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Studies Reporting Both Within- and Between-Person Correlations
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Study Time Lag Between-person and
Authors & | Level- Recovery (Measurement Main Recovery-Related Within-person Findings
Year 1N | Sample Population | Construct Frequency) Findings Comparison
Bakker, 765 Dutch employees High duty Daily (before bed) Time spent on exercise Between- and within-person
Demeroulti, recruited through activities for nine workdays was positively related to | correlations were
Oerlemans, word-of-mouth and | Low duty recovery. Vigor before inconsistent, though neither
& Sonnentag website banners that | activities bedtime was positively were consistently stronger
(2013) target employees State of related to recovery. than the other.
being Evening happiness was
recovered positively related to
recovery.
Binnewies, 359 German and Swiss | State of Twice a day State of being recovered | Pattern was consistent across
Sonnentag, & public service being (morning, before positively predicts job the correlations for state of
Mojza (2009) employees recovered work, after work) performance and being recovered with

for five workdays

negatively predicts daily
compensatory effort. Job
control moderates the
relationship between state
of being recovered and
job performance.

variables at the within- and
between-person level.
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Binnewies, 406 Employees from Detachment | Twice a week Detachment and Between- and within-person
Sonnentag, & five organizations Relaxation (beginning and end | relaxation positively correlations were almost
Mojza (2010) (three Mastery of week) for four predicted state of being identical in direction and
manufacturing, State of workweeks recovered, which then magnitude.
service, and being positively predicted task
publishing) recovered performance, OCB, and
personal initiative.
Bono, 244- Employees of Detachment | Five surveys (two Positive work events Findings were generally
Glomb, 1830 | outpatient clinics in morning, two were positively similar in pattern for
Shen, Kim, a large metropolitan afternoon, one associated with detachment's relationships,
& Koch area evening) and twelve | detachment. Negative with exceptions of blood
(2013) blood pressure work events were pressure being negatively
readings (four negatively associated correlated to detachment
morning, four with detachment. within-person and positively
afternoon, four between-person, and family
evening) daily for conflict being positively
fifteen workdays. correlated to detachment
One additional within-person and negatively
evening survey on between-person. Magnitude
days 8-15 of correlations were generally
stronger for between-person
correlations.
Cho (2013) 898- Full-time Detachment | Three times a day Off-job activities had Pattern of relationships were
1079 | employees withina | Relaxation (morning, after limited relationships with | consistent across within- and
community work, before bed) recovery experiences between-correlations for

for fourteen days

(detachment and
relaxation). Recovery
experiences were
positively related to
vitality, fewer physical
symptoms, and sleep
quality.

recovery experiences and
vitality, sleep quality, and
physical symptoms.
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Clinton, 1000 | Church of England | Detachment | Daily (after work) Detachment positively Between- and within-person
Conway, & ministers for seven days influenced sleep quality correlations for detachment
Sturges and morning vigor. and: (1) work hours and (2)
(2017) sleep were nearly identical.
Between- and within-person
correlations for detachment
and vigor were fairly similar
as well (r =.24 vs. 12).
Ellis (2015) | 360 Employees at Mastery Three times a day Mastery was not related Mastery was significantly
technology firm in (start of work, to job crafting the related to positive affect in
USA lunchtime, end of following day but was the morning at both the
work) for five related to engagement. within- and between-person
workdays level. However, mastery was
only significantly related to
lunchtime positive affect at
the between-person level.
Feuerhahn, 580 Employees Low duty Twice a day (after Exercise activities Majority of correlations
Sonnentag, & recruited from activities work and before predicted positive affect | between detachment and key
Woll (2014) sports/fitness clubs | High duty bed) for five and the relationship was | variables (affect, activities,
and exercise groups | activities workdays mediated by detachment. | stress/stressors) were similar
in Germany Detachment Stress at work, daily in pattern and magnitude with

stressors, and work-
related activities
negatively predicted
detachment.

the exception of work-related
activities, where the within-
person correlation was much
stronger (r =-.44 vs. -.11). In
general, more within-person
correlations were significant
than between.
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Garrick etal. | 915 Teachers and State of Twice a day State of being recovered | Correlations between
(2014) principals from being (morning and night) | was positively related to | recovery and study variables
primary and recovered for five workdays engagement and were consistent in terms of
secondary schools High duty negatively related to pattern and magnitude.
activities fatigue. Both of these Nearly all day-level
relationships were correlations were significant,
moderated by whereas fewer person-level
psychosocial safety correlations were significant.
climate.
Germeys & 1144 | Belgian employees | Detachment | Daily (before bed) Workload was negatively | Of three relevant correlations,
De Gieter working in different for ten workdays related to detachment. two within-person
(2017) sectors, majority Daily detachment was correlations were
white collar positively related to significantly stronger than
marital satisfaction. between-person correlations.
Detachment fully
mediated the relationship
between workload and
marital satisfaction.
Hulsheger 197- Convenience Detachment | Four times a day Detachment was Between-person correlations
(2016) 423 sample of Dutch (morning, work unrelated to morning were generally stronger than

speaking employees
from Netherlands,
Belgium, Suriname,
and Australia

break, end of work,
before bed) for five
workdays

fatigue. There was no
significant cross-level
interaction between
detachment and the linear
or quadratic time trend.

within-person correlations but
not substantially so (e.g., r = -
.13 vs. -.01). However, one
exception was the
relationship between
detachment and end of work
fatigue which showed
substantial difference in
magnitude and direction for
between- and within-person
correlations (r = -.20 vs. .06,
respectively).
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Hulsheger et | 591- Employees Detachment | Three times a day Detachment mediates the | Findings were similar in
al. (2014) 599 recruited from (morning, after relationship between pattern, with between-person
organizations in work, before bed) mindfulness and sleep correlations being larger in
Germany for ten workdays quality. Detachment was | magnitude than day-level
also negatively related to | correlations, and significance
work demands and varying based on centering.
increased linearly over
the course of the work
week. This increase was
moderated by trait
mindfulness.
Hulsheger, 836- Employees Detachment | Three times a day Mindfulness interventions | Findings are similar in
Feinholdt, & | 1314 | recruited from (morning, after did not affect detachment. | pattern, with between-person
Nubold organizations in work, before bed) correlations being larger in
(2015) Germany for ten workdays magnitude than day-level
correlations.
Kim, Park, & | 842 Office workers in Low duty Twice a day (after Work demands after Correlations at the between-
Niu (2017) South Korea activities lunch and after lunch were negatively and within-person levels were
work) for ten related to engagement in | almost entirely consistent
workdays recovery activities. across recovery activities and
Recovery activities were | their relationships with work
negatively related to demands and affect.
negative affect at work.
Kihnel, 475 | Employees from State of Three times a day Day-specific state of Between-and within-person
Sonnentag, & German companies | being (start of work, noon, | being recovered correlational patterns were
Bledow in diverse industries | recovered end of work) for positively predicted work | similar in terms of direction

(2012)

five workdays

engagement

and magnitude.
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LeNoble 1182 | Employees from Low duty Four times a day In general, resources Although some within- and
2016 various activities (before work, before | predicted recovery during | between-person correlations
organizations High duty lunch, end of work, | and after work, which varied, the general pattern of
activities before bed) for ten explained positive well- relationships for (1) recovery
Recovery workdays being and mood at night. | behaviors and experiences
and (2) resources and well-
being were consistent in
magnitude and direction.
McGrath, 336 Employees from Recovery Three times a day Sleep quality partially Within- and between-person
Cooper- various (before work, after | mediated the recovery- correlations involving
Thomas, organizations in work, before bed) positive affect recovery were nearly
Garrosa, New Zealand and for five workdays relationship. Morning identical in magnitude (and
Sanz-Vergel, USA positive affect then was identical in direction).
& Cheung positively related to work | Correlations between baseline
(2017) engagement that day, assessments and aggregated
which was positively within-person measures were
related to evening also similar in magnitude
recovery. (and identical in direction)
when involving recovery.
Meier, Cho, | 780- | Employees from Detachment | Three times a day Negative work reflection | Direction of between- and
& Dumani 819 several Swiss (morning, end of was negatively related to | within-person correlations
(2016) — organizations work, before bed) detachment. Also, were consistent, however,
Sample 1 recruited via for ten workdays detachment was between-person correlations

students

and twice a day
(morning and before
bed) for four non-
workdays.

positively correlated with
joviality and negatively
correlated with
depressive and angry
moods.

were consistently larger in
magnitude than within-person
correlations.
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Meier, Cho, | 639- Employees Detachment | Three times a day Negative work reflection | Direction of between- and
& Dumani 729 recruited via listserv (morning, end of was negatively related to | within-person correlations
(2016) — emails and flyers work, before bed) detachment. Serenity was | were consistent, however,
Sample 2 around the for ten workdays positively correlated with | between-person correlations
community detachment, while angry | were consistently larger in
and depressive moods magnitude than within-person
were negatively correlations.
correlated with
detachment.
Michel, 1104 | Blue-collar workers | Detachment | Daily (before work) | Threat emotions Between-and within-person
Turgut, at an airport hub in | Relaxation for twelve workdays | decreased detachment correlations differed in
Hoppe, & Germany Mastery and relaxation. Challenge | magnitude, but not in a
Sonntag Control emotions boosted consistent manner (i.e.,
(2016) mastery. When between-person correlations

employees have low job
control, challenge
emotions also boosted
control.

were not consistently stronger
than within-person
correlations). One drastic
difference in direction and
magnitude of between- and
within-person correlations
was the relationship between
mastery and challenge
emotions (i.e., -.27 at the
between level and .27 at the
within-level).
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Mojza, 529 Employees from Low duty Twice a day (after Engaging in volunteer Between- and within-person
Lorenz, city halls and public | activities work and before work during leisure time | correlations were generally
Binnewies, & administration High duty bed) for five was positively related to | similar in direction and
Sonnentag organizations activities workdays mastery experiences. magnitude. Of the twenty-
(2010) Detachment eight pairs of correlations
Mastery examined, however, there
were four notable exceptions
that were substantially
different, the biggest of which
is the difference between
between-person and within-
person correlations for
detachment and time spent on
social activities (r = .21 vs. -
.16, respectively).
Mojza, 476 Broad community Low duty Twice a day (after Volunteer activities were | Relationships between
Sonnentag, & sample of activities work and before positively related to recovery activity variables
Bornemann employees who High duty bed) for ten detachment and mastery. | and affect were somewhat
(2011) volunteered at least | activities workdays No other activities were similar in pattern, with
once a week Detachment related to detachment and | several exceptions. For
Mastery mastery. Detachment in recovery experiences,

the evening predicted
next-day active listening
at work.

correlations were generally
similar in pattern, with the
exception of the mastery-low-
effort activities correlation.
For recovery experiences,
between-person correlations
were generally larger in
magnitude.
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Niks, Gevers, | 341 Employees from Detachment | Three times a Detachment was Between-and within-person
De Jonge, & hospital nursing, State of workday (before positively related to the correlations differed in
Houtman operation, being work, after work, state of being recovered magnitude, but not in a
(2016) laboratory, and recovered before bed) or twice | before going to work, consistent manner (i.e.,
emergency a non-workday which in turn was between-person correlations
departments (waking and before | positively related to one’s | were not consistently stronger
bed) for eight days level of job resources. than within-person
correlations).
Nohe, 390 Employees Detachment | Twice a day (start of | Detachment did not have | Pattern of results were
Michel, & recruited from an work and end of an effect on job consistent. Though between-
Sonntag international work) for five performance at the day- person correlations tended to
(2014) German company workdays level. However, there was | be stronger, they were not all
a cross-level buffering significant, likely because of
effect of general smaller sample size (n=95).
detachment on the
relationship between
work-family conflict and
job performance.
Oerlemans & | 2122 | Employees Low duty Daily (morning) Time spent on low-effort, | No differences in pattern of
Bakker recruited via a activities each workday for social, and physical relationships with nine of
(2014) Dutch university High duty two weeks activities positively twelve correlations matching
website and social activities predicted vigor, cognitive | in significance.
media State of liveliness, and state
being recovery.

recovered
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Oerlemans, 2558 | Employees Low duty Daily (before work) | Work-related and Although the majority of the
Bakker, & recruited via an activities each workday for household activities were | between-person and within-
Demerouti occupational health | High duty two weeks negatively associated person correlations differed in
(2014) and well-being activities with recovery when their direction, all of these
website for a Dutch | State of happiness during correlations were weak and
university being activities was low, but not | non-significant.
recovered high. Social and physical
activities were positively
(negatively) associated
with recovery when
happiness during
activities was high (low).
Park, Fritz, & | 363 Employees Detachment | Twice a day (end of | Evening detachment was | Between-and within-person
Jex (2018) recruited from work and morning) | negatively correlated with | correlational patterns were
alumni base and via for four workdays next morning physical similar in terms of direction
graduate students distress. and magnitude.
Pereira, 107 Employees in the Detachment | Twice a day (after Impaired detachment was | Between-and within-person
Bucher, & human resources work and before highly related to decrease | correlational patterns were
Elfering center in a Swiss bed) for five in sleep duration and generally similar in terms of
(2016) assurance company workdays near-accidents. significance and magnitude,

although impaired
detachment was significantly
negatively correlated to sleep
duration at the between-
person level while not
significant at the within-
person level likely due to
differences in power.
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Pereira, 403 Employees from Detachment | Daily (after work) Detachment did not have | Within-person correlations
Semmer, & various occupations each workday for an effect on sleep tended to be stronger in the
Elfering via snowball two weeks fragmentation, sleep- expected direction, while
(2014) sampling by six onset latency, sleep between-person correlations
master’s degree efficiency, or sleep were generally weaker and
students duration above and not significant (in part
beyond control and other | because of n=76 between-
study variables. person sample size).
Schraub, 726 Full-time Recovery Daily (before bed) Recovery partially Within-person and between-
Turgut, undergraduate for fourteen days mediated the relationship | person correlations are
Clavairoly, & students of a between emotional stress | consistent. Significance of
Sonntag German university during study-related correlations likely only differ
(2013) events and affective well- | because of small between-
being before bed. person sample size (n=63).
Serrano 275 Executives and Recovery Three times a day Momentary recovery was | Between-and within-person
(2015) senior managers in | State of (morning, after positively correlated with | correlational patterns were
a large being lunch, before bed) day-level work similar in terms of
entertainment recovered for five workdays engagement, day-level significance and magnitude.

company and a
medium-sized law
firm

performance, and day-
level absorption and
negatively correlated with
day-level workaholism.
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Smit & 320 Amazon Mturk Detachment | Twice a day (after Daily workload was Between- and within-person
Barber participants Relaxation | work and before negatively associated correlations were consistent
(2016) bed) for five with daily detachment. in direction though the
workdays magnitude of between-person
correlations were slightly
larger than within-person
correlations.
Sonnentag & | 221 Employees in a Low duty Twice a day (after Workload was negatively | Between- and within-person
Bayer (2005) wide variety of activities work and before related to detachment. correlations were almost all
occupations from High duty bed) for three Detachment was consistent in direction and
10 organizations activities workdays associated with positive magnitude.
and self-employed Detachment mood and low fatigue.
individuals
Sonnentag & | 289 Employees of Detachment | Three times a day Spillover of positive and | Direction and magnitude of
Binnewies medical and dental (end of work, before | negative affect from work | between- and within-person
(2013) practices and bed, morning) for to home was attenuated correlations were very
pharmacies in five workdays by detachment. consistent.
Germany and
Switzerland
Sonnentag & | 273- Police from four Low duty Twice a day (after Job stressors were Differences in direction and
Jelden (2009) | 362 police organizations | activities work and before negatively related to the magnitude of between- and
in Germany State of bed) for five amount of time spenton | within-person correlations
being workdays sport activities after existed. However, neither
recovered work, whereas the were consistently larger than

relation with low-effort
activities was positive.

the other.
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Sonnentag & | 1434 | Employees from an | Detachment | Twice a day (L0AM | Day-level detachment Between-and within-person
Kuhnel online-panel and 4PM) for ten was negatively correlated | correlational patterns were
(2016) provider workdays to reattachment, similar in terms of
positively correlated to significance and magnitude.
morning and afternoon
work engagement, and
morning and afternoon
job control.
Sonnentag & | 567 Employee from Detachment | Twice a day (after At the day level, low self- | Between- and within-person
Lischetzke public and private work and before esteem predicted poor correlations were all very
(2018) organizations in bed) for five detachment. Poor consistent in direction and
Germany workdays detachment predicted a magnitude.
further increase in
negative affect and a
decrease in self-esteem
over evening hours. At
the between-person level,
negative affect was
related to poor
detachment.
Sonnentag & | 145 Flight attendants Low duty Daily (evening) for | Work-related activities Effects were generally
Natter (2004) activities four workdays during off-job time consistent in direction and
High duty decreased wellbeing, magnitude. Two differences
activities whereas spending time on | in direction were likely due to
State of physical activities and low effect sizes.
being experiencing off-job time
recovered activities as recovery

improved well-being.
Time spent on social
activities increased
depression during the
evening.
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Sonnentag & | 298 Employees from State of Twice a day (after Accumulated, but not Of the four correlations
Niessen public being work and before previous night, recovery | capturing the relationship
(2008) administration, recovered bed) for five predicted vigor after between day-level and
insurance, workdays work. accumulated recovery with
engineering, and work hours and time pressure,
various other all but one were consistent in
organizations direction and magnitude. The
exception was the
relationship between day-
level recovery and work
hours where the between
correlation was stronger (r = -
.23 vs. .01).
Sonnentag & | 442- Employees in Low duty Twice a day (after Unfavorable off-job Between- and within-person
Zijlstra 480 general and activities work and before activities predicted a high | correlations were consistent
(2006) psychiatric hospitals | High duty bed) for five need for recovery. in direction and magnitude.
in Germany activities workdays
Sonnentag 488- Dutch teachers Low duty Daily (before bed) Work-related activities Between- and within-person
(2001) 500 activities for five workdays (low-effort activities and | correlations between recovery
High duty physical activities) were | activities and well-being were
activities negatively (positively) very consistent in both

related to well-being
before bed.

direction and magnitude.
Between-person correlations
between work-related, low-
effort, and physical activities
and well-being before bed
were in the same direction as
within-person correlations,
and only the correlation with
physical activities was not
statistically significant.
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Sonnentag 707- Employees from six | State of Twice a day Day-level recovery was Between-and within-person
(2003) 714 public service being (beginning and end | positively correlated to correlational patterns were
organizations recovered of work) for five day-level engagement, similar in terms of
workdays day-level personal significance and magnitude.
initiative, and day-level
pursuit of learning.
Sonnentag, 441 Employees from 36 | Detachment | Twice a day (before | Low detachment from Direction of between- and
Binnewies, & German and Swiss | Relaxation bed and morning) work during the evening | within- person correlations
Mojza (2008) public service Mastery for five workdays predicted negative were all consistent, with one
organizations activation and fatigue, exception (r = -.02 vs. .01).
operating at the whereas mastery Magnitude of correlations
community level experiences during the vary slightly, with between-
evening predicted person correlations
positive activation and sometimes displaying
relaxation predicted stronger relationships.
serenity.
Sonnentag, 432 Employees from Detachment | Twice a week Detachment was Between- and within-person
Mojza, five German (Monday morning positively related to correlations were consistent
Binnewies, & organizations in and Friday positive affect and in direction and magnitude.
Scholl (2008) various industries afternoon) for four | negatively related to
workweeks negative affect. The

relationship between
detachment and positive
affect was moderated by
trait work engagement.
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Sonnentag, 325 Employees from State of Twice a day (before | Recovery was positively | Between- and within-person

Mojza, organizations in a being work and after related to engagement. correlations for recovery

Demerouti, variety of industries | recovered work) for five (before work and after work)

& Bakker workdays and variables of interest were

(2012) consistent in direction and
generally comparable in
magnitude. The biggest
difference in magnitude was r
= .43 vs. .28.

Trougakos, 512 Cheerleading camp | Low duty Three times a day Respites related to self- Between- and within-person

Beal, Green, instructors activities (morning, reports of positive correlations involving respites

& Weiss High duty afternoon, evening) | emotions while chores were consistent in direction

(2008) activities for three workdays | related to negative and magnitude. However,

emotions experienced. within-person correlations

involving chores tended to be
stronger than between-person
correlations with one out of
four correlations showing
non-negligible conflicts in
direction and magnitude (r = -
.09 vs. .12).

Trougakos, 444 Administrative Low duty Twice a day (after Relaxing lunch break Work activities were

Hideg, employees at a activities lunch by participant | activities decreased end positively related to fatigue,

Cheng, & university Control and end of work by | of day fatigue, while while social and relaxing

Beal (2014) coworker) for ten work and social activities | activities were negatively

workdays

on lunch break increased
fatigue. Effects of
activities were moderated
by lunch break autonomy.

related to fatigue. Thus, 2 of 3
effects were consistent.
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van Hooff & | Not Employees from a Detachment | Five times a day Mastery and relaxation Between- and within-person
Pater (2017) | listed | wide variety of Relaxation (morning, between | were negatively related to | correlations were generally
professions Mastery 10AM-12PM, fatigue. consistent in direction and
Control between 1:45PM- magnitude for detachment,
3:45PM, end of mastery, and control.
work, between Between-person correlations
8PM-10PM) for ten involving relaxation were
workdays consistently stronger than
within-person correlations.
van Hooff 456- Dutch employees Detachment | Three times a day Relaxation during Effects were mostly
(2015) 1140 | recruited through Relaxation (end of work, after | commute predicted consistent for within- and
the social network Mastery work, before bed) serenity/positive affect, between-person correlations.
of a research for five workdays while mastery did not. Two correlations have
assistant Detachment predicted conflicting direction, but
serenity/positive affect neither is significant.
contingent on job Correlations involving job
demands. demands were similar except
for the relationship between
job demands and mastery
where the within-person
correlation was stronger (r =
.08 vs. .24).
von Dreden 200 Administrative and | Detachment | Three times a day Detachment was Between- and within-person
& Binnewies service employees (before lunch, after | positively correlated with | correlations were consistent
(2017) from three lunch, end of work) | vigor and negatively in direction and magnitude,

educational services
companies and two
municipalities in
Germany

for five workdays

correlated with: colleague
companionship,
supervisor
companionship, and
work-related conversation

with perhaps one in sixteen
correlations showing
meaningful discrepancy
regarding between- within-
person correlations (r = .04
vs. -.13, respectively).
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Waltz (2016) | 578 MBA students and | Detachment | Five times a day Detachment was Between- and within-person
alumni at a large (one every two positively correlated with | correlations were largely
Midwestern hours during an need for recovery and consistent with some
university via eight-hour workday | fatigue and negatively exceptions. The within-
snowball sampling and one before bed) | correlated with number of | person correlations between
and researchers' for five workdays social media micro- detachment and
own social network breaks happiness/sleepiness were
significantly positively
correlated while between-
person correlations were not
(although positive). Also, the
within-person correlation
between detachment and
vigor was negatively
significant (r = -.12) while
the between-person
correlation was not.
Zacher, 829 Employees of Low duty Every hour Non-work activities Pattern of correlations at the
Brailsford, & Australian activities throughout a single | predicted increases in within- and between-person
Parker University workday vitality and decreases in level were identical in
(2014) fatigue. direction and roughly

consistent in magnitude.
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Table S2

Antecedents and Outcomes Included In Meta-Analysis

Major Variable Grouping

Constructs Included

Overload demands

Effort/Reward imbalance
Overload

Overtime

Quantitative job/task demands
Requirements for after-work availability
Role conflict

Time pressure

Temporal demands

Work intensity

Work pace

Workload

Cognitive demands

Conflicts about tasks
Cognitive demands
Decision making demands
Information processing demands
Job/task complexity

Job insecurity

Lack of information/support
Learning demands

Mental load

Problem solving demands
Role ambiguity

Situational constraints
Uncertainty

Physical demands

Physical demands
Unpleasant working conditions

Emotional demands

Aggression/Bullying (being the target of bullying)
Emotional demands
Emotional control demands
Emotional dissonance
Emotional load
Peer/supervisor/work relationship problems
Relationship conflict
Social stressors
Social/home conflict
Verbal abuse
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Emotional demands
(continued)

Workplace incivility

Work contextual resources

Colleague companionship
Cognitive resources

Control of contact after work
Decision authority
Developmental/learning possibilities
Emotional resources

Feedback

General positive collegial interactions
Job autonomy

Job/task control

Job skill discretion

Job/work resources

Meaningful work

Organized work

Personal energy recovery climate
Physical resources

Positive workday events
Psychosocial safety climate
Supervisor support for recovery
Supportive leadership
Supportive working conditions
Work social capital

Work social support

Work variety

Home contextual resources

Family support
Non-work social support
Partner recovery support
Support at home

Personal resources

Core self-evaluations
Organization-based self-esteem
Occupational self-efficacy
Psychological capital
Recovery-related self-efficacy
Self-efficacy

Psychosomatic well-being

Sleep
Poor sleep (R)

Sleep awakenings (R)
Sleep complaints (R)
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Psychosomatic well-being
(continued)

Sleep efficiency

Sleep fragmentation (R)

Sleep inconsistency (R)

Sleep onset latency (R)

Sleep onset/maintenance problems (R)
Sleep problems (R)

Sleep quality

Sleep quantity/time

Fatigue
Acute fatigue

Chronic fatigue

Energetic arousal (R)

Energy (R)

Fatigue

Feeling upon arising (R)

Need for recovery

Sleepiness

Vigor (General only — no context of work) (R)
Vitality (R)

General Health
Self-reported health
Health complaints (R)
Perceived health
Physical complaints/symptoms (R)
Physical distress (R)
Physical health
Psychosomatic complaints (R)
Somatic complaints (R)

Psychological well-being

Mental Well-being

Affective distress (R)

Anxiety (R)

Calmness

Depressive mood/symptoms/complaints
(self-reported / non-clinical) (R)
Embitterment (R)

Emotional health (R)

General psychological well-being
Irritation (R)

Job/work anxiety/stress (R)
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Mental complaints (R)
Mental health symptoms (R)
Perceived stress (R)
Psychological distress (R)
Stress/Strain (R)

Threat emotions (R)

Life Satisfaction

Life satisfaction
Quality of life

Positive Affect (State)
Affective well-being
Attentiveness
Challenge emotions
Happiness
Joviality
Positive affect/emotion/mood
Positive affective display
Self-assurance
Serenity
Valence of mood

Negative Affect (State)
Angry mood
Fear
Hostility
Negative affect/emotion
Sadness

Performance

Interpersonal citizenship behavior
Contextual performance

Job performance

Organizational citizenship behavior
Task performance

Note: (R) denotes reverse-coded variables
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Table S3

Recovery Conceptualization Coding

Major Variable Grouping Constructs Included

High duty Activities Care tasks
Childcare/dependent care activities
Chores

Household activities
Resource-consuming activities
Work-related activities
Low duty Activities Fun activities
Hope/optimism activities
Leisure activities
Low-effort activities
Non-work creative activities
Passive activities
Physical/recreational/sport activities
Resource-providing activities
Respite/non-work activities
Self-reward activities
Social activities
Volunteer activities
Recovery Experiences Detachment
Detachment (emotional, cognitive,
physical)
Inability to detach (R)
Psychological detachment
Work downtime
Relaxation
Mastery
Control
Autonomy at home or during breaks
Combined measures of recovery experience
dimensions
State of Being Recovered Feeling recovered
Intershift recovery
State of being recovered

Note: (R) denotes reverse-coded variables
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Table S4
Cross-Sectional vs. Longitudinal Design Moderator Analysis

S4a. Low Duty Activities

80% 95%
k N T SDr D SDp CV.L Cvy Cl. ClyL %Var

High Duty

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal 20 2,574 .03 A2 .03 .09 -.08 15 -.02 .09 50.92%
All Recovery Experiences

Cross-Sectional 6 2,409 .18 A5 .20 .16 -.01 40 .06 .33 9.77%

Longitudinal 15 2,059 21 A2 22 .09 A1 .34 .16 .29 47.20%
Detachment

Cross-Sectional 6 2,409 A1 A1 A1 A1 -.03 .26 .02 21 19.02%

Longitudinal 12 1,728 10 .08 A1 .00 A1 A1 .06 15  100.00%
Relaxation

Cross-Sectional 4 1,092 34 .18 .38 19 K] .63 .18 .58 8.47%

Longitudinal 9 1,365 .26 15 .28 13 A1 45 .18 .38 26.23%
Mastery

Cross-Sectional 4 1,991 .16 .09 .18 .09 .07 .30 .08 .28 22.45%

Longitudinal 8 1,433 .25 27 .28 .28 -.08 .64 .08 48 6.97%
Control

Cross-Sectional 5 2,191 21 .18 22 .20 -.04 A48 .04 40 6.01%

Longitudinal 6 1,001 .26 A2 .28 .10 15 41 .18 .38 37.24%
State of Being Recovered

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal 7 1,003 .16 A3 A7 A1 .03 31 .07 27 38.64%

Note. k = number of samples; N = total sample size; 7= sample-size weighted mean correlation; SDr = sample-size-weighted observed standard deviation of
correlations; p = corrected mean true-score correlation; SDp = corrected standard deviation of true-score correlation; CV = credibility interval; Cl = confidence
interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit; %Var = percent of variance accounted for by study artifacts. Cells with dashes are instances where there was
insufficient data to derive meta-analytic estimates.
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S4b. High Duty Activities

80% 95%
k N T SDr D SDp CVv.L Cvy Cl . ClyL %Var

All Recovery Experiences

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal 12 1,465 -.16 .09 -.17 .01 -.18 -17 -.23 -.12 99.56%
Detachment

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal 11 1,387 -.23 A1 -.24 .08 -.34 -.15 -31 -.18 58.72%
Relaxation

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal 6 734 -.22 A7 -.23 15 -.43 -.04 -.37 -.09 26.51%
Mastery

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal 5 802 .02 .08 .02 .00 .02 .02 -.05 .09 100.00%
Control

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal 5 660 -.09 .08 -.10 .00 -.10 -.10 -.17 -.02  100.00%
State of Being Recovered

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal 7 1,003 -.10 15 -.10 13 -.27 .06 -.22 01 32.17%

Note. k = number of samples; N = total sample size; 7= sample-size weighted mean correlation; SDr = sample-size-weighted observed standard deviation of
correlations; p = corrected mean true-score correlation; SDp = corrected standard deviation of true-score correlation; CV = credibility interval; Cl = confidence
interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit; %Var = percent of variance accounted for by study artifacts. Cells with dashes are instances where there was
insufficient data to derive meta-analytic estimates.
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S4c. State of Being Recovered

80% 95%
k N T SDr il SDp CV.L Cvy Cl Cly, %Var

All Recovery Experiences

Cross-Sectional 3 2,165 28 .09 31 .09 19 43 .20 42 14.03%

Longitudinal 6 685 40 .10 45 .06 37 53 37 53 67.76%
Detachment

Cross-Sectional 3 2,165 .29 .08 31 .09 .20 43 .20 42 14.84%

Longitudinal 6 685 .39 .10 45 .06 37 .53 37 53 66.71%
Relaxation

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal
Mastery

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal
Control

Cross-Sectional .
Longitudinal -

Note. k = number of samples; N = total sample size; 7= sample-size weighted mean correlation; SDr = sample-size-weighted observed standard deviation of
correlations; p = corrected mean true-score correlation; SDp = corrected standard deviation of true-score correlation; CV = credibility interval; Cl = confidence
interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit; %Var = percent of variance accounted for by study artifacts. Cells with dashes are instances where there was

insufficient data to derive meta-analytic estimates.
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S4d. Detachment

80% 95%
k N T SDr p SDp CV.L Cvy Cl Cly %Var

Relaxation

Cross-Sectional 24 11,093 .56 A2 .65 14 A7 .84 .59 71 6.46%

Longitudinal 24 4,374 .52 19 .59 21 .33 .86 51 .68 8.33%
Mastery

Cross-Sectional 23 10,912 18 13 21 14 .03 .38 A5 27 12.44%

Longitudinal 19 2,996 13 14 15 14 -.02 .33 .08 22 30.80%
Control

Cross-Sectional 21 10,502 37 12 43 14 .25 .61 .37 49 9.34%

Longitudinal 16 2,479 .32 15 37 15 .19 .56 .29 45 24.87%

Note. k = number of samples; N = total sample size; 7= sample-size weighted mean correlation; SDr = sample-size-weighted observed standard deviation of
correlations; p = corrected mean true-score correlation; SDp = corrected standard deviation of true-score correlation; CV = credibility interval; Cl = confidence
interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit; %Var = percent of variance accounted for by study artifacts. Cells with dashes are instances where there was
insufficient data to derive meta-analytic estimates.

S4e. Relaxation

80% 95%
k N T SDr D SDp CV.,. Cvu Cl Cly. %Var

Mastery

Cross-Sectional 21 10,618 .35 13 A2 .15 .23 .60 .35 A8 8.88%

Longitudinal 20 3,433 .28 A5 .32 A5 13 51 .25 .39 22.47%
Control

Cross-Sectional 19 9,982 .56 A2 .65 A3 A8 .83 .59 72 6.46%

Longitudinal 17 2,899 .50 A2 .56 A2 A1 72 .50 .63 22.57%

Note. k = number of samples; N = total sample size; 7= sample-size weighted mean correlation; SDr = sample-size-weighted observed standard deviation of
correlations; p = corrected mean true-score correlation; SDp = corrected standard deviation of true-score correlation; CV = credibility interval; Cl = confidence
interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit; %Var = percent of variance accounted for by study artifacts. Cells with dashes are instances where there was
insufficient data to derive meta-analytic estimates.
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S4f. Mastery

80% 95%
k N T SDr D SDp CV.L Cvyu Cl . Cly %Var
Control
Cross-Sectional 19 9,982 .36 A2 43 13 27 .59 37 49 10.86%
Longitudinal 15 2,768 31 .15 .36 15 A7 .54 27 44 21.73%

Note. k = number of samples; N = total sample size; 7= sample-size weighted mean correlation; SDr = sample-size-weighted observed standard deviation of
correlations; p = corrected mean true-score correlation; SDp = corrected standard deviation of true-score correlation; CV = credibility interval; Cl = confidence
interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit; %Var = percent of variance accounted for by study artifacts. Cells with dashes are instances where there was
insufficient data to derive meta-analytic estimates.
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S4g. Overload Demands

80% 95%
k N T SDr D SDp CV,. Cv, Cl . ClyL %Var

Low Duty Activities

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal 7 2,943 -.06 .05 -.06 .02 -.09 -.03 -.10 -.02 83.18%
High Duty Activities

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal 4 504 .09 13 A1 A1 -.04 .25 -.03 .25 45.33%
All Recovery Experiences

Cross-Sectional 31 19,457 -.22 A3 -.26 15 -.45 -.07 -.32 -21 8.56%

Longitudinal 26 6,094 -.23 5 -.27 .16 -.48 -.07 -.34 -21 16.91%
Detachment

Cross-Sectional 30 18,996 -.25 A2 -.30 A3 -.48 -.13 -.35 -.25 9.82%

Longitudinal 25 5,963 -.25 14 -.30 15 -.49 -.10 -.36 -.23 18.52%
Relaxation

Cross-Sectional 12 7,068 -.18 10 -21 A1 -.36 -.07 -.28 -14 14.98%

Longitudinal 6 1,057 -.12 .09 -.14 .06 -.22 -.06 -.22 -.06 65.27%
Mastery

Cross-Sectional 10 6,368 -.01 10 -.01 A1 -.15 A3 -.08 .06 15.62%

Longitudinal 4 825 .08 A1 .10 .09 -.02 22 -.02 21 42.72%
Control

Cross-Sectional 12 7,175 -.15 .09 -17 .10 -.30 -.05 -.23 -11 19.49%

Longitudinal 3 749 -.06 .06 -.07 .00 -.07 -.07 -.14 .00  100.00%
State of Being Recovered

Cross-Sectional 4 1,648 -.34 14 -42 .16 -.63 -.22 -.59 -.26 9.98%

Longitudinal 7 685 -.15 A7 -.17 A7 -.40 .05 -.32 -.02 30.81%

Note. k = number of samples; N = total sample size; 7= sample-size weighted mean correlation; SDr = sample-size-weighted observed standard deviation of
correlations; p = corrected mean true-score correlation; SDp = corrected standard deviation of true-score correlation; CV = credibility interval; Cl = confidence
interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit; %Var = percent of variance accounted for by study artifacts. Cells with dashes are instances where there was
insufficient data to derive meta-analytic estimates.
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S4h. Cognitive Demands

80% 95%
k N T SDr D SDp CV.L Cvy Cl ClyL %Var

Low Duty Activities

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal 5 600 .04 A1 .05 .07 -.04 14 -.05 15 70.20%
High Duty Activities

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal 4 522 -.01 .08 -.01 .00 -.01 -.01 -.10 .07 100.00%
All Recovery Experiences

Cross-Sectional 10 3,390 -.14 .07 -17 .04 -.22 -.12 -.22 -.13 73.80%

Longitudinal 7 1,834 -11 .08 -.14 .05 -21 -.07 -.20 -.07 65.70%
Detachment

Cross-Sectional 10 3,390 -.15 .07 -.19 .04 -.24 -.14 -.23 -.15 71.35%

Longitudinal 7 1,834 -.14 .09 -.18 .08 -.28 -.07 -.25 -.10 44.61%
Relaxation

Cross-Sectional 4 1,727 -.17 .05 -.20 .01 -.22 -.19 -.25 -.15 95.74%

Longitudinal 4 778 -.09 .05 -11 .00 -11 -11 -.18 -.04  100.00%
Mastery

Cross-Sectional 4 1,727 -.07 .05 -.09 .00 -.09 -.09 -.14 -.04  100.00%

Longitudinal 4 784 -.04 .08 -.05 .03 -.09 .00 -.12 .03 87.96%
Control

Cross-Sectional 4 1,727 -.20 .07 -.25 .06 -.32 -.18 -.32 -.18 49.60%

Longitudinal 3 679 -.13 .02 -.16 .00 -.16 -.16 -.24 -.09 100.00%
State of Being Recovered

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal 4 401 -.18 .06 -.22 .00 -.22 -.22 -.31 -.12  100.00%

Note. k = number of samples; N = total sample size; 7= sample-size weighted mean correlation; SDr = sample-size-weighted observed standard deviation of Note. k = number of
samples; N = total sample size; 7= sample-size weighted mean correlation; SDr = sample-size-weighted observed standard deviation of correlations; p = corrected mean true-score
correlation; SDp = corrected standard deviation of true-score correlation; CV = credibility interval; Cl = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit; %Var = percent
of variance accounted for by study artifacts. Cells with dashes are instances where there was insufficient data to derive meta-analytic estimates.
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S4i. Emotional Demands

80% 95%
k N T SDr D SDp CViL Cwvu Cl. CluL %Var
Low Duty Activities
Cross-Sectional
Longitudinal
High Duty Activities
Cross-Sectional
Longitudinal
All Recovery Experiences
Cross-Sectional 17 7,324 -.24 .16 -.29 .18 -.52 -.05 -.38 -.20 7.92%
Longitudinal 9 2,058 -.15 .06 -.18 .00 -.18 -.18 -22 -14  100.00%
Detachment
Cross-Sectional 16 7,116 -.25 .16 -.30 17 -.52 -.08 -.39 -.22 8.55%
Longitudinal 9 2,058 -.17 .06 -.20 .00 -.20 -.20 -.24 -16  100.00%
Relaxation
Cross-Sectional 3 1,473 -.16 .09 -.20 .09 -31 -.08 -31 -09  26.94%
Longitudinal
Mastery
Cross-Sectional 3 1,473 -.07 13 -.08 14 -.26 A1 -.25 .09 11.29%
Longitudinal
Control
Cross-Sectional 3 1,473 -.10 12 -11 12 -.27 .05 -.26 .04 14.57%
Longitudinal
State of Being Recovered
Cross-Sectional
Longitudinal 6 929 -.16 .06 -.18 .00 -.18 -.18 -.24 -12  100.00%

Note. k = number of samples; N = total sample size; 7= sample-size weighted mean correlation; SDr = sample-size-weighted observed standard deviation of
correlations; p = corrected mean true-score correlation; SDp = corrected standard deviation of true-score correlation; CV = credibility interval; Cl = confidence
interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit; %Var = percent of variance accounted for by study artifacts. Cells with dashes are instances where there was
insufficient data to derive meta-analytic estimates.
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S4j. Contextual Resources — Work

80% 95%
k N T SDr D SDp Cv.L Cvyu Cl. ClyL %Var

Low Duty Activities

Cross-Sectional 3 341 .06 .08 .07 .00 .07 .07 -.03 .18 100.00%

Longitudinal ---
High Duty Activities

Cross-Sectional 3 257 -.14 19 -.16 A7 -.38 .06 -.39 .07 32.91%

Longitudinal
All Recovery Experiences

Cross-Sectional 29 13,250 A1 .09 A3 .09 .01 .25 .09 A7 26.67%

Longitudinal 13 1,869 .04 A2 .05 10 -.08 19 -.02 A3 48.12%
Detachment

Cross-Sectional 26 12,066 .07 10 .09 A1 -.05 .23 .04 A3 20.70%

Longitudinal 10 1,600 .00 A2 .00 .10 -.13 13 -.08 .08 47.11%
Relaxation

Cross-Sectional 8 4,611 .09 .07 A1 .07 .02 21 .06 A7 33.25%

Longitudinal 3 585 -.04 .07 -.04 .03 -.08 .00 -.13 .05 89.75%
Mastery

Cross-Sectional 7 4,428 .16 .05 19 .04 14 .25 A5 .24 53.60%

Longitudinal 3 585 10 .07 A2 .00 A2 A2 .04 .20 100.00%
Control

Cross-Sectional 9 5,235 .20 .08 .24 .08 14 .35 19 .30 27.94%

Longitudinal 3 585 A2 .10 A4 .08 .03 24 .01 .26 50.54%
State of Being Recovered

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal 10 972 .18 19 21 19 -.02 .45 .08 .34 29.13%

Note. k = number of samples; N = total sample size; 7= sample-size weighted mean correlation; SDr = sample-size-weighted observed standard deviation of
correlations; p = corrected mean true-score correlation; SDp = corrected standard deviation of true-score correlation; CV = credibility interval; Cl = confidence
interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit; %Var = percent of variance accounted for by study artifacts. Cells with dashes are instances where there was
insufficient data to derive meta-analytic estimates.
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Low Duty Activities
Cross-Sectional
Longitudinal

High Duty Activities
Cross-Sectional
Longitudinal

All Recovery Experiences
Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal
Detachment
Cross-Sectional
Longitudinal
Relaxation
Cross-Sectional
Longitudinal
Mastery
Cross-Sectional
Longitudinal
Control

Cross-Sectional
Longitudinal
State of Being Recovered
Cross-Sectional
Longitudinal

80% 95%
T SDr D SDp CV.L Cvyu Cl . ClyL %Var
21 .05 24 .03 .20 .28 .20 .28 65.68%
14 A2 .16 A3 .00 .33 .05 27 11.40%
19 .10 22 .08 A1 .32 A1 .32 39.90%
.29 .07 .33 .03 .29 37 .26 .39 82.42%
31 .04 .35 .00 .35 .35 .29 42 100.00%

Note. k = number of samples; N = total sample size; 7= sample-size weighted mean correlation; SDr = sample-size-weighted observed standard deviation of
correlations; p = corrected mean true-score correlation; SDp = corrected standard deviation of true-score correlation; CV = credibility interval; Cl = confidence
interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit; %Var = percent of variance accounted for by study artifacts. Cells with dashes are instances where there was

insufficient data to derive meta-analytic estimates.
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S41. Personal Resources

80% 95%
k N T SDr 7 SDp  CV,. CVy  Cl, Cly  %Var

Low Duty Activities

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal
High Duty Activities

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal
All Recovery Experiences

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal
Detachment

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal
Relaxation

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal
Mastery

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal 3 295 .20 .09 23 .00 .23 23 12 .34 100.00%
Control

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal
State of Being Recovered

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal
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Note. k = number of samples; N = total sample size; 7= sample-size weighted mean correlation; SDr = sample-size-weighted observed standard deviation of
correlations; p = corrected mean true-score correlation; SDp = corrected standard deviation of true-score correlation; CV = credibility interval; Cl = confidence
interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit; %Var = percent of variance accounted for by study artifacts. Cells with dashes are instances where there was
insufficient data to derive meta-analytic estimates.
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S4m. Mental Well-being

80% 95%
k N T SDr D SDp CV.L Cvy Cl Cly %Var

Low Duty Activities

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal 6 616 .07 .09 .07 .00 .07 .07 -.01 15  100.00%
High Duty Activities

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal 5 529 -.08 .05 -.08 .00 -.08 -.08 -.17 .00  100.00%
All Recovery Experiences

Cross-Sectional 23 11,228 .25 .08 .29 .08 19 .39 .25 .33 27.82%

Longitudinal 17 2,813 .23 A2 27 12 12 42 .20 33 36.48%
Detachment

Cross-Sectional 21 10,194 .26 .09 .30 .09 .18 42 .25 34 22.33%

Longitudinal 16 2,750 .23 A3 27 13 .10 45 .20 .35 29.62%
Relaxation

Cross-Sectional 9 5,157 .25 .06 .28 .06 .20 .36 .23 33 35.51%

Longitudinal 5 626 24 .18 .28 19 .04 51 .10 46 21.70%
Mastery

Cross-Sectional 9 5,157 .16 10 19 10 .06 .32 A2 .26 16.10%

Longitudinal 4 449 A1 .16 A1 13 -.06 27 -.05 .26 42.91%
Control

Cross-Sectional 9 5,519 21 .09 24 .09 A3 .35 .18 .30 20.99%

Longitudinal 4 424 31 .08 .36 .00 .36 .36 27 44 100.00%
State of Being Recovered

Cross-Sectional 3 1,546 41 .09 49 .07 40 .58 40 .58 28.97%

Longitudinal 3 289 44 A2 52 A2 .37 .67 .36 .68 40.73%

Note. k = number of samples; N = total sample size; 7= sample-size weighted mean correlation; SDr = sample-size-weighted observed standard deviation of
correlations; p = corrected mean true-score correlation; SDp = corrected standard deviation of true-score correlation; CV = credibility interval; Cl = confidence
interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit; %Var = percent of variance accounted for by study artifacts. Cells with dashes are instances where there was
insufficient data to derive meta-analytic estimates.
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S4n. Positive Affect — State

80% 95%
k N T SDr D SDp CVvV.L Cvyu Cl Cly %Var

Low Duty Activities

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal 8 1,104 .08 .09 .09 .01 .07 .10 .03 15 98.26%
High Duty Activities

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal 7 969 -.02 .10 -.02 .06 -.10 .05 -.10 .05 72.94%
All Recovery Experiences

Cross-Sectional 3 698 .36 .09 40 .07 31 .50 .30 51 43.67%

Longitudinal 20 2,200 22 14 .25 13 .09 41 18 32 41.76%
Detachment

Cross-Sectional 3 698 .20 .28 22 31 -.18 .62 -.14 .58 5.07%

Longitudinal 14 1,624 .20 14 .23 14 .06 41 15 .32 36.43%
Relaxation

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal 6 741 22 .10 .25 .07 .16 .35 .16 .34 65.38%
Mastery

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal 8 919 .16 A3 18 A1 .05 .32 .09 .28 50.53%

Control
Cross-Sectional
Longitudinal 4 523 .25 .07 29 .00 .29 29 21 .38 100.00%
State of Being Recovered
Cross-Sectional
Longitudinal 3 518 .34 .01 .39 .00 .39 .39 31 A7 100.00%

Note. k = number of samples; N = total sample size; 7= sample-size weighted mean correlation; SDr = sample-size-weighted observed standard deviation of
correlations; p = corrected mean true-score correlation; SDp = corrected standard deviation of true-score correlation; CV = credibility interval; Cl = confidence
interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit; %Var = percent of variance accounted for by study artifacts. Cells with dashes are instances where there was
insufficient data to derive meta-analytic estimates.
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S40. Negative Affect — State

80% 95%
k N T SDr P SDp CV..L Cvy Cl . Cly. %Var

Low Duty Activities

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal 4 381 -.18 .28 -21 .29 -.58 A7 -51 .09 12.42%
High Duty Activities

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal 4 413 -.01 .06 -.01 .00 -.01 -.01 -11 .08  100.00%
All Recovery Experiences

Cross-Sectional 4 1,352 -.33 A2 -.39 A3 -.55 -.22 -.52 -.25 16.73%

Longitudinal 15 1,805 -.24 A1 -.28 .07 -.37 -.19 -.34 -.23 66.78%
Detachment

Cross-Sectional 3 1,144 -.30 A2 -.35 A2 -51 -.19 -.50 -.20 15.39%

Longitudinal 13 1,556 -.24 A2 -.29 .09 -.40 -.17 -35 -.22 56.46%
Relaxation

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal 7 913 -.31 .16 -.36 15 -.55 -.17 -.49 -.23 27.24%
Mastery

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal 5 700 -.05 .06 -.05 .00 -.05 -.05 -.13 .02 100.00%
Control

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal 3 429 -.19 .04 -.22 .00 -.22 -.22 -.31 -.13  100.00%
State of Being Recovered

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal --- --- ---

Note. k = number of samples; N = total sample size; 7= sample-size weighted mean correlation; SDr = sample-size-weighted observed standard deviation of
correlations; p = corrected mean true-score correlation; SDp = corrected standard deviation of true-score correlation; CV = credibility interval; Cl = confidence
interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit; %Var = percent of variance accounted for by study artifacts. Cells with dashes are instances where there was
insufficient data to derive meta-analytic estimates.
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S4p. Life Satisfaction

80% 95%
k N T SDI’ ﬁ SDp CVLL CVUL CILL CIUL %Var

Low Duty Activities

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal
High Duty Activities

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal
All Recovery Experiences

Cross-Sectional 13 3,780 .26 .10 .30 .09 19 A2 .25 .36 32.63%

Longitudinal
Detachment

Cross-Sectional 12 3,319 22 A3 .26 13 .09 42 .18 34 20.86%

Longitudinal
Relaxation

Cross-Sectional 5 1,676 .32 .07 37 .05 31 43 31 43 56.49%

Longitudinal --- --- ---
Mastery

Cross-Sectional 5 1,676 .34 A2 .39 A1 .26 .53 .29 49 21.11%

Longitudinal
Control

Cross-Sectional 4 1,501 .30 A1 .35 10 22 A7 24 45 24.00%

Longitudinal
State of Being Recovered

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal

Note. k = number of samples; N = total sample size; 7= sample-size weighted mean correlation; SDr = sample-size-weighted observed standard deviation of
correlations; p = corrected mean true-score correlation; SDp = corrected standard deviation of true-score correlation; CV = credibility interval; Cl = confidence
interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit; %Var = percent of variance accounted for by study artifacts. Cells with dashes are instances where there was
insufficient data to derive meta-analytic estimates.
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S4q. Fatigue
80% 95%
k N T SDr 7 SDp  CV,. CVy Cl, Cly.  %Var

Low Duty Activities

Cross-Sectional 4 1,745 -.13 .10 -.14 .10 =27 -.01 -.25 -.03 21.16%

Longitudinal 13 1,473 -11 A1 -12 .07 -.20 -.03 -.18 -.06 69.62%
High Duty Activities

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal 10 1,082 10 .08 10 .00 .10 10 .04 .16 100.00%
All Recovery Experiences

Cross-Sectional 8 2,758 -.32 21 -.37 22 -.66 -.09 -.53 -.21 5.83%

Longitudinal 19 2,604 -.22 .18 -.26 19 -.50 -.02 -.35 =17 20.29%
Detachment

Cross-Sectional 8 2,564 -.36 23 -.43 .25 -.75 -11 -.60 -.25 4.87%

Longitudinal 16 2,266 -.20 .20 -.24 21 -.50 .02 -.35 -.13 17.32%
Relaxation

Cross-Sectional 3 864 -.30 .23 -.34 .26 -.68 -.01 -.65 -.04 5.29%

Longitudinal 9 1,133 -.22 17 -.25 .16 -.46 -.04 -.37 -.13 25.78%
Mastery

Cross-Sectional 4 984 -.16 .10 -.18 .09 -.30 -.06 -.29 -07  38.53%

Longitudinal 5 808 -.09 07 =11 .00 =11 =11 -.18 -.04  100.00%
Control

Cross-Sectional 4 996 -.29 19 -.34 .20 -.60 -.09 -.54 -.14 10.37%

Longitudinal 4 612 -.15 .09 -.18 .04 -.22 -.13 -.26 -.09 85.77%
State of Being Recovered

Cross-Sectional 5 2,453 -.61 .10 -.70 A2 -.85 -.55 -.81 -.60 7.26%

Longitudinal I 683 -.52 A5 -.58 A2 -.74 -43 -.69 -.48 31.43%

Note. k = number of samples; N = total sample size; 7= sample-size weighted mean correlation; SDr = sample-size-weighted observed standard deviation of
correlations; p = corrected mean true-score correlation; SDp = corrected standard deviation of true-score correlation; CV = credibility interval; Cl = confidence
interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit; %Var = percent of variance accounted for by study artifacts. Cells with dashes are instances where there was
insufficient data to derive meta-analytic estimates.
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S4r. Sleep
80% 95%
k N T SDr il SDp CV,L Cvy Cl, ClyL %Var

Low Duty Activities

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal 3 242 .05 .04 .05 .00 .05 .05 -.08 18  100.00%
High Duty Activities

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal 4 278 -.08 .16 -.09 12 -.24 .06 -.25 .08 56.30%
All Recovery Experiences

Cross-Sectional 7 2,270 .26 .07 31 .07 23 40 .25 .38 47.43%

Longitudinal 20 3,074 A7 A1 21 .08 .10 31 .16 .26 56.29%
Detachment

Cross-Sectional 6 2,099 27 .07 33 .07 24 42 .26 40 42.28%

Longitudinal 17 2,742 17 12 .20 A1 .07 .34 14 .26 42.87%
Relaxation

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal 5 490 24 A1 29 .05 22 .35 19 .38 84.79%
Mastery

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal 3 338 .08 12 .09 .09 -.02 21 -.05 24 62.13%
Control

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal 3 225 .18 12 24 .00 24 24 A1 .37 100.00%
State of Being Recovered

Cross-Sectional 4 1,860 41 10 52 10 .39 .64 42 .62 19.47%

Longitudinal 3 168 .33 A7 .39 14 22 57 19 .60 51.28%

Note. k = number of samples; N = total sample size; 7= sample-size weighted mean correlation; SDr = sample-size-weighted observed standard deviation of
correlations; p = corrected mean true-score correlation; SDp = corrected standard deviation of true-score correlation; CV = credibility interval; ClI = confidence
interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit; %Var = percent of variance accounted for by study artifacts. Cells with dashes are instances where there was
insufficient data to derive meta-analytic estimates.
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S4s. Health
80% 95%
k N T SDr P SDp CV.L Cvy Cl Cly %Var

Low Duty Activities

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal
High Duty Activities

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal
All Recovery Experiences

Cross-Sectional 11 7,713 .18 .10 22 A2 .06 .37 14 .29 11.94%

Longitudinal 10 2,095 15 A2 .18 12 .03 .33 .09 .26 33.08%
Detachment

Cross-Sectional 10 7,252 .20 .08 24 .08 A3 .35 .18 .30 20.11%

Longitudinal 9 1,943 .16 A2 .16 15 -.03 .34 .05 .26 20.22%
Relaxation

Cross-Sectional 7 5,911 23 .06 27 .07 .18 .36 21 .33 22.13%

Longitudinal 3 613 .18 .08 21 .01 .20 23 13 .29 97.55%
Mastery

Cross-Sectional 7 5,911 15 .05 A7 .04 A2 .23 13 22 44.41%

Longitudinal
Control

Cross-Sectional 8 6,372 19 .07 22 .08 A2 .33 A7 .28 20.42%

Longitudinal

State of Being Recovered
Cross-Sectional
Longitudinal

Note. k = number of samples; N = total sample size; 7= sample-size weighted mean correlation; SDr = sample-size-weighted observed standard deviation of
correlations; p = corrected mean true-score correlation; SDp = corrected standard deviation of true-score correlation; CV = credibility interval; Cl = confidence
interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit; %Var = percent of variance accounted for by study artifacts. Cells with dashes are instances where there was
insufficient data to derive meta-analytic estimates.
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80% 95%
N T SDr D Pinter SDp CVi L CVyuL Cl, ClyuL %Var

Low Duty Activities

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal 493 22 .08 25 .32 .05 A9 31 15 .35 74.60%
High Duty Activities

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal
All Recovery Experiences

Cross-Sectional 4,155 .16 .04 .20 .24 .02 .18 22 A7 .23 89.72%

Longitudinal 918 .09 .08 .10 12 .00 .10 10 .04 .16 100.00%
Detachment

Cross-Sectional 3,984 .08 .06 10 12 .05 .04 .16 .05 15 44.93%

Longitudinal 683 -.03 .16 -.04 -.04 .16 -.24 .16 -.19 12 28.79%
Relaxation

Cross-Sectional 3,711 A7 .02 21 .26 .00 21 21 .18 .24 100.00%

Longitudinal --- --- --- ---
Mastery

Cross-Sectional 3,711 24 .03 .30 .36 .00 .30 .30 27 .33 100.00%

Longitudinal
Control

Cross-Sectional 3,711 .18 .05 22 27 .04 .18 27 A7 .28 47.83%

Longitudinal --- --- --- ---
State of Being Recovered

Cross-Sectional

Longitudinal 710 10 .05 13 15 .00 13 13 .05 .20 100.00%

Note. k = number of samples; N = total sample size; 7= sample-size weighted mean correlation; SDr = sample-size-weighted observed standard deviation of
correlations; p = corrected mean true-score correlation; piner = Mmean true-score correlation corrected for unreliability (using local coefficients alpha for recovery
variables and a meta-analytic interrater reliability of .52 for performance; Viswesvaran et al., 1996); SDp = corrected standard deviation of true-score correlation;
CV = credibility interval; Cl = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit; %Var = percent of variance accounted for by study artifacts. Cells with

dashes are instances where there was insufficient data to derive meta-analytic estimates.
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Table S5
Time Lag Analysis

Analyses examine relationships where predictors were measured temporally prior to recovery activities,
experiences, and states (Tables S5a-b) or outcomes were measured temporally after recovery activities,

experiences, and states (Tables S5c-e). If multiple time-lagged correlations were reported (e.g., Time 1-
Time 2, Time 1-Time 3; Time-2, Time-3), the mean correlation of proximal relationships (Time 1-Time
2; Time 2-Time 3) was used in calculations.

S5a. Demands — Time Lag Only

80% 95%
Variable k N T SDr P SDp CViL Cvy Cl Clye  %Var
Overload Demands
Low Duty Activities 7 2,943 -.07 .08 -.08 .06 -.16 .00 -14 -02  42.28%
High Duty Activities 4 504 .09 13 .10 12 -.05 .25 -.04 25 42.62%
All Recovery Experiences 14 2,433 -.19 .10 -.22 .08 -.33 -12 -.28 -17  52.00%
Detachment 13 2,302 =21 .09 -.25 .04 -.30 -.19 -.29 -.20 78.00%
Relaxation 5 655 -14 .10 -.16 .06 -.24 -.09 -.25 -07 75.12%
Mastery 3 424 11 17 15 17 -.07 .36 -.07 .36 27.00%
Control
State of Being Recovered 4 426 -.15 21 =17 24 -47 13 -42 .08  19.00%
Cognitive
Low Duty Activities 4 495 .03 12 .04 .09 -.08 .16 -.08 17 57.72%
High Duty Activities 3 417 .02 .05 .03 .00 .03 .03 -.07 .13 100.00%
All Recovery Experiences 4 1,037 -.12 .09 -.15 08 26 05 25 -.05 48.30%
Detachment 4 1,037 -12 .10 -.15 .10 -.29 -.02 -.27 -.03 36.54%
Relaxation 3 377 -.09 .07 -.10 .00 -.10 -.10 -.20 .00 100.00%
Mastery
Control
State of Being Recovered
Emotional Demands
Low Duty Activities
High Duty Activities
All Recovery Experiences 6 1,182 -.19 .05 -.22 .00 -22 -22 -.28 -.17  100.00%
Detachment 6 1,182 -.20 .05 -.23 .00 -.23 -.23 -.28 -17 100.00%
Relaxation
Mastery
Control
State of Being Recovered 4 659 -15 .06 -17 .00 -17 -17 -.25 -10 100.00%
Physical Demands
Low Duty Activities
High Duty Activities
All Recovery Experiences
Detachment
Relaxation
Mastery
Control

State of Being Recovered

Note. k = number of samples; N = total sample size; 7= sample-size weighted mean correlation; SDr = sample-size-
weighted observed standard deviation of correlations; p = corrected mean true-score correlation; SDp = corrected
standard deviation of true-score correlation; CV = credibility interval; Cl = confidence interval; LL = lower limit;
UL = upper limit; %Var = percent of variance accounted for by study artifacts. Cells with dashes are instances
where there was insufficient data to derive meta-analytic estimates.



META-ANALYSIS ON EMPLOYEE RECOVERY S66

S5b. Resources — Time Lag Only

80% 95%
Variable k N T SDr 7 SDp CViL CVy. Cly Cly %Var
Contextual Resources - Work
Low Duty Activities 3 341 .06 .08 .07 .00 .07 .07 -.03 .18 100.00%
High Duty Activities
All Recovery Experiences 7 639 13 14 .16 A1 .02 31 .05 27 53.52%
Detachment 4 341 -.01 .07 -.01 .00 -.01 -.01 -12 .10 100.00%
Relaxation
Mastery
Control
State of Being Recovered 6 631 .08 15 .10 14 -.08 .28 -.04 24 41.27%

Contextual Resources - Home
Low Duty Activities
High Duty Activities
All Recovery Experiences
Detachment
Relaxation
Mastery
Control
State of Being Recovered

Personal Resources

Low Duty Activities

High Duty Activities

All Recovery Experiences 4 567 21 14 .25 13 .08 42 .09 40 33.56%
Detachment 4 567 15 14 17 13 .00 .35 .02 .33 33.64%
Relaxation
Mastery
Control

State of Being Recovered

Note. k = number of samples; N = total sample size; 7= sample-size weighted mean correlation; SDr = sample-size-
weighted observed standard deviation of correlations; p = corrected mean true-score correlation; SDp = corrected
standard deviation of true-score correlation; CV = credibility interval; Cl = confidence interval; LL = lower limit;
UL = upper limit; %Var = percent of variance accounted for by study artifacts. Cells with dashes are instances
where there was insufficient data to derive meta-analytic estimates.
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S5c¢. Psychological Well-being — Time Lag Only

80% 95%
Variable k N T SDr P SDp  CV, CVy Cl ClyL %Var
Mental Well-being
Low Duty Activities
High Duty Activities
All Recovery Experiences 6 1,239 17 12 .20 A1 .07 .34 .10 .30 37.21%
Detachment 6 1,239 17 12 .20 A1 .07 .34 .10 .30 37.21%
Relaxation
Mastery
Control
State of Being Recovered

Positive Affect - State

Low Duty Activities 3 277 .07 .07 .08 .00 .08 .08 -.04 .19 100.00%

High Duty Activities 3 287 -.01 12 -.01 .06 -.08 .06 -14 12 79.33%

All Recovery Experiences 12 1,385 .20 12 .23 .10 .10 .36 .15 31 52.15%
Detachment 9 1,090 .20 A1 .23 .08 13 .33 .16 .31 64.56%
Relaxation 4 579 .23 A1 .26 A1 12 40 13 .39 42.32%
Mastery 5 684 13 A1 15 .08 .04 .25 .04 .25 58.34%
Control

State of Being Recovered

Negative Affect - State
Low Duty Activities
High Duty Activities 3 287 -.04 .04 -.05 .00 -.05 -.05 -17 .07 100.00%
All Recovery Experiences 8 969 -.22 12 -.26 .10 -.39 -.13 -.35 =17 51.35%
Detachment 7 851 -21 12 -.25 .10 -.38 -13 -.35 -.16 53.69%
Relaxation 4 622 -.20 .05 -.23 .00 -.23 -.23 -.30 -.15 100.00%
Mastery 4 595 -.09 .03 -.10 .00 -.10 -.10 -.18 -.02 100.00%
Control

Life Satisfaction
Low Duty Activities
High Duty Activities - --- - - - - - - - - -
All Recovery Experiences
Detachment
Relaxation
Mastery
Control
State of Being Recovered

Note. k = number of samples; N = total sample size; 7= sample-size weighted mean correlation; SDr = sample-size-
weighted observed standard deviation of correlations; p = corrected mean true-score correlation; SDp = corrected
standard deviation of true-score correlation; CV = credibility interval; Cl = confidence interval; LL = lower limit;
UL = upper limit; %Var = percent of variance accounted for by study artifacts. Cells with dashes are instances
where there was insufficient data to derive meta-analytic estimates.
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S5d. Psychosomatic Well-being — Time Lag Only

80% 95%
Variable k N T SDr P SDp  CViL CVyu Cl. ClyL Y%Var
Fatigue
Low Duty Activities 3 260 -.13 15 -.13 12 -.29 .02 -.31 .04 48.21%
High Duty Activities --- --- - --- --- --- - --- --- --- -
All Recovery Experiences 9 1,529 -.26 .20 -.29 .20 -.56 -.03 -.44 -.15 13.89%
Detachment 7 1,296 -.28 19 -.33 .20 -.59 -.08 -.49 -17 13.47%
Relaxation 5 655 -17 14 -.20 12 -.36 -.04 -.33 -.07 38.09%
Mastery 3 503 -.10 .07 -11 .00 -11 -11 -.20 -.03 100.00%
Control 3 439 -17 A1 -.19 .09 -.31 -.08 -.33 -.06 51.64%
State of Being Recovered
Sleep
Low Duty Activities --- --- - --- --- --- - --- --- --- ---
High Duty Activities 3 225 -.12 14 -.14 .09 -.26 -.02 -.31 .03 65.75%
All Recovery Experiences 14 1,923 19 A2 .23 A1 .09 .37 .16 .30 45.50%
Detachment 12 1,736 .18 12 21 .10 .09 .34 14 .28 48.95%
Relaxation 3 353 21 12 .26 .08 15 .36 12 .39 62.31%
Mastery --- --- --- --- - - --- - --- --- ---
Control --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
State of Being Recovered --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
Health
Low Duty Activities --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
High Duty Activities --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
All Recovery Experiences 4 898 .20 .06 .24 .00 .24 .24 .18 31 100.00%
Detachment 4 891 .23 .03 .28 .00 .28 .28 22 .35 100.00%
Relaxation --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
Mastery --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
Control --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---

State of Being Recovered --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---

Physiological Well-being
Low Duty Activities
High Duty Activities --- - --- - - - - - - - -
All Recovery Experiences
Detachment
Relaxation
Mastery
Control
State of Being Recovered

Note. k = number of samples; N = total sample size; 7= sample-size weighted mean correlation; SDr = sample-size-
weighted observed standard deviation of correlations; p = corrected mean true-score correlation; SDp = corrected
standard deviation of true-score correlation; CV = credibility interval; Cl = confidence interval; LL = lower limit;
UL = upper limit; %Var = percent of variance accounted for by study artifacts. Cells with dashes are instances
where there was insufficient data to derive meta-analytic estimates.
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S5e. Performance — Time Lag Only

80% 95%
Variable k N T SDr P Pinter SDp CVi L CVuL Cl, Cly, %\Var
Performance
Low Duty Activities 3 493 22 .08 .25 .32 .05 .19 31 15 .35 74.60%
High Duty Activities --- - --- - --- -
All Recovery Experiences 5 814 11 .08 13 .16 .03 .09 .16 .05 .20 89.25%
Detachment 4 588 -.10 .10 -11 -14 .05 -.18 -.04 -21 -.02 74.51%
Relaxation - - - - - -
Mastery --- --- - - - -
Control --- - - - - -
State of Being Recovered 4 655 11 .05 14 17 .00 14 14 .06 21 100.00%

Note. k = number of samples; N = total sample size; 7= sample-size weighted mean correlation; SDr = sample-size-
weighted observed standard deviation of correlations; p = corrected mean true-score correlation; piner = mean true-
score correlation corrected for unreliability (using local coefficients alpha for recovery variables and a meta-analytic
interrater reliability of .52 for performance; Viswesvaran et al., 1996); SDp = corrected standard deviation of true-
score correlation; CV = credibility interval; Cl = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit; %Var =
percent of variance accounted for by study artifacts. Cells with dashes are instances where there was insufficient
data to derive meta-analytic estimates.



