013
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035076
https://doi.org/10.1037/str0000014
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039602
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.123
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.123
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa4901_13
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-014-0354-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-014-0354-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11136-020-02414-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11136-020-02414-8
http://acikerisim.ybu.edu.tr:8080/xmlui/handle/123456789/1274
http://acikerisim.ybu.edu.tr:8080/xmlui/handle/123456789/1274
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1758-0854.2012.01078.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2012.06033.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2012.06033.x
http://www.library2.smu.ca/handle/01/26657#.W_76ROhKjIW
http://www.library2.smu.ca/handle/01/26657#.W_76ROhKjIW
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0090393
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0090393
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2000.2791609
https://doi.org/10.1177/2397002220968188
https://doi.org/10.1177/2397002220968188
https://pdxscholar.library.pdx.edu/open_access_etds/2320/
https://pdxscholar.library.pdx.edu/open_access_etds/2320/
https://doi.org/10.4102/sajip.v41i1.1196
https://doi.org/10.4102/sajip.v41i1.1196
https://www.medscimonit.com/abstract/index/idArt/4745/act/3
https://www.medscimonit.com/abstract/index/idArt/4745/act/3
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12064
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.83.4.577
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.83.4.577
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.1010
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17197340
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17197340
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2012.709965
https://www.innovatiefinwerk.nl/nominaties/role-psychological-detachment-and-negative-experiences-relationship-between-call-work


855Journal of Business and Psychology (2023) 38:821–864	

1 3

cal-​detac​hment-​and-​negat​ive-​exper​iences-​relat​ionsh​ip-​betwe​
en-​call-​work

*Flaxman, P. E., Ménard, J., Bond, F. W., & Kinman, G. (2012). 
Academics’ experiences of a respite from work: Effects of self-
critical perfectionism and perseverative cognition on postrespite 
well-being. Journal of Applied Psychology, 97, 854–865. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1037/​a0028​055

*Foti, K., Xanthopoulou, D., Papagiannidis, S., & Kafetsios, K. (2019). 
The role of tweet-related emotion on the exhaustion–recovery 
from work relationship. In Conference on e-Business, e-Services 
and e-Society (pp. 380–391). Springer. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
978-3-​030-​29374-1_​31

*Foucreault, A., Ollier-Malaterre, A., & Ménard, J. (2018). Organiza-
tional culture and work–life integration: A barrier to employees’ 
respite? The International Journal of Human Resource Manage-
ment, 29, 2378–2398. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​09585​192.​2016.​
12628​90

*Foulk, T. A., Lanaj, K., Tu, M.-H., Erez, A., & Archambeau, L. 
(2018). Heavy is the head that wears the crown: An actor-centric 
approach to daily psychological power, abusive leader behavior, 
and perceived incivility. Academy of Management Journal, 61, 
661–684. https://​doi.​org/​10.​5465/​amj.​2015.​1061

*Fouquereau, E., Morin, A. J., Lapointe, É., Mokounkolo, R., & Gil-
let, N. (2019). Emotional labour profiles: Associations with key 
predictors and outcomes. Work & Stress, 33, 268–294. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1080/​02678​373.​2018.​15028​35

Frese, M., Fay, D., Hilburger, T., Leng, K., & Tag, A. (1997). The 
concept of personal initiative: Operationalization, reliability and 
validity in two German samples. Journal of Occupational and 
Organizational Psychology, 70, 139–161. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1111/j.​2044-​8325.​1997.​tb006​39.x

Friedman, I. A. (2003). Self-efficacy and burnout in teaching: The 
importance of interpersonal-relations efficacy. Social Psychol-
ogy of Education, 6, 191–215. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1023/A:​10247​
23124​467

*Fritz, C., & Sonnentag, S. (2005). Recovery, health, and job perfor-
mance: Effects of weekend experiences. Journal of Occupational 
Health Psychology, 10, 187–199. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​1076-​
8998.​10.3.​187

*Fritz, C., & Sonnentag, S. (2006). Recovery, well-being, and per-
formance-related outcomes: The role of workload and vacation 
experiences. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91, 936-945. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1037/​0021-​9010.​91.4.​936

*Fritz, C., Hammer, L. B., Guros, F., Shepherd, B. R., & Meier, D. 
(2018). On guard: The costs of work-related hypervigilance in 
the correctional setting. Occupational Health Science, 2, 67–82. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s41542-​018-​0010-z

*Fritz, C., Sonnentag, S., Spector, P. E., & McInroe, J. A. (2010a). 
The weekend matters: Relationships between stress recovery and 
affective experiences. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 31, 
1137–1162. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​job.​672

*Fritz, C., Yankelevich, M., Zarubin, A., & Barger, P. (2010b). Happy, 
healthy, and productive: The role of detachment from work dur-
ing nonwork time. Journal of Applied Psychology, 95, 977–983. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​a0019​462

*Garrick, A., Mak, A. S., Cathcart, S., Winwood, P. C., Bakker, A. B., 
& Lushington, K. (2014). Psychosocial safety climate moderat-
ing the effects of daily job demands and recovery on fatigue and 
work engagement. Journal of Occupational and Organizational 
Psychology, 87, 694–714. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​joop.​12069

*Garrick, A., Mak, A. S., Cathcart, S., Winwood, P. C., Bakker, A. 
B., & Lushington, K. (2018). Non-work time activities predict-
ing teachers’ work-related fatigue and engagement: An effort-
recovery approach. Australian Psychologist, 53, 243–252. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1111/​ap.​12290

*Garrosa-Hernández, E., Carmona-Cobo, I., Ladstätter, F., Blanco, L. 
M., & Cooper-Thomas, H. D. (2013). The relationships between 
family-work interaction, job-related exhaustion, detachment, 
and meaning in life: A day-level study of emotional well-being. 
Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 29, 169–177. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​5093/​tr201​3a23

*Gaudiino, M., & Di Stefano, G. (2021). To detach or not to detach? 
The moderating effect of psychological detachment on the rela-
tions between heavy work investment and well-being. Current 
Psychology, 1–15. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s12144-​021-​01958-3

*Gerhardt, C., Kottwitz, M. U., Lüdin, T. J., Gabriel, D., & Elfering, A. 
(2020). Work and sleep quality in railway employees: an actigra-
phy study. Ergonomics, 63, 13–30. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​00140​
139.​2019.​16779​45

Geurts, S. A., Taris, T. W., Kompier, M. A., Dikkers, J. S., Van Hooff, 
M. L., & Kinnunen, U. M. (2005). Work-home interaction from 
a work psychological perspective: Development and validation 
of a new questionnaire, the SWING. Work & Stress, 19, 319–339. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​02678​37050​04102​08

*Ghosh, D., Sekiguchi, T., & Fujimoto, Y. (2020). Psychological 
detachment: A creativity perspective on the link between intrin-
sic motivation and employee engagement. Personnel Review, 49, 
1789–1804. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1108/​PR-​12-​2018-​0480

Giacobbi, P. R., Hausenblas, H. A., & Frye, N. (2005). A naturalistic 
assessment of the relationship between personality, daily life 
events, leisure-time exercise, and mood. Psychology of Sport 
and Exercise, 6, 67–81. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​psych​sport.​
2003.​10.​009

*Gillet, N., Huyghebaert-Zouaghi, T., Réveillère, C., Colombat, P., & 
Fouquereau, E. (2020). The effects of job demands on nurses’ 
burnout and presenteeism through sleep quality and relaxation. 
Journal of Clinical Nursing, 29, 583–592. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1111/​jocn.​15116

*Ginoux, C., Isoard-Gautheur, S. & Sarrazin, P. (2020). “What did you 
do this weekend?” Relationships between weekend activities, 
recovery experiences and changes in work-related well-being. 
SportRxiv. https://​doi.​org/​10.​31236/​osf.​io/​4k8vz

*Ginoux, C., Isoard-Gautheur, S., Teran-Escobar, C., Forestier, C., 
Chalabaev, A., Clavel, A., & Sarrazin, P. (2021). Being active 
during the lockdown: The recovery potential of physical activity 
for well-being. International Journal of Environmental Research 
and Public Health, 18, 1707–1720. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3390/​ijerp​
h1804​1707

*Gluschkoff, K., Elovainio, M., Hintsanen, M., Mullola, S., Pulkki-
Råback, L., Keltikangas-Järvinen, L., & Hintsa, T. (2017). 
Perfectionism and depressive symptoms: The effects of psycho-
logical detachment from work. Personality and Individual Differ-
ences, 116, 186–190. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​paid.​2017.​04.​044

*Gluschkoff, K., Elovainio, M., Kinnunen, U., Mullola, S., Hintsanen, 
M., Keltikangas-Järvinen, L., & Hintsa, T. (2016). Work stress, 
poor recovery and burnout in teachers. Occupational Medicine, 
66, 564–570. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1093/​occmed/​kqw086

*Gnacinski, S. L., Nai, M., Brady, M., Meyer, B. B., & Newman, N. 
(2020). An examination of athletic trainers’ occupational recov-
ery experiences during time after work. Journal of Athletic Train-
ing, 55, 532–537. https://​doi.​org/​10.​4085/​1062-​6050-​26-​18

Goh, J., Pfeffer, J., & Zenios, S. A. (2015). Workplace stressors & 
health outcomes: Health policy for the workplace. Behavioral 
Science & Policy, 1, 43–52. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1353/​bsp.​2015.​
0001

Goldberg, D. (1972). The detection of psychiatric illness by question-
naire. Oxford University Press.

*Gombert, L., Rivkin, W., & Schmidt, K. H. (2020). Indirect effects of 
daily self‐control demands on subjective vitality via ego deple-
tion: How daily psychological detachment pays off. Applied Psy-
chology, 69, 325–350. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​apps.​12172

https://www.innovatiefinwerk.nl/nominaties/role-psychological-detachment-and-negative-experiences-relationship-between-call-work
https://www.innovatiefinwerk.nl/nominaties/role-psychological-detachment-and-negative-experiences-relationship-between-call-work
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028055
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028055
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-29374-1_31
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-29374-1_31
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2016.1262890
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2016.1262890
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2015.1061
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2018.1502835
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2018.1502835
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8325.1997.tb00639.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8325.1997.tb00639.x
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1024723124467
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1024723124467
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.10.3.187
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.10.3.187
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.4.936
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.4.936
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41542-018-0010-z
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.672
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019462
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12069
https://doi.org/10.1111/ap.12290
https://doi.org/10.1111/ap.12290
https://doi.org/10.5093/tr2013a23
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-021-01958-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/00140139.2019.1677945
https://doi.org/10.1080/00140139.2019.1677945
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678370500410208
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-12-2018-0480
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2003.10.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2003.10.009
https://doi.org/10.1111/jocn.15116
https://doi.org/10.1111/jocn.15116
https://doi.org/10.31236/osf.io/4k8vz
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18041707
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18041707
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2017.04.044
https://doi.org/10.1093/occmed/kqw086
https://doi.org/10.4085/1062-6050-26-18
https://doi.org/10.1353/bsp.2015.0001
https://doi.org/10.1353/bsp.2015.0001
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12172


856	 Journal of Business and Psychology (2023) 38:821–864

1 3

González-Romá, V., Schaufeli, W. B., Bakker, A. B., & Lloret, S. 
(2006). Burnout and work engagement: Independent factors or 
opposite poles? Journal of Vocational Behavior, 68, 165–174. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jvb.​2005.​01.​003

*Goodboy, A. K., Martin, M. M., & Brown, E. (2016). Bullying on 
the school bus: Deleterious effects on public school bus driv-
ers. Journal of Applied Communication Research, 44, 434–452. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​00909​882.​2016.​12251​61

*Grandey, A. A., Sayre, G. M., & French, K. A. (2021). “A blessing and 
a curse”: Work loss during coronavirus lockdown on short-term 
health changes via threat and recovery. Journal of Occupational 
Health Psychology. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​ocp00​00283

*Grant, A. M., & Sonnentag, S. (2010). Doing good buffers against 
feeling bad: Prosocial impact compensates for negative task and 
self-evaluations. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision 
Processes, 111, 13–22. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​obhdp.​2009.​07.​
003

*Grawitch, M. J., Werth, P. M., Palmer, S. N., Erb, K. R., & Lavigne, 
K. N. (2018). Self-imposed pressure or organizational norms? 
Further examination of the construct of workplace telepressure. 
Stress and Health, 34, 306–319. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​smi.​
2792

*Grotto, A. R., Mills, M. J., & Eatough, E. M. (2021). Switching 
gears: A self-regulatory approach and measure of nonwork role 
re-engagement following after-hours work intrusions. Journal 
of Business and Psychology, 1-17. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
s10869-​021-​09754-3

*Gu, Y., & Wang, R. (2021). Job demands and work–family conflict in 
preschool teachers: The buffering effects of job resources and off-
job recovery experiences. Current Psychology, 40, 3974–3985. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s12144-​019-​00349-z

*Gu, Y., Wang, R., & You, X. (2020a). Recovery experiences moder-
ate the impact of work stressors on well-being: a two-wave study 
of preschool teachers. Early Childhood Education Journal, 48, 
189–202. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s10643-​019-​00994-w

*Gu, Y., You, X., & Wang, R. (2020b). Workplace surface acting and 
employee insomnia: A moderated mediation model of psycho-
logical detachment and dispositional mindfulness. The Journal 
of Psychology, 154, 367–385. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​00223​980.​
2020.​17575​95

*Guo, Y., & Zhu, Y. (2019). Psychological detachment and research 
performance: Work engagement as a mediator. Social Behavior 
and Personality: An International Journal, 47, 1–9. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​2224/​sbp.​8277

*Hahn, V. C., & Dormann, C. (2013). The role of partners and children 
for employees’ psychological detachment from work and well-
being. Journal of Applied Psychology, 98, 26–36. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1037/​a0030​650

*Hahn, V. C., Binnewies, C., & Haun, S. (2012). The role of partners 
for employees’ recovery during the weekend. Journal of Voca-
tional Behavior, 80, 288–298. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jvb.​2011.​
12.​004

*Hahn, V. C., Binnewies, C., Sonnentag, S., & Mojza, E. J. (2011). 
Learning how to recover from job stress: Effects of a recovery 
training program on recovery, recovery-related self-efficacy, and 
well-being. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 16, 
202–216. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​a0022​169

*Hakanen, J., Rodríguez-Sánchez, A. M., & Perhoniemi, R. (2012). 
Too good to be true? Similarities and differences between 
engagement and workaholism among Finnish judges. Ciencia 
y Trabajo/Science & Work, 14, 72–80. Retrieved from http://​
repos​itori.​uji.​es/​xmlui/​handle/​10234/​63410?​locale-​attri​bute=​en

Halbesleben, J. R. (2010). A meta-analysis of work engagement: Rela-
tionships with burnout, demands, resources, and consequences. 
In A. B. Bakker & M. P. Leiter (Eds.), Work engagement: A 

handbook of essential theory and research (Vol. 8, pp. 102–117). 
Psychology Press.

*Hamilton Skurak, H., Malinen, S., Näswall, K., & Kuntz, J. C. (2018). 
Employee wellbeing: The role of psychological detachment on 
the relationship between engagement and work–life conflict. Eco-
nomic and Industrial Democracy, 1–26. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​
01438​31X17​750473

*Harrington, N. T. (2020). Rudeness and Recovery: The effect of 
micro-breaks in reducing negative consequences of workplace 
incivility (Doctoral dissertation, The University of North Caro-
lina at Charlotte). Retrieved from https://​www.​proqu​est.​com/​
docvi​ew/​24657​70893?​pq-​origs​ite=​gscho​lar&​fromo​penvi​ew=​
true

*Harste, R. (2016). Socializing to recover from work stress: The ben-
efits of acting extraverted (Master’s thesis, University of Ten-
nessee at Chattanooga). Retrieved from https://​schol​ar.​utc.​edu/​
theses/​454/

*Haun, V. C., Nübold, A., & Bauer, A. G. (2018). Being mindful at 
work and at home: Buffering effects in the stressor-detachment 
model. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 
91, 385–410. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​joop.​12200

*Hawkes, A. J., Biggs, A., & Hegerty, E. (2017). Work engage-
ment: Investigating the role of transformational leadership, job 
resources, and recovery. The Journal of Psychology, 151, 509–
531. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​00223​980.​2017.​13723​39

Hayes, A. F., & Scharkow, M. (2013). The relative trustworthiness 
of inferential tests of the indirect effect in statistical mediation 
analysis: Does method really matter? Psychological Science, 24, 
1918–1927. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​09567​97613​480187

*Headrick, L. & Park, Y. (2017). [Working students’ recovery experi-
ences during a break and outcomes]. Unpublished raw data.

*Heißler, C. C. (2019). Working after hours, sharing availability 
expectations, and interrupting yourself: Extending perspectives 
on ICT-related concepts in research (Doctoral dissertation). 
Retrieved from https://​kobra.​uni-​kassel.​de/​handle/​12345​6789/​
11274

*Hentrich, S., Zimber, A., Sosnowsky-Waschek, N., Gregersen, S., 
& Petermann, F. (2018). Are core self-evaluations a suitable 
moderator in stressor-detachment relationships? A study among 
managers’ perceived job demands, detachment and strain reac-
tions. Work, 59, 413–423. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3233/​WOR-​182687

*Highhouse, S., Nye, C. D., & Matthews, R. A. (2017). Finding mean-
ing in the struggle of work. Journal of Personnel Psychology, 16, 
137–149. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1027/​1866-​5888/​a0001​78

Hobfoll, S. E. (1989). Conservation of resources: A new attempt at 
conceptualizing stress. American Psychologist, 44, 513–524. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​0003-​066X.​44.3.​513

Hobfoll, S. E., Halbesleben, J., Neveu, J. P., & Westman, M. (2018). 
Conservation of resources in the organizational context: The real-
ity of resources and their consequences. Annual Review of Organ-
izational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 5, 103–128. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1146/​annur​ev-​orgps​ych-​032117-​104640

*Hovden, M. (2019). Leadership styles and leader well-being: A medi-
ation study (Master’s thesis). Retrieved from https://​dspace.​libra​
ry.​uu.​nl/​handle/​1874/​384347

*Hu, J. L., & Ho, C. W. (2016). Service quality and non-salary mecha-
nism for airline companies in Taiwan. Journal of Air Transport 
Management, 55, 61–66. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jairt​raman.​
2016.​02.​016

*Hu, X., Santuzzi, A. M., & Barber, L. K. (2019). Disconnecting to 
detach: The role of impaired recovery in negative consequences 
of workplace telepressure. Journal of Work and Organizational 
Psychology, 35, 9–15. https://​doi.​org/​10.​5093/​jwop2​019a2

*Hülsheger, U. R. (2016). From dawn till dusk: Shedding light on 
the recovery process by investigating daily change patterns in 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2005.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/00909882.2016.1225161
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000283
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2009.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2009.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2792
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2792
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-021-09754-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-021-09754-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-019-00349-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10643-019-00994-w
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.2020.1757595
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.2020.1757595
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.8277
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.8277
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0030650
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0030650
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2011.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2011.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022169
http://repositori.uji.es/xmlui/handle/10234/63410?locale-attribute=en
http://repositori.uji.es/xmlui/handle/10234/63410?locale-attribute=en
https://doi.org/10.1177/0143831X17750473
https://doi.org/10.1177/0143831X17750473
https://www.proquest.com/docview/2465770893?pq-origsite=gscholar&fromopenview=true
https://www.proquest.com/docview/2465770893?pq-origsite=gscholar&fromopenview=true
https://www.proquest.com/docview/2465770893?pq-origsite=gscholar&fromopenview=true
https://scholar.utc.edu/theses/454/
https://scholar.utc.edu/theses/454/
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12200
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.2017.1372339
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613480187
https://kobra.uni-kassel.de/handle/123456789/11274
https://kobra.uni-kassel.de/handle/123456789/11274
https://doi.org/10.3233/WOR-182687
https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000178
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.44.3.513
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032117-104640
https://dspace.library.uu.nl/handle/1874/384347
https://dspace.library.uu.nl/handle/1874/384347
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jairtraman.2016.02.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jairtraman.2016.02.016
https://doi.org/10.5093/jwop2019a2


857Journal of Business and Psychology (2023) 38:821–864	

1 3

fatigue. Journal of Applied Psychology, 101, 905–914. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1037/​apl00​00104

*Hülsheger, U. R., Walkowiak, A., & Thommes, M. S. (2018). How 
can mindfulness be promoted? Workload and recovery experi-
ences as antecedents of daily fluctuations in mindfulness. Journal 
of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 91, 261–284. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​joop.​12206

*Hülsheger, U., Lang, J., Depenbrock, F., Fehrmann, C., Zijlstra, 
F., & Alberts, H. (2014). The power of presence: The role of 
mindfulness at work for daily levels and change trajectories of 
psychological detachment and sleep quality. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 99, 1113–1128. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​a0037​702

Hunt, S. M., McKenna, S. P., McEwen, J., Williams, J., & Papp, E. 
(1981). The Nottingham Health Profile: Subjective health status 
and medical consultations. Social Science & Medicine Part A: 
Medical Psychology & Medical Sociology, 15, 221–229. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1016/​0271-​7123(81)​90005-5

*Hunter, E. M., & Wu, C. (2016). Give me a better break: Choosing 
workday break activities to maximize resource recovery. Journal 
of Applied Psychology, 101, 302–311. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​
apl00​00045

Hunter, J. E., & Schmidt, F. L. (2004). Methods of meta-analysis: Cor-
recting error and bias in research findings. Sage publications.

*Huth, M. (2013). Work-life balance satisfaction formation: A quan-
titative and qualitative investigation of how workers contribute 
to their own work-life balance satisfaction formation within the 
context of workgroups (Doctoral dissertation, Michigan State 
University). Retrieved from https://d.​lib.​msu.​edu/​etd/​2276

*Hynes, D. C. (2019). Juggling responsibilities: Examining the role 
supervisors play in influencing the workplace recovery expe-
riences of part-time working college students. Retrieved from 
https://​repos​itory.​arizo​na.​edu/​handle/​10150/​632735

*Jaber, J. N. (2012). The moderating effects of work control and leisure 
control on the recovery-strain relationship (Master’s thesis, Min-
nesota State University). Retrieved from https://​corne​rstone.​lib.​
mnsu.​edu/​etds/​158/

*Jalonen, N., Kinnunen, M. L., Pulkkinen, L., & Kokko, K. (2015). Job 
skill discretion and emotion control strategies as antecedents of 
recovery from work. European Journal of Work and Organiza-
tional Psychology, 24, 389–401. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​13594​
32X.​2014.​914923

James, L. R., Mulaik, S. A., & Brett, J. M. (2006). A tale of two meth-
ods. Organizational Research Methods, 9, 233–244. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1177/​10944​28105​285144

*Janicke, S. H., Rieger, D., Reinecke, L., & Connor, W. (2018). Watch-
ing online videos at work: The role of positive and meaningful 
affect for recovery experiences and well-being at the workplace. 
Mass Communication and Society, 21, 345–367. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1080/​15205​436.​2017.​13812​64

*Jiang, L., Bohle, S. L., & Roche, M. (2019). Contingent reward trans-
actional leaders as “good parents”: Examining the mediation role 
of attachment insecurity and the moderation role of meaningful 
work. Journal of Business and Psychology, 34, 519–537. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s10869-​018-​9553-x

*Kawakubo, A., & Oguchi, T. (2019). Recovery experiences during 
vacations promote life satisfaction through creative behavior. 
Tourism Management Perspectives, 30, 240–250. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1016/j.​tmp.​2019.​02.​017

Keane, J. (2021). The legal right to disconnect could become the norm 
in Europe. CNBC News. Retrieved from https://​www.​cnbc.​
com/​2021/​06/​22/​right-​to-​disco​nnect-​could-​become-​the-​norm-​
in-​europe.​html

Kepes, S., Banks, G. C., McDaniel, M., & Whetzel, D. L. (2012). 
Publication bias in the organizational sciences. Organizational 
Research Methods, 15, 624–662. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​10944​
28112​452760

*Kessie, K. J. R. (2017). Honey, I'm home: The provision and percep-
tion of work recovery support in working dyads (Doctoral disser-
tation, Bowling Green State University). Retrieved from http://​
rave.​ohiol​ink.​edu/​etdc/​view?​acc_​num=​bgsu1​50849​84188​08085

*Kilroy, S., Bosak, J., Flood, P. C., & Peccei, R. (2020). Time to 
recover: The moderating role of psychological detachment in 
the link between perceptions of high-involvement work practices 
and burnout. Journal of Business Research, 108, 52–61. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jbusr​es.​2019.​10.​012

*Kim, S., Cho, S., & Park, Y. (2021). Daily microbreaks in a self-reg-
ulatory resources lens: Perceived health climate as a contextual 
moderator via microbreak autonomy. Journal of Applied Psy-
chology. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​apl00​00891

*King, K. (2020). Is it Monday yet? An in-depth investigation into 
factors related to psychological detachment from home at work. 
Hofstra University. Retrieved from https://​www.​proqu​est.​com/​
docvi​ew/​24301​25238?​pq-​origs​ite=​gscho​lar&​fromo​penvi​ew=​
true

Kinman, G., Clements, A. J., & Hart, J. (2017). Working conditions, 
work–life conflict, and well-being in U.K. prison officers. Crimi-
nal Justice and Behavior, 44, 226–239. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​
00938​54816​664923

*Kinnunen, U., & Feldt, T. (2013). Job characteristics, recovery experi-
ences and occupational well-being: Testing cross-lagged relation-
ships across one year. Stress & Health, 29, 369–382. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1002/​smi.​2483

*Kinnunen, U., de Bloom, J., & Virtanen, A. (2019). Do older teachers 
benefit more from workday break recovery than younger ones? 
Scandanavian Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 
4, 1–15. https://​doi.​org/​10.​16993/​sjwop.​87

*Kinnunen, U., Feldt, T., Siltaloppi, M., & Sonnentag, S. (2011). Job 
demands–resources model in the context of recovery: Testing 
recovery experiences as mediators. European Journal of Work 
and Organizational Psychology, 20, 805–832. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1080/​13594​32X.​2010.​524411

*Kinnunen, U., Mauno, S., & Siltaloppi, M. (2010). Job insecurity, 
recovery and well-being at work: Recovery experiences as mod-
erators. Economic and Industrial Democracy, 31, 179–194. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​01438​31X09​358366

*Kinnunen, U., Rantanen, J., de Bloom, J., Mauno, S., Feldt, T., & 
Korpela, K. (2015). The role of work–nonwork boundary man-
agement in work stress recovery. International Journal of Stress 
Management, 23, 99–123. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​a0039​730

Kopelman, R. E., Greenhaus, J. H., & Connolly, T. F. (1983). A model 
of work, family, and interrole conflict: A construct validation 
study. Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 32, 
198–215. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​0030-​5073(83)​90147-2

*Korpela, K., & Kinnunen, U. (2010). How is leisure time interacting 
with nature related to the need for recovery from work demands? 
Testing multiple mediators. Leisure Sciences, 33, 1–14. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1080/​01490​400.​2011.​533103

*Kühnel, J., & Sonnentag, S. (2011). How long do you benefit from 
vacation? A closer look at the fade‐out of vacation effects. Jour-
nal of Organizational Behavior, 32, 125–143. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1002/​job.​699

*Kühnel, J., Sonnentag, S., & Westman, M. (2009). Does work engage-
ment increase after a short respite? The role of job involvement 
as a double‐edged sword. Journal of Occupational and Organi-
zational Psychology, 82, 575–594. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1348/​09631​
7908X​349362

*Kujanpää, M., Syrek, C., Lehr, D., Kinnunen, U., Reins, J. A., & 
de Bloom, J. (2021). Need satisfaction and optimal function-
ing at leisure and work: A longitudinal validation study of the 
DRAMMA model. Journal of Happiness Studies, 22, 681–707. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s10902-​020-​00247-3

https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000104
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000104
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12206
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037702
https://doi.org/10.1016/0271-7123(81)90005-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/0271-7123(81)90005-5
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000045
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000045
https://d.lib.msu.edu/etd/2276
https://repository.arizona.edu/handle/10150/632735
https://cornerstone.lib.mnsu.edu/etds/158/
https://cornerstone.lib.mnsu.edu/etds/158/
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2014.914923
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2014.914923
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428105285144
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428105285144
https://doi.org/10.1080/15205436.2017.1381264
https://doi.org/10.1080/15205436.2017.1381264
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-018-9553-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-018-9553-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2019.02.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2019.02.017
https://www.cnbc.com/2021/06/22/right-to-disconnect-could-become-the-norm-in-europe.html
https://www.cnbc.com/2021/06/22/right-to-disconnect-could-become-the-norm-in-europe.html
https://www.cnbc.com/2021/06/22/right-to-disconnect-could-become-the-norm-in-europe.html
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428112452760
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428112452760
http://rave.ohiolink.edu/etdc/view?acc_num=bgsu1508498418808085
http://rave.ohiolink.edu/etdc/view?acc_num=bgsu1508498418808085
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.10.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.10.012
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000891
https://www.proquest.com/docview/2430125238?pq-origsite=gscholar&fromopenview=true
https://www.proquest.com/docview/2430125238?pq-origsite=gscholar&fromopenview=true
https://www.proquest.com/docview/2430125238?pq-origsite=gscholar&fromopenview=true
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854816664923
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854816664923
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2483
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2483
https://doi.org/10.16993/sjwop.87
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2010.524411
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2010.524411
https://doi.org/10.1177/0143831X09358366
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039730
https://doi.org/10.1016/0030-5073(83)90147-2
https://doi.org/10.1080/01490400.2011.533103
https://doi.org/10.1080/01490400.2011.533103
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.699
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.699
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317908X349362
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317908X349362
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-020-00247-3


858	 Journal of Business and Psychology (2023) 38:821–864

1 3

*Laakso, A. (2014). The roles of dispositional mindfulness and free 
time activities in recovery from stress (Master’s thesis, Univer-
sity of Tampere, Tampere, Finland). Retrieved from http://​urn.​
fi/​URN:​NBN:​fi:​uta-​20150​21911​28

*Lanaj, K., Gabriel, A. S., & Chawla, N. (2021). The self-sacrificial 
nature of leader identity: Understanding the costs and benefits at 
work and home. Journal of Applied Psychology, 106, 345–363. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​apl00​00505

*Lanaj, K., Johnson, R. E., & Barnes, C. M. (2014). Beginning the 
workday yet already depleted? Consequences of late-night 
smartphone use and sleep. Organizational Behavior and Human 
Decision Processes, 124, 11–23. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​obhdp.​
2014.​01.​001

*Lancaster, P. G. (2013). Predictors and outcomes of occupational 
burnout: A five-wave longitudinal study (Doctoral dissertation, 
Colorado State University). Retrieved from https://​mount​ainsc​
holar.​org/​handle/​10217/​80157

Landis, J. R., & Koch, G. G. (1977). The measurement of observer 
agreement for categorical data. Biometrics, 33, 159–174. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​2307/​25293​10

*Lapierre, L. M., Hammer, L. B., Truxillo, D. M., & Murphy, L. A. 
(2012). Family interference with work and workplace cognitive 
failure: The mitigating role of recovery experiences. Journal of 
Vocational Behavior, 81, 227–235. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jvb.​
2012.​07.​007

Larsen, R. J., & Kasimatis, M. (1991). Day-to-day physical symptoms: 
Individual differences in the occurrence, duration, and emotional 
concomitants of minor daily illnesses. Journal of Personality, 59, 
387–423. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1467-​6494.​1991.​tb002​54.x

Lazarus, R. S. (1966). Psychological stress and the coping process. 
McGraw-Hill.

*Lee, K. H., Choo, S. W., & Hyun, S. S. (2016). Effects of recovery 
experiences on hotel employees’ subjective well-being. Interna-
tional Journal of Hospitality Management, 52, 1–12. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1016/j.​ijhm.​2015.​04.​002

Lee, K., & Allen, N. J. (2002). Organizational citizenship behavior and 
workplace deviance: The role of affect and cognitions. Journal 
of Applied Psychology, 87, 131–142. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​
0021-​9010.​87.1.​131

*Lee, S., Zhou, Z. E., Xie, J., & Guo, H. (2021). Work-related use 
of information and communication technologies after hours and 
employee fatigue: the exacerbating effect of affective commit-
ment. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 26, 477–490. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1108/​JMP-​12-​2019-​0677

Lehman, W. E., & Simpson, D. D. (1992). Employee substance use 
and on-the-job behaviors. Journal of Applied Psychology, 77, 
309–321. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​0021-​9010.​77.3.​309

*LeNoble, C. A. (2016). Depletion today keeps the apple away: Effects 
of workplace resource processes on daily health behavior and 
recovery (Doctoral dissertation, Florida Institute of Technology). 
Retrieved from http://​hdl.​handle.​net/​11141/​1132

*Li, J., Xu, S., Chen, Y., & Ye, M. (2021). The cost of repaying trust: 
Examining psychological detachment as a mediator in the rela-
tionship between feeling trusted and work–family conflict. Psy-
chology Research and Behavior Management, 14, 1053–1062. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​2147/​PRBM.​S3120​08

*Liu, T., Zeng, X., Chen, M., & Lan, T. (2019). The harder you work, 
the higher your satisfaction with life? The influence of police 
work engagement on life satisfaction: a moderated mediation 
model. Frontiers in Psychology, 10, 826–837. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
3389/​fpsyg.​2019.​00826

*Lu, L., & Chou, C. Y. (2020). Protecting job performance and well‐
being in the demanding work context: The moderating effect 
of psychological detachment for Chinese employees. Applied 
Psychology, 69, 1199–1214. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​apps.​12216

*Lu, L., Chou, C. Y., & Cooper, C. L. (2021). Personal and social 
resources in coping with long hours of the Chinese work condi-
tion: the dual roles of detachment and social motivation. The 
International Journal of Human Resource Management, 1–35. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​09585​192.​2020.​17797​78

Lum, L., Kervin, J., Clark, K., Reid, F., & Sirola, W. (1998). Explain-
ing nursing turnover intent: Job satisfaction, pay satisfaction, 
or organizational commitment? Journal of Organizational 
Behavior, 19, 305–320. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​(SICI)​1099-​
1379(199805)​19:3%​3c305::​AID-​JOB843%​3e3.0.​CO;2-N

*Luta, D. (2016). Work, rest, repeat: An examination of the rela-
tionship between psychological detachment and positive work 
experiences across the workweek (Master’s thesis, University 
of Guelph, Guelph, Canada). Retrieved from http://​hdl.​handle.​
net/​10214/​9897

*MacDonald, A. J. (2012). Exploring an expanded model of recovery 
experiences: The impact on work performance outcomes and 
work-life conflict (Master’s thesis, Saint Mary’s University, Hali-
fax, Canada). Retrieved from http://​www.​libra​ry2.​smu.​ca/​handle/​
01/​24973#.W_​3KLOh​KjIU

*Mariappanadar, S., & Aust, I. (2017). The dark side of overwork: 
An empirical evidence of social harm of work from a sustain-
able HRM perspective. International Studies of Management & 
Organization, 47, 372–387. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​00208​825.​
2017.​13822​72

*Marzuq, N., & Drach-Zahavy, A. (2012). Recovery during a short 
period of respite: The interactive roles of mindfulness and res-
pite experiences. Work & Stress, 26, 175–194. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1080/​02678​373.​2012.​683574

Maslach, C., & Jackson, S. E. (1986). Maslach burnout inventory. Con-
sulting Psychologists Press.

Maslach, C. (2001). What have we learned about burnout and health? 
Psychology & Health, 16, 607–611. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​
08870​44010​84055​30

McNair, D. M., Lorr, M., & Droppleman, L. F. (1992). Profile of 
Mood States (POMS) manual. Educational and Industrial Test-
ing Service.

*Meier, L. L., & Cho, E. (2019). Work stressors and partner social 
undermining: Comparing negative affect and psychological 
detachment as mechanisms. Journal of Occupational Health 
Psychology, 24, 359–372. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​ocp00​00120

*Meier, L. L., Cho, E., & Dumani, S. (2016). The effect of positive 
work reflection during leisure time on affective well‐being: 
Results from three diary studies. Journal of Organizational 
Behavior, 37, 255–278. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​job.​2039

Meijman, T. F., & Mulder, G. (1998). Psychological aspects of work-
load. In P. J. D. Drenth, H. Thierry, & C. J. de Wolff (Eds.), 
Handbook of work and organizational psychology, work psychol-
ogy (Vol. 2, pp. 5–33). Psychology Press.

Meijman, T. F., de Vries-Griever, A. H., De Vries, G., & Kampman, 
R. (1988). The evaluation of the Groningen sleep quality scale. 
Heymans Bulletin (HB 88–13-EX), Groningen

*Ménard, J., Foucreault, A., Leduc, H., Meunier, S., & Trépanier, 
S. G. (2021). A diary study on when and with whom recovery 
experiences modulate daily stress and worry during a COVID-19 
lockdown. Frontiers in Psychology, 12, 1239–1254. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​3389/​fpsyg.​2021.​620349

*Merino-Tejedor, E., Hontangas, P. M., & Boada-Grau, J. (2017). The 
assessment of detachment among university students: Valida-
tion of the Recovery Experience Questionnaire in educational 
contexts. Annals of Psychology, 33, 342–350. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
6018/​anale​sps.​33.2.​249811

*Minnen, M. E. (2020). The association of subordinate perceptions 
of supervisor recovery with subordinate recovery outcomes 

http://urn.fi/URN:NBN:fi:uta-201502191128
http://urn.fi/URN:NBN:fi:uta-201502191128
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000505
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2014.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2014.01.001
https://mountainscholar.org/handle/10217/80157
https://mountainscholar.org/handle/10217/80157
https://doi.org/10.2307/2529310
https://doi.org/10.2307/2529310
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2012.07.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2012.07.007
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.1991.tb00254.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2015.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2015.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.1.131
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.1.131
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-12-2019-0677
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-12-2019-0677
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.77.3.309
http://hdl.handle.net/11141/1132
https://doi.org/10.2147/PRBM.S312008
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00826
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00826
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12216
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2020.1779778
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-1379(199805)19:3%3c305::AID-JOB843%3e3.0.CO;2-N
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-1379(199805)19:3%3c305::AID-JOB843%3e3.0.CO;2-N
http://hdl.handle.net/10214/9897
http://hdl.handle.net/10214/9897
http://www.library2.smu.ca/handle/01/24973#.W_3KLOhKjIU
http://www.library2.smu.ca/handle/01/24973#.W_3KLOhKjIU
https://doi.org/10.1080/00208825.2017.1382272
https://doi.org/10.1080/00208825.2017.1382272
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2012.683574
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2012.683574
https://doi.org/10.1080/08870440108405530
https://doi.org/10.1080/08870440108405530
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000120
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2039
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.620349
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.620349
https://doi.org/10.6018/analesps.33.2.249811
https://doi.org/10.6018/analesps.33.2.249811


859Journal of Business and Psychology (2023) 38:821–864	

1 3

(Doctoral dissertation, Virginia Tech). Retrieved from https://​
vtech​works.​lib.​vt.​edu/​handle/​10919/​96430

*Mojza, E. J., Lorenz, C., Sonnentag, S., & Binnewies, C. (2010). 
Daily recovery experiences: The role of volunteer work during 
leisure time. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 15, 
60–74. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​a0017​983

*Mojza, E. J., Sonnentag, S., & Bornemann, C. (2011). Volunteer work 
as a valuable leisure‐time activity: A day‐level study on volunteer 
work, non‐work experiences, and well‐being at work. Journal 
of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 84, 123–152. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1348/​09631​7910X​485737

*Molino, M., Cortese, C. G., Bakker, A. B., & Ghislieri, C. (2015). Do 
recovery experiences moderate the relationship between work-
load and work-family conflict? Career Development Interna-
tional, 20, 686–702. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1108/​CDI-​01-​2015-​0011

*Moreno-Jiménez, B., Mayo, M., Sanz-Vergel, A. I., Geurts, S., Rod-
ríguez-Muñoz, A., & Garrosa, E. (2009a). Effects of work–fam-
ily conflict on employees’ well-being: The moderating role of 
recovery strategies. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 
14, 427-440. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​a0016​739

*Moreno-Jiménez, B., Rodríguez-Muñoz, A., Pastor, J. C., Sanz-
Vergel, A. I., & Garrosa, E. (2009b). The moderating effects of 
psychological detachment and thoughts of revenge in workplace 
bullying. Personality and Individual Differences, 46, 359–364. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​paid.​2008.​10.​031

*Moreno-Jiménez, B., Rodríguez-Muñoz, A., Sanz-Vergel, A. I., & 
Garrosa, E. (2012). Elucidating the role of recovery experiences 
in the job demands-resources model. The Spanish Journal of 
Psychology, 15, 659–669. https://​doi.​org/​10.​5209/​rev_​SJOP.​
2012.​v15.​n2.​38877

*Muhamad Nasharudin, N. A., Idris, M. A., Loh, M. Y. & Tuckey, M. 
(2020). The role of psychological detachment in burnout and 
depression: A longitudinal study of Malaysian workers. Scandi-
navian Journal of Psychology, 61, 423–435. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1111/​sjop.​12622

*Mullen, P. R., Backer, A., Chae, N., & Li, H. (2020).School counse-
lors’ work-related rumination as a predictor of burnout, turnover 
intentions, job satisfaction, and work engagement. Professional 
School Counseling, 24, 1–10. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​21567​
59X20​957253

Netemeyer, R. G., Boles, J. S., & McMurrian, R. (1996). Development 
and validation of work–family conflict and family–work conflict 
scales. Journal of Applied Psychology, 81, 400–410. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1037/​0021-​9010.​81.4.​400

*Nicholson, T., & Griffin, B. (2014). Here today but not gone tomor-
row: Incivility affects after-work and next-day recovery. Journal 
of Occupational Health Psychology, 20, 218–225. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1037/​a0038​376

*Niks, I. M., Gevers, J. M., de Jonge, J., & Houtman, I. L. (2015). 
The relation between off-job recovery and job resources: 
Person-level differences and day-level dynamics. European 
Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 25, 226–238. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​13594​32X.​2015.​10424​59

Nixon, A. E., Mazzola, J. J., Bauer, J., Krueger, J. R., & Spector, P. 
E. (2011). Can work make you sick? A meta-analysis of the 
relationships between job stressors and physical symptoms. 
Work & Stress, 25, 1–22. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​02678​373.​
2011.​569175

*Nohe, C., Michel, A., & Sonntag, K. (2014). Family–work conflict 
and job performance: A diary study of boundary conditions and 
mechanisms. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 35, 339–357. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​job.​1878

OECD (2020). Additional leave entitlements for working parents. 
OECD - Social Policy Division. Retrieved from https://​www.​
oecd.​org/​els/​soc/​PF2_3_​Addit​ional_​leave_​entit​lemen​ts_​of_​
worki​ng_​paren​ts.​pdf

*Oosthuizen, J., Mostert, K., & Koekemoer, F. E. (2011). Job char-
acteristics, work-nonwork interference and the role of recovery 
strategies amongst employees in a tertiary institution: Original 
research. SA Journal of Human Resource Management, 9, 1–15. 
Retrieved from https://​journ​als.​co.​za/​conte​nt/​sajhrm/​9/1/​EJC95​
929

*Op den Kamp, E. M., Tims, M., Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. 
(2018). Proactive vitality management in the work context: 
Development and validation of a new instrument. European 
Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 27, 493–505. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​13594​32X.​2018.​14839​15

*Oreyzi, H. R., & Amiri, M. (2013). Personnel performance pre-
diction in the beginning of the week from relaxation, mastery 
experience, and psychological detachment via recovery. Reef 
Resources Assessment and Management Technical Paper, 38, 
1–11. Retrieved from https://​www.​scopus.​com/​record/​displ​ay.​
uri?​eid=2-​s2.0-​84942​50914​8&​origin=​inward

Ostroff, C. (1993). Comparing correlations based on individual-level 
and aggregated data. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78, 569–
582. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​0021-​9010.​78.4.​569

Ostroff, C., & Harrison, D. A. (1999). Meta-analysis, level of analy-
sis, and best estimates of population correlations: Cautions for 
interpreting meta-analytic results in organizational behavior. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 84, 260–270. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1037/​0021-​9010.​84.2.​260

*Ouyang, K., Lam, W., Cheng, B., and Parker, S. K. (2019). Enjoy 
your evening, be proactive tomorrow: How off-job experiences 
shape daily proactivity. Journal of Applied Psychology, 104, 
1003–1019. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​apl00​00391

*Panthee, B., Panthee, S., Shimazu, A., & Kawakami, N. (2020). Vali-
dation of the Nepalese version of recovery experience question-
naire. Heliyon, 6, e03645. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​heliy​on.​2020.​
e03645

*Park, H. I., & Lee, H. (2015). The effects of recovery-related self-
efficacy on occupational health among Korean workers. Inter-
national Journal of Stress Management, 22, 372–394. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1037/​a0039​185

*Park, H. I., Jang, J., & Nam, J. S. (2021). Physical activity buffers 
the effects of work-family conflict on work engagement through 
mastery recovery experience. Current Psychology, 1–11. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s12144-​021-​01463-7

*Park, Y., & Fritz, C. (2015). Spousal recovery support, recovery 
experiences, and life satisfaction crossover among dual-earner 
couples. Journal of Applied Psychology, 100, 557–566. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1037/​a0037​894

*Park, Y., & Haun, V. C. (2017). [Dual-earner couples’ weekend recov-
ery experiences and outcomes]. Unpublished raw data.

*Park, Y., & Haun, V. C. (2018). [Cross-sectional recovery experiences 
and associations with outcomes]. Unpublished raw data.

*Park, Y., Fritz, C., & Jex, S. M. (2015). Daily cyber incivility and 
distress the moderating roles of resources at work and home. 
Journal of Management, 44, 2535–2557. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​
01492​06315​576796

*Parker, S. L., Sonnentag, S., Jimmieson, N. L., & Newton, C. J. 
(2020). Relaxation during the evening and next-morning energy: 
The role of hassles, uplifts, and heart rate variability during 
work. Journal of occupational health psychology, 25(2), 83.

Parkinson, B., & Totterdell, P. (1999). Classifying affect-regulation 
strategies. Cognition & Emotion, 13, 277–303. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1080/​02699​93993​79285

*Penney, S. A. M. (2014). An examination of individual and work-
related factors influencing program success of an employee 
health intervention (Master’s thesis, Saint Mary’s University, 
Halifax, Canada). Retrieved from http://​www.​libra​ry2.​smu.​ca/​
handle/​01/​26270#.W_​3LQ-​hKjIU

https://vtechworks.lib.vt.edu/handle/10919/96430
https://vtechworks.lib.vt.edu/handle/10919/96430
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017983
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317910X485737
https://doi.org/10.1108/CDI-01-2015-0011
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016739
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2008.10.031
https://doi.org/10.5209/rev_SJOP.2012.v15.n2.38877
https://doi.org/10.5209/rev_SJOP.2012.v15.n2.38877
https://doi.org/10.1111/sjop.12622
https://doi.org/10.1111/sjop.12622
https://doi.org/10.1177/2156759X20957253
https://doi.org/10.1177/2156759X20957253
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.4.400
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.4.400
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038376
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038376
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2015.1042459
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2011.569175
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2011.569175
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1878
https://www.oecd.org/els/soc/PF2_3_Additional_leave_entitlements_of_working_parents.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/els/soc/PF2_3_Additional_leave_entitlements_of_working_parents.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/els/soc/PF2_3_Additional_leave_entitlements_of_working_parents.pdf
https://journals.co.za/content/sajhrm/9/1/EJC95929
https://journals.co.za/content/sajhrm/9/1/EJC95929
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2018.1483915
https://www.scopus.com/record/display.uri?eid=2-s2.0-84942509148&origin=inward
https://www.scopus.com/record/display.uri?eid=2-s2.0-84942509148&origin=inward
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.78.4.569
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.84.2.260
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.84.2.260
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000391
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2020.e03645
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2020.e03645
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039185
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039185
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-021-01463-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-021-01463-7
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037894
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037894
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206315576796
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206315576796
https://doi.org/10.1080/026999399379285
https://doi.org/10.1080/026999399379285
http://www.library2.smu.ca/handle/01/26270#.W_3LQ-hKjIU
http://www.library2.smu.ca/handle/01/26270#.W_3LQ-hKjIU


860	 Journal of Business and Psychology (2023) 38:821–864

1 3

*Pereira, D., Bucher, S., & Elfering, A. (2016). Daily impaired detach-
ment and short-term effects of impaired sleep quality on next-day 
commuting near-accidents: An ambulatory diary study. Ergo-
nomics, 59, 1121–1131. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​00140​139.​2015.​
11158​98

*Pereira, D., Hächler, P., & Achim, E. (2017a). Recovery experi-
ences during vacation and their association with job stressors 
and health. Escritos de Psicología/Psychological Writings, 10, 
13–30. https://​doi.​org/​10.​5231/​psy.​writ.​2017.​1001

*Pereira, D., Iseli, L., & Elfering, A. (2017b). Health improvement 
and recovery experiences during vacation of school teachers: 
The benefit of physical activity. Occupational Health Science, 1, 
89–103. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s41542-​017-​0004-2

*Pereira, D., Semmer, N. K., & Elfering, A. (2014). Illegitimate tasks 
and sleep quality: An ambulatory study. Stress and Health, 30, 
209–221. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​smi.​2599

Pfeffer, J. (2018). Dying for a paycheck: How modern management 
harms employee health and company performance- and what 
we can do about it. Harper Business.

*Pinck, A. S., & Sonnentag, S. (2018). Leader mindfulness and 
employee well-being: The mediating role of transformational 
leadership. Mindfulness, 9, 884–896. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
s12671-​017-​0828-5

Pines, A., & Aronson, E. (1988). Career burnout: Causes and cures. 
Free press.

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J. Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. 
(2003). Common method biases in behavioral research: A criti-
cal review of the literature and recommended remedies. Journal 
of Applied Psychology, 88, 879–903. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​
0021-​9010.​88.5.​879

*Poms, L. W. (2012). Presenteeism: The dark side of employee 
attendance (Doctoral dissertation, George Mason University). 
Retrieved from http://​hdl.​handle.​net/​1920/​8123

Ponce, A. N., Lorber, W., Paul, J. J., Esterlis, I., Barzvi, A., Allen, 
G. J., & Pescatello, L. S. (2008). Comparisons of varying dos-
ages of relaxation in a corporate setting: Effects on stress reduc-
tion. International Journal of Stress Management, 15, 396–407. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​a0013​992

*Querstret, D., & Cropley, M. (2012). Exploring the relationship 
between work-related rumination, sleep quality, and work-related 
fatigue. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 17, 341–
353. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​a0028​552

*Ragsdale, J. M., & Beehr, T. A. (2016). A rigorous test of a model of 
employees’ resource recovery mechanisms during a weekend. 
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 37, 911–932. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1002/​job.​2086

*Ragsdale, J. M., Beehr, T. A., Grebner, S., & Han, K. (2011). An 
integrated model of weekday stress and weekend recovery of stu-
dents. International Journal of Stress Management, 18, 153–180. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​a0023​190

*Ragsdale, J. M., Hoover, C. S., & Wood, K. (2016). Investigating 
affective dispositions as moderators of relationships between 
weekend activities and recovery experiences. Journal of Occu-
pational and Organizational Psychology, 89, 734–750. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1111/​joop.​12150

*Reinecke, L. (2009). Games and recovery: The use of video and 
computer games to recuperate from stress and strain. Journal of 
Media Psychology, 21, 126–142. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1027/​1864-​
1105.​21.3.​126

*Reinecke, L., Hartmann, T., & Eden, A. (2014). The guilty couch 
potato: The role of ego depletion in reducing recovery through 
media use. Journal of Communication, 64(4), 569–589. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1111/​jcom.​12107

*Reinke, K., & Ohly, S. (2021). Double-edged effects of work-related 
technology use after hours on employee well-being and recovery: 
The role of appraisal and its determinants. German Journal of 

Human Resource Management, 35, 224–248. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1177/​23970​02221​995797

*Reis, D., & Prestele, E. (2020). The role of trait and state perfection-
ism in psychological detachment from daily job demands. Stress 
and Health, 36, 228–245. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​smi.​2901

*Rhee, H., & Kim, S. (2016). Effects of breaks on regaining vitality 
at work: An empirical comparison of ‘conventional’ and ‘smart 
phone’ breaks. Computers in Human Behavior, 57, 160–167. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​chb.​2015.​11.​056

Rich, B. L., Lepine, J. A., & Crawford, E. R. (2010). Job engage-
ment: Antecedents and effects on job performance. Academy of 
Management Journal, 53, 617–635. https://​doi.​org/​10.​5465/​amj.​
2010.​51468​988

*Richardson, K. M., & Thompson, C. A. (2012). High tech tethers 
and work-family conflict: A conservation of resources approach. 
Engineering Management Research, 1, 29–43. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
5539/​emr.​v1n1p​29

*Rieger, D., Hefner, D., & Vorderer, P. (2017). Mobile recovery? The 
impact of smartphone use on recovery experiences in waiting 
situations. Mobile Media & Communication, 5, 161–177. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1177/​20501​57917​691556

*Rieger, D., Reinecke, L., Frischlich, L., & Bente, G. (2014). Media 
entertainment and well‐being: Linking hedonic and eudaimonic 
entertainment experience to media‐induced recovery and vital-
ity. Journal of Communication, 64, 456–478. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1111/​jcom.​12097

*Rispens, S., & Demerouti, E. (2016). Conflict at work, negative emo-
tions, and performance: A diary study. Negotiation and Conflict 
Management Research, 9, 103–119. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​
ncmr.​12069

*Rivkin, W., Diestel, S., & Schmidt, K. H. (2015). Psychological 
detachment: A moderator in the relationship of self-control 
demands and job strain. European Journal of Work and Organi-
zational Psychology, 24, 376–388. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​13594​
32X.​2014.​924926

*Rodríguez-Muñoz, A., Sanz-Vergel, A. I., Antino, M., Demerouti, 
E., & Bakker, A. B. (2018). Positive experiences at work and 
daily recovery: Effects on couple’s well-being. Journal of 
Happiness Studies, 19, 1395–1413. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
s10902-​017-​9880-z

Roe, R., Zinovieva, I., Dienes, E., & Ten Horn, L. (2000). A compari-
son of work motivation in Bulgaria, Hungary, and the Nether-
lands: Test of a model. Applied Psychology, 49, 658–687. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1111/​1464-​0597.​00039

*Rohwer, E., Kordsmeyer, A. C., Harth, V., & Mache, S. (2020). 
Boundarylessness and sleep quality among virtual team mem-
bers–a pilot study from Germany. Journal of Occupational 
Medicine and Toxicology, 15, 1–13. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1186/​
s12995-​020-​00281-0

Rosseel, Y. (2012). Lavaan: An R package for structural equation mod-
eling and more. Journal of Statistical Software, 48, 1–36. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​18637/​jss.​v048.​i02

*Safstorm, S. & Hartig, T. (2013). Psychological detachment in the 
relationship between job stressors and strain. Behavioral Sci-
ences, 3, 418–433. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3390/​bs303​0418

Salanova, M., Agut, S., & Peiró, J. M. (2005). Linking organizational 
resources and work engagement to employee performance and 
customer loyalty: The mediation of service climate. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 90, 1217–1227. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​
0021-​9010.​90.6.​1217

Salmela-Aro, K., Rantanen, J., Hyvönen, K., Tilleman, K., & Feldt, 
T. (2011). Bergen Burnout Inventory: Reliability and validity 
among Finnish and Estonian managers. International Archives 
of Occupational and Environmental Health, 84, 635–645. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s00420-​010-​0594-

https://doi.org/10.1080/00140139.2015.1115898
https://doi.org/10.1080/00140139.2015.1115898
https://doi.org/10.5231/psy.writ.2017.1001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41542-017-0004-2
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2599
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-017-0828-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-017-0828-5
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879
http://hdl.handle.net/1920/8123
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013992
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028552
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2086
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2086
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023190
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12150
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12150
https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-1105.21.3.126
https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-1105.21.3.126
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcom.12107
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcom.12107
https://doi.org/10.1177/2397002221995797
https://doi.org/10.1177/2397002221995797
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2901
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2015.11.056
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.51468988
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.51468988
https://doi.org/10.5539/emr.v1n1p29
https://doi.org/10.5539/emr.v1n1p29
https://doi.org/10.1177/2050157917691556
https://doi.org/10.1177/2050157917691556
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcom.12097
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcom.12097
https://doi.org/10.1111/ncmr.12069
https://doi.org/10.1111/ncmr.12069
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2014.924926
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2014.924926
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-017-9880-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-017-9880-z
https://doi.org/10.1111/1464-0597.00039
https://doi.org/10.1111/1464-0597.00039
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12995-020-00281-0
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12995-020-00281-0
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v048.i02
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v048.i02
https://doi.org/10.3390/bs3030418
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.6.1217
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.6.1217
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00420-010-0594-
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00420-010-0594-


861Journal of Business and Psychology (2023) 38:821–864	

1 3

*Salyers, M. P., Watkins, M. A., Painter, A., Snajdr, E. A., Gilmer, 
L. O., Garabrant, J. M., & Henry, N. H. (2019). Predictors of 
burnout in public library employees. Journal of Librarianship 
and Information Science, 51, 974–983.

*Sanz-Vergel, A. I., Demerouti, E., Bakker, A. B., & Moreno-Jiménez, 
B. (2011). Daily detachment from work and home: The mod-
erating effect of role salience. Human Relations, 64, 775–799. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​00187​26710​393368

*Sawhney, G., Jennings, K. S., Britt, T. W., & Sliter, M. T. (2018). 
Occupational stress and mental health symptoms: Examining 
the moderating effect of work recovery strategies in firefight-
ers. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 23, 443–456. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​ocp00​00091

Schat, A. C., Kelloway, E. K., & Desmarais, S. (2005). The Physi-
cal Health Questionnaire (PHQ): Construct validation of a self-
report scale of somatic symptoms. Journal of Occupational 
Health Psychology, 10, 363–381. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​1076-​
8998.​10.4.​363

Schaufeli, W. B., & Bakker, A. B. (2004). Job demands, job resources, 
and their relationship with burnout and engagement: A multi-
sample study. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 25, 293–315. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​job.​248

Schaufeli, W. B., & Taris, T. W. (2014). A critical review of the job 
demands-resources model: Implications for improving work and 
health. In G. F. Bauer & O. Hammig (Eds.), Bridging occupa-
tional, organizational and public health (pp. 43–68). Springer.

Schaufeli, W. B., Salanova, M., González-Romá, V., & Bakker, A. B. 
(2002). The measurement of engagement and burnout: A two 
sample confirmatory factor analytic approach. Journal of Hap-
piness Studies, 3, 71–92. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1023/A:​10156​3093

Schaufeli, W. B., & van Dierendonck, D. (2000). UBOS—the Utrecht 
burnout scale manual. Swets & Zeitlinger.

*Schlachter, S. (2017). Voluntary work-related ICT use during non- 
work time: Its antecedents and consequences for employee 
recovery and well-being (Doctoral thesis, University of Surrey, 
Surrey, United Kingdom). Retrieved from http://​epubs.​surrey.​
ac.​uk/​845728/

*Schleupner, R., & Kühnel, J. (2021). Fueling Work Engagement: The 
role of sleep, health, and overtime. Frontiers in Public Health, 9, 
619–629. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3389/​fpubh.​2021.​592850

*Schulz, A. D., Schöllgen, I., & Fay, D. (2019). The role of resources 
in the stressor–detachment model. International Journal of Stress 
Management, 26(3), 306.

*Schulz, A. D., Schöllgen, I., Wendsche, J., Fay, D., & Wegge, J. 
(2021). The dynamics of social stressors and detachment: Long-
term mechanisms impacting well-being. International Journal of 
Stress Management, 28, 207-219. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​str00​
00216

Schwartz, J. E., & Stone, A. A. (1998). Strategies for analyzing ecolog-
ical momentary assessment data. Health Psychology, 17, 6–16. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​0278-​6133.​17.1.6

Schwarzer, R., & Hallum, S. (2008). Perceived teacher self-efficacy as a 
predictor of job stress and burnout: Mediation analyses. Applied 
Psychology, 57, 152–171. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1464-​0597.​
2008.​00359.x

Selig, J. P., & Preacher, K. J. (2008). Monte Carlo method for assessing 
mediation: An interactive tool for creating confidence intervals 
for indirect effects [Computer software]. Available from http://​
quant​psy.​org/

Shanafelt, T. D., Boone, S., Tan, L., Dyrbye, L. N., Sotile, W., Satele, 
D., ... & Oreskovich, M. R. (2012). Burnout and satisfaction with 
work-life balance among U.S. physicians relative to the general 
U.S. population. Archives of Internal Medicine, 172, 1377–1385. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1001/​archi​ntern​med.​2012.​3199

*Shaukat, R., Yousaf, A., & Sanders, K. (2017). Examining the link-
ages between relationship conflict, performance and turnover 

intentions. International Journal of Conflict Management, 28, 
4–23. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1108/​IJCMA-​08-​2015-​0051

*Shepherd, B. R. (2016). The role of recovery from work in work 
stress-related drinking (Master’s thesis, Portland State Univer-
sity). Retrieved from https://​pdxsc​holar.​libra​ry.​pdx.​edu/​open_​
access_​etds/​3340/

*Shepherd, B. R., Fritz, C., Hammer, L. B., Guros, F., & Meier, D. 
(2019). Emotional demands and alcohol use in corrections: A 
moderated mediation model. Journal of Occupational Health 
Psychology, 24(4), 438.

*Shimazu, A., Matsudaira, K., de Jonge, J., Tosaka, N., Watanabe, K., 
& Takahashi, M. (2016). Psychological detachment from work 
during non-work time: Linear or curvilinear relations with men-
tal health and work engagement? Industrial Health, 54, 282–292. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​2486/​indhe​alth.​2015-​0097

*Shimazu, A., Sonnentag, S., Kubota, K., & Kawakami, N. (2012). 
Validation of the Japanese version of the recovery experience 
questionnaire. Journal of Occupational Health, 54, 196–205. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1539/​joh.​11-​0220-​OA

Shirom, A., & Melamed, S. (2006). A comparison of the construct 
validity of two burnout measures in two groups of profession-
als. International Journal of Stress Management, 13, 176–200. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​1072-​5245.​13.2.​176

Shirom, A., Melamed, S., Toker, S., Berliner, S., & Shapira, I. (2005). 
Burnout and health review: Current knowledge and future 
research directions. In G. P. Hodgkinson & J. K. Ford (Eds.), 
International review of industrial and organizational psychology 
(Vol. 20, pp. 269–308). John Wiley & Sons.

*Sianoja, M., Kinnunen, U., de Bloom, J., Korpela, K., & Geurts, S. 
(2016). Recovery during lunch breaks: Testing long-term rela-
tions with energy levels at work. Scandinavian Journal of Work 
and Organizational Psychology, 1, 1–12. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
16993/​sjwop.​13

*Sianoja, M., Syrek, C. J., de Bloom, J., Korpela, K., & Kinnunen, 
U. (2018). Enhancing daily well-being at work through lunch-
time park walks and relaxation exercises: Recovery experiences 
as mediators. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 23, 
428–442. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​ocp00​00083

*Siltaloppi, M., Kinnunen, U., & Feldt, T. (2009). Recovery expe-
riences as moderators between psychosocial work characteris-
tics and occupational well-being. Work & Stress, 23, 330–348. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​02678​37090​34155​72

*Singh, P., Burke, R. J., & Boekhorst, J. (2016). Recovery after work 
experiences, employee well-being and intent to quit. Personnel 
Review, 45, 232–254. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1108/​PR-​07-​2014-​0154

*Siu, C.N. (2013). Extending job demands-resources model: The roles 
of energy management strategies and recovery experiences in 
facing differentiated job demands (Master’s thesis, Lingnan Uni-
versity, Tuen, Mun, Hong Kong). Retrieved from http://​commo​
ns.​ln.​edu.​hk/​soc_​etd/​34/

Skaalvik, E. M., & Skaalvik, S. (2007). Dimensions of teacher self-
efficacy and relations with strain factors, perceived collective 
teacher efficacy, and teacher burnout. Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 99, 611–625. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​0022-​0663.​
99.3.​611

Slatcher, R. B., Robles, T. F., Repetti, R. L., & Fellows, M. D. (2010). 
Momentary work worries, marital disclosure, and salivary cor-
tisol among parents of young children. Psychosomatic Medicine, 
72, 887–896. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1097/​PSY.​0b013​e3181​f60fcc

*Smit, B. W. (2015). Successfully leaving work at work: The self‐
regulatory underpinnings of psychological detachment. Journal 
of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 89, 493–514. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​joop.​12137

*Smit, B. W., & Barber, L. K. (2016). Psychologically detaching 
despite high workloads: The role of attentional processes. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726710393368
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000091
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.10.4.363
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.10.4.363
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.248
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:101563093
http://epubs.surrey.ac.uk/845728/
http://epubs.surrey.ac.uk/845728/
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2021.592850
https://doi.org/10.1037/str0000216
https://doi.org/10.1037/str0000216
https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-6133.17.1.6
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.2008.00359.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.2008.00359.x
http://quantpsy.org/
http://quantpsy.org/
https://doi.org/10.1001/archinternmed.2012.3199
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCMA-08-2015-0051
https://pdxscholar.library.pdx.edu/open_access_etds/3340/
https://pdxscholar.library.pdx.edu/open_access_etds/3340/
https://doi.org/10.2486/indhealth.2015-0097
https://doi.org/10.1539/joh.11-0220-OA
https://doi.org/10.1037/1072-5245.13.2.176
https://doi.org/10.16993/sjwop.13
https://doi.org/10.16993/sjwop.13
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000083
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678370903415572
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-07-2014-0154
http://commons.ln.edu.hk/soc_etd/34/
http://commons.ln.edu.hk/soc_etd/34/
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.99.3.611
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.99.3.611
https://doi.org/10.1097/PSY.0b013e3181f60fcc
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12137


862	 Journal of Business and Psychology (2023) 38:821–864

1 3

Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 21, 432–442. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​ocp00​00019

Snir, R., & Harpaz, I. (2006). The workaholism phenomenon: A cross-
national perspective. Career Development International, 11, 
374–393. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1108/​13620​43061​06830​34

*Song, Y., Jia, Y., Sznajder, K., Ding, J., & Yang, X. (2021). Recov-
ery experiences mediate the effect of burnout on life satisfaction 
among Chinese physicians: A structural equation modeling anal-
ysis. International Archives of Occupational and Environmental 
Health, 94, 31–41. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s00420-​020-​01554-1

Sonnentag, S. (2001). Work, recovery activities, and individual well-
being: A diary study. Journal of Occupational Health Psychol-
ogy, 6, 196–210. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​1076-​8998.6.​3.​196

Sonnentag, S. (2003). Recovery, work engagement, and proactive 
behavior: A new look at the interface between nonwork and 
work. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88, 518–528. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1037/​0021-​9010.​88.3.​518

Sonnentag, S. (2018a). Job-stress recovery: Core findings, future 
research topics, and remaining challenges. Work Science Center 
Thinking Forward Report Series. Atlanta, GA: Georgia Institute 
of Technology. Retrieved from http://​hdl.​handle.​net/​1853/​59536

Sonnentag, S. (2018b). The recovery paradox: Portraying the com-
plex interplay between job stressors, lack of recovery, and poor 
well-being. Research in Organizational Behavior, 38, 169–185. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​riob.​2018.​11.​002

*Sonnentag, S., & Bayer, U. V. (2005). Switching off mentally: Predic-
tors and consequences of psychological detachment from work 
during off-job time. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 
10, 393–414https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​1076-​8998.​10.4.​393

*Sonnentag, S., & Binnewies, C. (2013). Daily affect spillover from 
work to home: Detachment from work and sleep as moderators. 
Journal of Vocational Behavior, 83, 198–208. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1016/j.​jvb.​2013.​03.​008

*Sonnentag, S., & Fritz, C. (2007). The Recovery Experience Ques-
tionnaire: Development and validation of a measure for assessing 
recuperation and unwinding from work. Journal of Occupational 
Health Psychology, 12, 204–221. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​1076-​
8998.​12.3.​204

Sonnentag, S., & Fritz, C. (2015). Recovery from job stress: The 
stressor-detachment model as an integrative framework. Jour-
nal of Organizational Behavior, 36, 72–103. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1002/​job.​1924

Sonnentag, S., & Geurts, S. A. (2009). Methodological issues in recov-
ery research. In S. Sonnentag, P. L. Perrewé, & D. C. Ganster 
(Eds.), Current perspectives on job-stress recovery (pp. 1–36). 
Emerald Group Publishing Limited.

Sonnentag, S., & Kruel, U. (2006). Psychological detachment from 
work during off-job time: The role of job stressors, job involve-
ment, and recovery-related self-efficacy. European Journal of 
Work and Organizational Psychology, 15, 197–217. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1080/​13594​32050​05139​39

*Sonnentag, S., & Kühnel, J. (2016). Coming back to work in the 
morning: Psychological detachment and reattachment as pre-
dictors of work engagement. Journal of Occupational Health 
Psychology, 21, 379–390. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​ocp00​00020

*Sonnentag, S., & Lischetzke, T. (2018). Illegitimate tasks reach into 
afterwork hours: A multilevel study. Journal of Occupational 
Health Psychology, 23, 248–261. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​ocp00​
00077

*Sonnentag, S., & Niessen, C. (2020). To detach or not to detach? Two 
experimental studies on the affective consequences of detaching 
from work during non-work time. Frontiers in Psychology, 11, 
2502–2519. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3389/​fpsyg.​2020.​560156

*Sonnentag, S., & Schiffner, C. (2019). Psychological detachment from 
work during nonwork time and employee well-being: The role 
of leader’s detachment. The Spanish Journal of Psychology, 22.

*Sonnentag, S., Arbeus, H., Mahn, C., & Fritz, C. (2014). Exhaustion 
and lack of psychological detachment from work during off-job 
time: Moderator effects of time pressure and leisure experi-
ences. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 19, 206–216. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​a0035​760

*Sonnentag, S., Binnewies, C., & Mojza, E. J. (2008a). “Did you have a 
nice evening?” A day-level study on recovery experiences, sleep, 
and affect. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93, 674-684. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1037/​0021-​9010.​93.3.​683

*Sonnentag, S., Binnewies, C., & Mojza, E. J. (2010a). Staying well 
and engaged when demands are high: The role of psychological 
detachment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 95, 965–976. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1037/​a0020​032

*Sonnentag, S., Kuttler, I., & Fritz, C. (2010b). Job stressors, emo-
tional exhaustion, and need for recovery: A multi-source study on 
the benefits of psychological detachment. Journal of Vocational 
Behavior, 76, 355–365. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jvb.​2009.​06.​005

*Sonnentag, S., Mojza, E. J., Binnewies, C., & Scholl, A. (2008b). 
Being engaged at work and detached at home: A week-level study 
on work engagement, psychological detachment, and affect. Work 
& Stress, 22, 257–276. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​02678​37080​
23794​40

Sonnentag, S., Niessen, C., & Neff, A. (2012). Recovery: Nonwork 
experiences that promote positive states. In K. S. Cameron & G. 
M. Spreitzer (Eds.), The Oxford handbook of positive organiza-
tional scholarship (pp. 867–881). Oxford University Press.

*Sonnentag, S., Unger, D., & Nägel, I. J. (2013). Workplace conflict 
and employee well-being: The moderating role of detachment 
from work during off-job time. International Journal of Conflict 
Management, 24, 166–183. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1108/​10444​06131​
13167​80

Sonnentag, S., Venz, L., & Casper, A. (2017). Advances in recovery 
research: What have we learned? What should be done next? 
Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 22, 365–380. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​ocp00​00079

Spector, P. E., & Jex, S. M. (1998). Development of four self-report 
measures of job stressors and strain: Interpersonal conflict at 
work scale, organizational constraints scale, quantitative work-
load inventory, and physical symptoms inventory. Journal of 
Occupational Health Psychology, 3, 356–367. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1037/​1076-​8998.3.​4.​356

Spector, P. E., Bauer, J. A., & Fox, S. (2010). Measurement artifacts in 
the assessment of counterproductive work behavior and organi-
zational citizenship behavior: Do we know what we think we 
know? Journal of Applied Psychology, 95, 781–790. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1037/​a0019​477

Steed, L. B., Swider, B. W., Keem, S., & Liu, J. T. (2021). Leaving 
work at work: A meta-analysis on employee recovery from work. 
Journal of Management, 47, 867–897. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​
01492​06319​864153

Steel, P. D., & Kammeyer-Mueller, J. D. (2002). Comparing meta-
analytic moderator estimation techniques under realistic condi-
tions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 96–111. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1037/​0021-​9010.​87.1.​96

*Stevens, S. (2010). Understanding how employees unwind after 
work: Expanding the construct of “recovery” (Doctoral dis-
sertation, Saint Mary’s University, Halifax, Canada). Retrieved 
from http://​www.​libra​ry2.​smu.​ca/​handle/​01/​23055#.W_​
3MCuh​KjIU

*Sun, Y., Hu, X., & Ding, Y. (2019). Learning or relaxing: How do 
challenge stressors stimulate employee creativity? Sustainability, 
11(6), 1779.

https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000019
https://doi.org/10.1108/13620430610683034
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00420-020-01554-1
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.6.3.196
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.3.518
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.3.518
http://hdl.handle.net/1853/59536
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.riob.2018.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.10.4.393
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2013.03.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2013.03.008
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.12.3.204
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.12.3.204
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1924
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1924
https://doi.org/10.1080/13594320500513939
https://doi.org/10.1080/13594320500513939
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000020
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000077
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000077
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.560156
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035760
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.3.683
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.3.683
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020032
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020032
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2009.06.005
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678370802379440
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678370802379440
https://doi.org/10.1108/10444061311316780
https://doi.org/10.1108/10444061311316780
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000079
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.3.4.356
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.3.4.356
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019477
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019477
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206319864153
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206319864153
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.1.96
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.1.96
http://www.library2.smu.ca/handle/01/23055#.W_3MCuhKjIU
http://www.library2.smu.ca/handle/01/23055#.W_3MCuhKjIU


863Journal of Business and Psychology (2023) 38:821–864	

1 3

Swider, B. W., & Zimmerman, R. D. (2010). Born to burnout: A meta-
analytic path model of personality, job burnout, and work out-
comes. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 76, 487–506. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1016/j.​jvb.​2010.​01.​003

*Sytine, A. I. (2019). The role of savoring positive experiences when 
faced with challenge and hindrance demands: A longitudinal 
study (Doctoral dissertation, Clemson University). Retrieved 
from https://​www.​proqu​est.​com/​docvi​ew/​22399​84140?​pq-​origs​
ite=​gscho​lar&​fromo​penvi​ew=​true

*Taris, T. W., Geurts, S. A., Schaufeli, W. B., Blonk, R. W., & 
Lagerveld, S. E. (2008). All day and all of the night: The relative 
contribution of two dimensions of workaholism to well-being in 
self-employed workers. Work & Stress, 22, 153–165. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1080/​02678​37070​17580​74

Tay, L., Woo, S. E., & Vermunt, J. K. (2014). A conceptual and meth-
odological framework for psychometric isomorphism: Validation 
of multilevel construct measures. Organizational Research Meth-
ods, 17, 77–106. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​10944​28113​517008

*Taylor, W. D. (2016). “What free time?”: A daily study of work recov-
ery and regulatory focus among student-employees (Doctoral 
dissertation, University of Oklahoma). Retrieved from https://​
hdl.​handle.​net/​11244/​44916

*ten Brummelhuis, L. L., & Bakker, A. B. (2012). Staying engaged 
during the week: The effect of off-job activities on next day work 
engagement. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 17, 
445–456. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​a0029​213

*ten Brummelhuis, L. L., & Trougakos, J. P. (2014). The recovery 
potential of intrinsically versus extrinsically motivated off‐job 
activities. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychol-
ogy, 87, 177–199. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​joop.​12050

*ten Brummelhuis, L. L., Rothbard, N. P., & Uhrich, B. (2017). Beyond 
nine to five: Is working to excess bad for health? Academy of 
Management Discoveries, 3, 262–283. https://​doi.​org/​10.​5465/​
amd.​2015.​0115

Thompson, E. R., & Phua, F. T. (2012). A brief index of affective job 
satisfaction. Group & Organization Management, 37, 275–307. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​10596​01111​434201

*Thörel, E., Pauls, N., & Göritz, A. S. (2020). Are the effects of work-
related extended availability the same for everyone?. Journal of 
Work and Organizational Psychology, 36, 147–156. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​5093/​jwop2​020a14

*Tome, J. D. S., & van der Vaart, L. (2020). Work pressure, emotional 
demands and work performance among information technology 
professionals in South Africa: The role of exhaustion and deper-
sonalisation. SA Journal of Human Resource Management, 18, 
12–24. https://​doi.​org/​10.​4102/​sajhrm.​v18i0.​1362

Totterdell, P., Spelten, E., Smith, L., Barton, J., & Folkard, S. (1995). 
Recovery from work shifts: How long does it take? Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 80, 43–57. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​0021-​
9010.​80.1.​43

*Trougakos, J. P., Beal, D. J., Cheng, B. H., Hideg, I., & Zweig, D. 
(2015). Too drained to help: A resource depletion perspective 
on daily interpersonal citizenship behaviors. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 100, 227–236. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​a0038​082

*Trougakos, J. P., Hideg, I., Cheng, B. H., & Beal, D. J. (2014). Lunch 
breaks unpacked: The role of autonomy as a moderator of recov-
ery during lunch. Academy of Management Journal, 57, 405–
421. https://​doi.​org/​10.​5465/​amj.​2011.​1072

*Twilley, D. L. (2017). Quantitatively testing the DRAMMA model of 
leisure and subjective well-being on college students (Doctoral 
dissertation, Ohio University). Retrieved from http://​rave.​ohiol​
ink.​edu/​etdc/​view?​acc_​num=​ohiou​14816​23651​537129

*Upadyaya, K., Vartiainen, M., & Salmela-Aro, K. (2016). From job 
demands and resources to work engagement, burnout, life satis-
faction, depressive symptoms, and occupational health. Burnout 

Research, 3, 101–108. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​burn.​2016.​10.​
001

Ursin, H., & Eriksen, H. R. (2004). The cognitive activation theory of 
stress. Psychoneuroendocrinology, 29, 567–592. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1016/​S0306-​4530(03)​00091-X

*van Hooff, M. L. (2015). The daily commute from work to home: 
Examining employees' experiences in relation to their recovery 
status. Stress and Health, 31, 124-137. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​
smi.​2534

*van Hooff, M. L., & Baas, M. (2013). Recovering by means of medita-
tion: The role of recovery experiences and intrinsic motivation. 
Applied Psychology, 62, 185–210. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​
1464-​0597.​2011.​00481.x

*van Hooff, M. L., & de Pater, I. E. (2017). Let's have fun tonight: The 
role of pleasure in daily recovery from work. Applied Psychol-
ogy, 66, 359–381. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​apps.​12098

*van Hooff, M. L., Benthem de Grave, R. M., & Geurts, S. A. (2019). 
No pain, no gain? Recovery and strenuousness of physical activ-
ity. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 24, 499–511. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​ocp00​00141

*van Veldhoven, M. J., & Sluiter, J. K. (2009). Work-related recovery 
opportunities: Testing scale properties and validity in relation 
to health. International Archives of Occupational and Envi-
ronmental Health, 82, 1065–1075. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
s00420-​009-​0411-z

van Veldhoven, M., & Broersen, S. (2003). Measurement quality and 
validity of the “need for recovery scale.” Occupational and Envi-
ronmental Medicine, 60, i3–i9. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1136/​oem.​60.​
suppl_1.​i3

van Veldhoven, M., & Meijman, T. (1994). Het meten van psychoso-
ciale arbeidsbelasting met een vragenlijst: De vragenlijst belev-
ing en beoordeling van de arbeid (VBBA) [Measuring psychoso-
cial workload with a survey: The questionnaire on the experience 
and evaluation of work (QEEW)]. NIA.

Vercoulen, J. H. M. M., Swanink, C. M. A., Fennis, J. F. M., Galma, 
J. M. D., van der Meer, J. W. M., & Bleijenberg, G. (1994). 
Dimensional assessment of chronic fatigue syndrome. Journal of 
Psychosomatic Research, 38, 383 -392. Retrieved from https://​
www.​ncbi.​nlm.​nih.​gov/​pubmed/​79659​27

Viechtbauer, W. (2010). Conducting meta-analyses in R with the meta-
for package. Journal of Statistical Software, 36, 1–48. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​18637/​jss.​v036.​i03

*Virga, D. M., & Paveloni, A. (2016). Psychological capital and well-
being: The moderating role of psychological detachment from 
work. Psychology of Human Resources, 13, 53–62. Retrieved 
from http://​pru.​apio.​ro/​index.​php/​prujo​urnal/​artic​le/​view/​418

*Virtanen, A., De Bloom, J., & Kinnunen, U. (2020). Relationships 
between recovery experiences and well-being among younger 
and older teachers. International Archives of Occupational and 
Environmental Health, 93(2), 213-227.

Viswesvaran, C., & Ones, D. S. (1995). Theory testing: Combining 
psychometric meta-analysis and structural equations modeling. 
Personnel Psychology, 48, 865–885. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​
1744-​6570.​1995.​tb017​84.x

*Volman, F. E., Bakker, A. B., & Xanthopoulou, D. (2013). Recovery at 
home and performance at work: A diary study on self–family facili-
tation. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 
22, 218–234. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​13594​32X.​2011.​648375

*Volmer, J., Binnewies, C., Sonnentag, S., & Niessen, C. (2012). Do 
social conflicts with customers at work encroach upon our private 
lives? A diary study. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 
17, 304–315. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​a0028​454

*Waite, E. (2012). Running to work: Marathon training, replenishment, 
and worker well-being (Doctoral dissertation, University of Hou-
ston). Available from ProQuest Dissertations and Theses database. 
(UMI No. 1355212982)

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2010.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2010.01.003
https://www.proquest.com/docview/2239984140?pq-origsite=gscholar&fromopenview=true
https://www.proquest.com/docview/2239984140?pq-origsite=gscholar&fromopenview=true
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678370701758074
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678370701758074
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428113517008
https://hdl.handle.net/11244/44916
https://hdl.handle.net/11244/44916
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029213
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12050
https://doi.org/10.5465/amd.2015.0115
https://doi.org/10.5465/amd.2015.0115
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601111434201
https://doi.org/10.5093/jwop2020a14
https://doi.org/10.5093/jwop2020a14
https://doi.org/10.4102/sajhrm.v18i0.1362
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.80.1.43
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.80.1.43
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038082
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.1072
http://rave.ohiolink.edu/etdc/view?acc_num=ohiou1481623651537129
http://rave.ohiolink.edu/etdc/view?acc_num=ohiou1481623651537129
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.burn.2016.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.burn.2016.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0306-4530(03)00091-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0306-4530(03)00091-X
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2534
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2534
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.2011.00481.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.2011.00481.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12098
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000141
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00420-009-0411-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00420-009-0411-z
https://doi.org/10.1136/oem.60.suppl_1.i3
https://doi.org/10.1136/oem.60.suppl_1.i3
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7965927
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7965927
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v036.i03
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v036.i03
http://pru.apio.ro/index.php/prujournal/article/view/418
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1995.tb01784.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1995.tb01784.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2011.648375
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028454


864	 Journal of Business and Psychology (2023) 38:821–864

1 3

*Walter, J., & Haun, V. C. (2020). Work-related spousal support and 
recovery experiences among dual-earner couples-work-linkage as 
moderator. Occupational Health Science, 4, 333–355. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1007/​s41542-​020-​00066-1

Walter, J., & Haun, V. C. (2021). Positive and negative work reflection, 
engagement and exhaustion in dual-earner couples: Exploring liv-
ing with children and work-linkage as moderators. German Journal 
of Human Resource Management, 35, 249–273. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1177/​23970​02220​964930

*Wang, Y. R., Ford, M. T., Wang, Y., & Jin, J. (2019). Shifts and variabil-
ity in daily interpersonal justice are associated with psychological 
detachment and affect at home. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 
115, 103307.

*Wang, Z., Chen, X., & Duan, Y. (2016). Communication technology use 
for work at home during off-job time and work–family conflict: The 
roles of family support and psychological detachment. Anales de 
Psicología/Annals of Psychology, 33, 93–101. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
6018/​anale​sps.​33.1.​238581

*Ward, S., & Steptoe-Warren, G. (2013). A conservation of resources 
approach to blackberry use, work-family conflict and well-being: 
Job control and psychological detachment from work as potential 
mediators. Engineering Management Research, 3, 8–23. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​5539/​emr.​v3n1p8

Warr, P. (1990). The measurement of well-being and other aspects of 
mental health. Journal of Occupational Psychology, 63, 193–210. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​2044-​8325.​1990.​tb005​21.x

Watson, D., Clark, L. A., & Carey, G. (1988a). Positive and negative 
affectivity and their relation to anxiety and depressive disor-
ders. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 97, 346–353. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0021-843X.97.3.346

Watson, D., Clark, L. A., & Tellegen, A. (1988b). Development and 
validation of brief measures of positive and negative affect: The 
PANAS scales. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 54, 
1063–1070. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​0022-​3514.​54.6.​1063

*Weigelt, O., Gierer, P., & Syrek, C. J. (2019). My mind is working over-
time—towards an integrative perspective of psychological detach-
ment, work-related rumination, and work reflection. International 
Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 16, 1–27. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​3390/​ijerp​h1616​2987

*Weigelt, O., Siestrup, K., & Prem, R. (2021). Continuity in transition: 
Combining recovery and day‐of‐week perspectives to understand 
changes in employee energy across the 7‐day week. Journal of 
Organizational Behavior, 42, 567–586. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​
job.​2514

Wendsche, J., & Lohmann-Haislah, A. (2017). A meta-analysis on ante-
cedents and outcomes of detachment from work. Frontiers in Psy-
chology, 7, 2072. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3389/​fpsyg.​2016.​02072

Wharton, A. S. (1993). The affective consequences of service work: Man-
aging emotions on the job. Work and Occupations, 20, 205–232. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​07308​88493​02000​2004

*White, E. (2011). Helping to promote psychological well-being at 
work: The role of work engagement, work stress and psychological 
detachment using the job demands-resources model. The Plymouth 
Student Scientist, 4, 155–180. Retrieved from http://​bcur.​org/​journ​
als/​index.​php/​TPSS/​artic​le/​view/​314

*Wiese, M. T. (2017). Do new ways of work mean new ways of work-
nonwork interface? Using a demands-resources approach for under-
standing satisfaction with work and nonwork life among location 
independent and traditional workers (Master’s thesis, Lund Uni-
versity, Lund, Sweden). Retrieved from https://​lup.​lub.​lu.​se/​stude​
nt-​papers/​search/​publi​cation/​89260​88

Williams, L. J., & Anderson, S. E. (1991). Job satisfaction and organiza-
tional commitment as predictors of organizational citizenship and 
in-role behaviors. Journal of Management, 17, 601–617. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1177/​01492​06391​01700​305

Winwood, P. C., Lushington, K., & Winefield, A. H. (2006). Further 
development and validation of the Occupational Fatigue Exhaus-
tion Recovery (OFER) scale. Journal of Occupational and Envi-
ronmental Medicine, 48, 381–389. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1097/​01.​jom.​
00001​94164.​14081.​06

*Woodruff, P. (2011). Hiking, haiku, or happy hour after hours: The 
effects of need satisfaction and proactive personality on the recov-
ery-strain relationship (Master’s thesis, Minnesota State Univer-
sity). Retrieved from https://​corne​rstone.​lib.​mnsu.​edu/​etds/​172/

*Wu, J., Mei, W., Liu, L., & Ugrin, J. C. (2020). The bright and dark 
sides of social cyberloafing: Effects on employee mental health in 
China. Journal of Business Research, 112, 56–64. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1016/j.​jbusr​es.​2020.​02.​043

*Xanthopoulou, D., Bakker, A. B., Oerlemans, W. G., & Koszucka, M. 
(2018). Need for recovery after emotional labor: Differential effects 
of daily deep and surface acting. Journal of Organizational Behav-
ior, 39, 481–494. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​job.​2245

*Yang, X. (2020). Effects of hotel employee recovery experiences on 
work-life balance and subjective well-being: Moderating role of 
trait mindfulness (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from https://​
atrium.​lib.​uogue​lph.​ca/​xmlui/​handle/​10214/​17989

*Zhang, C., Mayer, D. M., & Hwang, E. (2018). More is less: Learning 
but not relaxing buffers deviance under job stressors. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 103, 123–136. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​apl00​
00264

*Zhang, H., Zhou, Z. E., Liu, Y., Shi, Y., & Xiao, J. (in press). Too 
depleted to control yourself? Effect of customer mistreatment on 
after‐work maladaptive behaviours through self‐control capacity 
impairment. Applied Psychology. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​apps.​
12310

*Zhang, R., Wu, Y., & Ferreira-Meyers, K. (2019). The work-family spill-
over effects of customer mistreatment for service employees: The 
moderating roles of psychological detachment and leader–member 
exchange. Frontiers in Psychology, 10, 1–12. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
3389/​fpsyg.​2019.​02107

*Zhang, Y. (2013). Leaders’ daily work demands, recovery, and leader-
ship behaviors (Doctoral dissertation, Arizona State University). 
Retrieved from https://​repos​itory.​asu.​edu/​items/​17966

*Zheng, Y., Wu, C. H., & Graham, L. (2020). Work-to-non-work spillo-
ver: The impact of public service motivation and meaningfulness 
on outcomes in work and personal life domains. Public Manage-
ment Review, 22, 578–601. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​14719​037.​2019.​
16012​42

Zhou, J., & George, J. M. (2001). When job dissatisfaction leads to crea-
tivity: Encouraging the expression of voice. Academy of Manage-
ment Journal, 44, 682–696. https://​doi.​org/​10.​5465/​30694​10

*Zhou, Z. E., Eatough, E. M., & Che, X. X. (2020). Effect of illegitimate 
tasks on work-to-family conflict through psychological detachment: 
Passive leadership as a moderator. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 
121, 1–12. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jvb.​2020.​103463

*Zoupanou, Z., & Rydstedt, L. W. (2019). The mediating and moderating 
role of affective rumination between work interruptions and well-
being. Work, 62, 553–561. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3233/​WOR-​192890

Publisher's Note  Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to 
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s41542-020-00066-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41542-020-00066-1
https://doi.org/10.1177/2397002220964930
https://doi.org/10.1177/2397002220964930
https://doi.org/10.6018/analesps.33.1.238581
https://doi.org/10.6018/analesps.33.1.238581
https://doi.org/10.5539/emr.v3n1p8
https://doi.org/10.5539/emr.v3n1p8
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8325.1990.tb00521.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.54.6.1063
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16162987
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2514
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2514
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.02072
https://doi.org/10.1177/0730888493020002004
http://bcur.org/journals/index.php/TPSS/article/view/314
http://bcur.org/journals/index.php/TPSS/article/view/314
https://lup.lub.lu.se/student-papers/search/publication/8926088
https://lup.lub.lu.se/student-papers/search/publication/8926088
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639101700305
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639101700305
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.jom.0000194164.14081.06
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.jom.0000194164.14081.06
https://cornerstone.lib.mnsu.edu/etds/172/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.02.043
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.02.043
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2245
https://atrium.lib.uoguelph.ca/xmlui/handle/10214/17989
https://atrium.lib.uoguelph.ca/xmlui/handle/10214/17989
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000264
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000264
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12310
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12310
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.02107
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.02107
https://repository.asu.edu/items/17966
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2019.1601242
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2019.1601242
https://doi.org/10.5465/3069410
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2020.103463
https://doi.org/10.3233/WOR-192890

	Recovery Experiences for Work and Health Outcomes: A Meta-Analysis and Recovery-Engagement-Exhaustion Model
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Theoretical Background
	Overview of Existing Research on Recovery Experiences
	Recovery Experiences
	Within-Person Level Versus Between-Person Level

	A Recovery-Engagement-Exhaustion Model of Performance and Health
	The Engagement Pathway
	The Exhaustion Pathway

	Moderators
	Study Design (Cross-Sectional vs. DiaryPost-respite)
	Study Location (European vs. Non-European)

	Method
	Literature Search
	Inclusion Criteria
	Coding Procedures
	Developing Coding Categories
	Meta-analytic Procedures

	Results
	Between-Person Intercorrelations Among Recovery Experiences
	Between-Person Correlations of Recovery Experiences with Outcomes
	Psychological Detachment
	Relaxation
	Mastery
	Control

	Meta-analytic Regressions Involving Recovery Experiences
	Recovery Experiences as Predictors of Personal Outcomes
	Recovery Experiences as Predictors of Job-Related Outcomes

	Theoretical Mediation Model Results
	Moderator Analyses
	Within-Person Correlations Among Recovery Experiences
	Within-Person Correlations of Recovery Experiences with Outcomes
	Psychological Detachment
	Relaxation
	Mastery
	Control

	Publication Bias Analyses

	Discussion
	Theoretical and Research Implications of the Key Findings
	Limitations
	Practical Implications

	Conclusion
	References


