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ABSTRACT

Work engagement has garnered significant attention from researchers and practitioners in recent decades, and several meta-
analyses have examined its stable, between-person correlates. However, work engagement also has a dynamic component, mean-
ing that it varies daily, across situations, and within individuals. Despite growing interest, the strength and direction of many
associations within the nomological network of daily work engagement, as well as their consistency with the relations observed
for stable manifestations of work engagement, remain unclear. In the present study, we meta-analyze within-person correlations
of work engagement from daily diary studies (k=230) and compare them to (a) meta-analytic between-person correlations based
on aggregated daily scores and (b) true between-person correlations from earlier meta-analyses. Our findings reveal important
similarities and differences in the nomological networks of daily and stable work engagement but generally demonstrate that
predictions derived from major theories are invariant across levels of analyses. Yet, differences exist in the strength of relations,
which could not be attributed to differences in reliabilities across levels or to aggregation bias, suggesting that theories should be
refined to account for level-specific differences. We conclude by providing specific recommendations for the development and
refinement of multilevel theories explaining work engagement.

1 | Introduction

Work engagement, which is commonly defined as an affective,
motivational state consisting of vigor, dedication, and absorp-
tion (Schaufeli and Bakker 2023), is a desirable condition for
employees and organizations (da Rodrigues Costa and Correia
Loureiro 2019). Several meta-analyses have examined an-
tecedents, correlates, and outcomes of work engagement (e.g.,
Mazzetti et al. 2019; Neuber et al. 2022; Pletzer, Breevaart, and
Bakker 2024; Young et al. 2018). In all previous meta-analyses,
work engagement was conceptualized as a stable, between-
person tendency that captures the extent to which employees

differ from one another in their overall level of work engage-
ment and that is responsible for between-person relations with
other variables. However, this approach neglects the dynamic
nature of work engagement. In fact, it is widely accepted that
work engagement has both a stable, between-person compo-
nent and a dynamic component that may vary substantially
within employees over short periods of time (Xanthopoulou
and Bakker 2021).

Although it is desirable that employees maintain generally high
levels of engagement, they can be more engaged (than their av-
erage) on certain days to ensure focus, precision, and effective
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decision-making. For example, surgeons and academics are
likely more engaged in their work than they usually are on days
on which they are performing a challenging operation or de-
livering an interesting lecture, and less engaged on other days
when less challenging and interesting tasks have to be com-
pleted. These examples highlight the relevance of momentary or
daily engagement because it may have profound consequences
for both individual outcomes and broader organizational suc-
cess (Bakker 2014).

To capture such dynamic realities, daily diary studies are
crucial because days and daily events shape individual expe-
riences at work, fluctuations within employees are concep-
tually different from stable differences between employees,
and results from between-person studies do not always rep-
licate to within-person studies (for a review, see Sonnentag
et al. 2025). Diary studies examining within-person varia-
tions in work engagement have examined state antecedents,
correlates, and consequences to create a finer-grained under-
standing of daily work engagement. After decades of research,
it is now time to conduct a meta-analytic test of those studies
with the aim of understanding if the nomological network
of state work engagement converges or diverges with that of
general work engagement. To achieve this aim, we will report
meta-analytic within-person correlations and will compare
them with between-person correlations based on aggregated
daily scores, as well as true between-person correlations based
on one-off scores from earlier meta-analyses.

By doing so, we contribute to the literature in the following
ways. First, we deepen our theoretical understanding of the
nomological network of daily work engagement by quantifying
its estimated true score correlations with potential anteced-
ents, correlates, and consequences. Second, the comparison of
dynamic and stable perspectives in work engagement enables
us to uncover patterns, triggers, and targeted interventions
that help employees stay engaged across a variety of con-
texts. Third, and most importantly, given that meta-analyses
provide an excellent opportunity to test and extend theories
(Pletzer, Joseph, et al. 2024), we are able to test predictions
from several prominent psychological theories, including job
demands-resources (JD-R) theory (Bakker et al. 2023), con-
servation of resources (COR) theory (Hobfoll 1989), and self-
determination theory (Ryan and Deci 2000), on a daily level.
Although these theories have been extensively tested and sup-
ported at the between-person level, this does not automatically
mean that they generalize to the daily, within-person level (cf.
ecological fallacy; Kozlowski and Klein 2000).! By analyzing
the convergence or divergence of within- and between-person
correlations, we contribute to the understanding of homol-
ogy in organizational behavior research (Kozlowski and
Klein 2000), providing insights as to whether theoretical pre-
dictions about the nomological network of work engagement
hold consistently across different levels of analysis. Support
for homology (i.e., structural similarity) would indicate that
theories invariantly explain relations of both daily and general
work engagement. If homology is (partially) rejected, theories
should be revised to account for and explain differences across
levels. Accordingly, our findings will either validate theoret-
ical assumptions or underscore the need to revise and refine
existing theories.

1.1 | Work Engagement Theories in a Multilevel
Context

The work engagement literature draws on multiple theoreti-
cal perspectives, yet they share the core assumption that work
engagement is an outcome of resource-based motivational pro-
cesses and that human functioning reflects a dynamic balance
between processes of resource depletion and resource accumu-
lation that jointly shape engagement and well-being. That is,
employees are engaged when they possess sufficient and rele-
vant psychological, cognitive, and energetic resources to deal
with their job demands. Most prominently, JD-R theory (Bakker
et al. 2023; Demerouti et al. 2001) proposes that job and personal
resources promote work engagement, whereas job demands
deplete energy and impair well-being. More recent versions
of JD-R theory (Bakker 2015; Bakker and de Vries 2021) have
incorporated related literatures on emotional labor, recovery,
and proactive behavior because these describe mechanisms
through which resources are either drained or replenished.
Complementing this view, COR theory (Hobfoll 1989) high-
lights the importance of gain and loss cycles, whereby the ac-
cumulation of resources in “resource caravans” can sustain
high levels of engagement, whereas resource loss cycles may
undermine them over time. Self-determination theory (Ryan
and Deci 2000) adds that engagement is fueled through the
satisfaction of basic psychological needs, whereas the work-
home resources model (ten Brummelhuis and Bakker 2012)
extends this resource-based logic to the interplay between the
work and non-work/home domain. Finally, broaden-and-build
theory (Fredrickson 2001) holds that positive affective experi-
ences build personal resources, thereby fostering engagement.
Together, these theoretical perspectives conceptualize work en-
gagement as a primarily resource-driven phenomenon and are
commonly used in daily diary studies (Sonnentag et al. 2025).

Although work engagement is now understood as a phenome-
non that encompasses both stable tendencies and meaningful
daily fluctuations, this was not always the case. Early research
predominantly treated work engagement as a trait-like, endur-
ing motivational variable, and many of the foundational theories
mentioned above were originally formulated to explain rela-
tively stable differences as opposed to daily fluctuations in work
engagement. Over the past two decades, however, technological
and methodological advancements have enabled an increase in
diary and experience-sampling studies (Ohly et al. 2010), which
require participants to complete the same questionnaire repeat-
edly over short periods of time (e.g., each day over a work week).
Participants report their level of engagement at specific moments
of their workday or on particular days (e.g., at the end of each
workday during a given week), rather than providing a general
assessment of their engagement (which is commonly assessed
in between-person designs, such as cross-sectional or longitu-
dinal studies; Ohly et al. 2010). In this way, diary studies allow
researchers to capture intra-individual variability in employees’
work engagement “as it happens,” as opposed to inquiring about
their overall experiences and behaviors (Sonnentag 2015).

Within- and between-person correlations therefore reflect
fundamentally different things: Within-person correlations
reflect day-level correlations with other variables assessed
daily (i.e., momentary associations), whereas between-person
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correlations reflect how employees generally vary from one
another in work engagement and how these general tenden-
cies relate to other variables. For example, although job re-
sources are typically positively related to work engagement
on both levels, the theoretical meaning of this relation differs
fundamentally across levels. At the between-person level,
job resources reflect stable features of an individual's work
environment that are present irrespectively of whether the
employee needs them. A between-person positive correlation
between resources and work engagement therefore captures a
structural mechanism: Employees who generally have more
autonomy, support, or feedback tend to be more engaged be-
cause these enduring resources shape long-term motivational
functioning. In contrast, positive within-person correlations
derived from daily diary studies reflect daily fluctuations in
resource experiences. Here, the same employee is more en-
gaged on days when they experience, for example, more deci-
sion latitude about the content and timing of their work, than
usual. This represents a short-term, regulatory mechanism
driven by momentary appraisals, affective shifts, and daily
resource activation within the same individual, not by stable
job design, individual differences, or other enduring condi-
tions. Thus, even when the direction of relations is similar
across levels, the underlying processes and time scales differ:
Between-person relations reflect chronic resource availabil-
ity, whereas within-person relations reflect episodic resource
increases.

Despite this empirical shift towards diary studies, theoretical
frameworks have often not been explicitly adapted to the within-
person level and new multilevel theories have rarely been devel-
oped to account for these short-term dynamics. As a result, there
remains a conceptual gap between trait-oriented work engage-
ment theories and the increasingly state-focused empirical liter-
ature. Although some theoretical refinements have been made
to incorporate multilevel processes (e.g., the multilevel version
of JD-R theory; Bakker 2015), theories do not commonly spec-
ify whether and how the direction and/or strength of relations
differs across analytical levels. This can lead to a mismatch be-
tween theory and method, suggesting that researchers should
not automatically assume that theories developed to explain
between-person phenomena apply to daily processes because
underlying mechanisms may function differently, or with vary-
ing strength, across levels of analysis. In addition, diary studies
typically just focus on the within-person level, rarely testing the
homology of different theoretical predictions.

2 | Homology of Work Engagement Relations
Across Levels

This evolution of the work engagement literature highlights the
need to test if theoretical predictions developed at the between-
person level also describe daily fluctuations at the within-person
level. As such, the main aim of this study is to meta-analyze all
available within-person correlations of daily work engagement
with other daily variables to determine the direction and mag-
nitude of relations in the nomological network of daily work en-
gagement and to test whether theoretical predictions from major
engagement-related theories are homologous (or not) across lev-
els of analysis.

Homology refers to the structural similarity in form or function
of constructs or relations across levels of analysis (Kozlowski
and Klein 2000). The importance of examining homology of the-
oretical predictions across levels can be best explained with the
analogy of the invention of the microscope in biology. The abil-
ity to study organisms at the cellular level did not merely con-
firm organism-level theories but revealed qualitatively different
processes that required theoretical refinement. Similarly, diary
and experience-sampling studies allow researchers to exam-
ine psychological processes at much finer temporal resolution.
This shift in resolution creates the opportunity that relations
observed between individuals may not map directly on to pro-
cesses unfolding within individuals across days and therefore
allows researchers to refine and extend theoretical predictions
to account for relations at both levels.2

In the current context, homology is supported if theoretically
rooted relations of daily work engagement with other variables
converge across the between- and within-person level. We there-
fore explore meta-analytically if the same theoretical predictions
can be used to explain differences between individuals as well as
differences within individuals across days, ultimately indicating
if theory refinement is needed to accurately describe and predict
processes at both levels of analysis. Systematically comparing
within- and between-person relations will help us to identify
the boundary conditions under which resource-based engage-
ment theories operate similarly versus differently across levels
of analyses, rather than merely documenting differences in the
strength and direction of effect sizes. Convergence of within-
and between-person correlations would support the homology of
the respective theories, implying that they explain the relations
of interest irrespective of the level of analysis. Divergence of
within- and between-person correlations (either in direction or
strength) could imply that distinct processes operate at different
levels of analysis (Chen et al. 2005; Kozlowski and Klein 2000),
and that the respective theories need to be revised or refined to
explain processes at the within- and between-person level—or
that new multi-level theories need to be developed.3

Prior empirical work has rarely tested the homology of theo-
retical predictions about work engagement, and the evidence
is mixed. Huhtala et al. (2015) showed that ethical culture was
positively related to work engagement at both the work-unit
level (i.e., shared perceptions predicting shared engagement)
and the individual level (i.e., individual perceptions predicting
individual engagement), indicating convergent relations across
levels. Watanabe and Yamauchi (2018) found that involuntary
overtime due to workload was negatively related to work en-
gagement at both the ward and individual levels, whereas invol-
untary overtime due to conformity pressure related negatively
to engagement only at the individual level, suggesting partial
non-homology across levels.* However, both studies focused
on homology across the individual and higher levels of analysis
(e.g., teams, organizations), leaving it unresolved whether theo-
retical mechanisms that characterize stable between-person dif-
ferences in work engagement also operate at the within-person
level to explain day-to-day fluctuations over time.

Beyond improving theoretical clarity, testing the invariance
of theoretical predictions across levels has important im-
plications for both researchers and practitioners. Having
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information about effect sizes across levels enables researchers
to better understand whether the correlates of work engage-
ment differ or converge across analytical levels, ultimately
improving construct clarity, the alignment between theoreti-
cal claims and measurement, and efficiency when conducting
studies. Practitioners receive more precise guidance on how
to effectively promote either state or trait work engagement. If
homology is supported, interventions at both levels may share
similar content, though their execution should reflect differ-
ences between stable traits and transient states. If it is not,
strategies should be tailored to the distinct drivers of state and
trait work engagement. As such, we pose the following general
research question on which we further elaborate specifically
for each variable category below.

Research Question 1. To what extent do within-person
correlations of work engagement with variables in its nomologi-
cal network converge or diverge with respective between-person
correlations?

3 | Comparing Types of Between-Person
Correlations

Finally, two types of between-person correlations can be dis-
tinguished: Those based on aggregated daily scores and those
based on one-time measurements. Aggregated scores reflect
average levels across days, whereas one-off measures at the
between-person level capture overall tendencies. To date, it
remains unclear if the two types of between-person correla-
tions converge conceptually, and previous within-person
meta-analyses have not yet compared them systematically
(e.g., Aitken et al. 2025; Pindek et al. 2019). They should con-
verge if there is low within-person variability in daily mea-
sures and the assessed constructs are relatively stable, and
if the aggregated scores capture the average level of the con-
structs over time (e.g., if data was not collected in an atypi-
cal week). If the opposite holds true (i.e., high within-person
variability of state-like variables), they should not converge.
Comparing these two types of between-person correlations
is important because it informs us whether aggregation bias
(James 1982) can explain differences in within- and between-
person correlations. Aggregation bias might inflate between-
person correlations based on aggregated daily scores, but does
not affect the strength of true between-person correlations. If
the two types of between-person correlations converge, this
suggests that aggregation did not introduce systematic bias
and that effect size differences on the within- and between
person level likely indicate true differences across levels. If
between-person correlations based on aggregated daily scores
are stronger than those from traditional between-person
studies, aggregation bias might have been at play and could
also explain potential differences across the within- and
between-person level. This results in the following research
question:

Research Question 2. To what extent do between-
person correlations based on aggregated daily scores of work
engagement with variables in its nomological network con-
verge or diverge with between-person correlations based on
one-off scores?

4 | The Nomological Network of (Daily) Work
Engagement

In the following sections, we review theoretical arguments and
empirical evidence for categories of daily variables that have
been studied in relation to daily work engagement and briefly
summarize (potential) theoretical and empirical evidence for
differences in within- and between-person correlations.

4.1 | Job and Personal Resources

JD-R theory (Bakker et al. 2023; Demerouti et al. 2001) holds
that all job characteristics can be classified as either job de-
mands or job resources. Job resources (e.g., autonomy, feedback,
skill variety) are aspects of the job that help employees achieve
goals, overcome demands, and foster personal growth. JD-R
theory also highlights the importance of personal resources
(e.g., self-efficacy, optimism), which describe employees' per-
ceptions about their ability to control their environment succes-
fully. The motivational pathway of JD-R theory suggests that
job and personal resources are the main antecedents of work
engagement because they equip employees with the necessary
vital “tools,” such as more support than usual or a better sense
of control over the environment, that can foster vigor, dedica-
tion, and absorption (Bakker et al. 2023). The multilevel exten-
sion of JD-R theory suggests that these relations also apply at
the daily level (Bakker 2015). Consistent with this perspective,
daily within-person studies indicate that employees are more
engaged on days on which they have more job and personal re-
sources than their average levels (Downes et al. 2021; Kiihnel
et al. 2012; Xanthopoulou et al. 2009). We therefore hypothesize
the following:

Hypothesis 1. Daily job resources relate positively to daily
work engagement.

Hypothesis 2. Daily personal resources relate positively to
daily work engagement.

Yet, whether daily fluctuations in resources exhibit the same
relations with daily work engagement as the continuous pres-
ence of resources has not been systematically investigated.
Although a multilevel version of JD-R theory exists that dis-
tinguishes between daily and stable relations (Bakker 2015),
it does not specify if relations are expected to differ at the
within- and between-person level. Empirical findings are also
mixed, with some studies finding similar relations across lev-
els of analysis (e.g., Xanthopoulou et al. 2008), whereas others
reporting stronger between-person relations (e.g., Jennings
et al. 2023). However, these cross-level differences have
not been compared statistically. We therefore examine this
exploratorily.

4.2 | Job Demands

In JD-R theory, job demands (e.g., role conflict, emotional
demands) are aspects of the job that require effort and cost
energy (Bakker et al. 2023; Demerouti et al. 2001). The challenge-
hindrance stressor framework (Crawford et al. 2010; Pindek
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et al. 2024) further distinguishes between challenge and hin-
drance demands. Challenge demands cost energy but also result
in increased engagement and help employees grow, if overcome.
Hindrance demands just cost energy and hinder goal progress
and development. In line with the challenge-hindrance frame-
work, diary studies indicate that demands commonly appraised
as challenges at the day-level (e.g., workload, time pressure) are
positively, whereas demands commonly appraised as hindrances
(e.g., role ambiguity, destructive leadership) are negatively related
to daily work engagement (Breevaart and Bakker 2018; Downes
etal. 2021; Tadi¢ et al. 2015). Hence, we hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis 3. Daily challenge demands relate positively to
daily work engagement.

Hypothesis 4. Daily hindrance demands relate negatively to
daily work engagement.

Yet, the motivational effects of demands may depend on their tem-
poral pattern. Although challenge demands can be motivational
in the short term, sustained exposure may exceed employees' abil-
ity to deal with them and lead to resource depletion and reduced
engagement. For instance, momentary increases in workload may
foster engagement by creating a sense of urgency and accomplish-
ment, but chronic overload may result in weaker relations on the
between-person level. Accordingly, meta-analytic evidence sug-
gests that general challenge demands are positively, but weakly
associated with work engagement (Crawford et al. 2010). At the
between-person level, exposure to hindrance demands has been
consistently negatively related to work engagement (Crawford
et al. 2010). Thus, in this meta-analysis we systematically test
whether these differences hold across levels or not.

4.3 | Home Resources and Demands

Parallel to the work domain, the home domain also contains
resources and demands that can influence employees’ work-
related functioning. The work-home resources model (ten
Brummelhuis and Bakker 2012) posits that home resources
(e.g., family support) and demands (e.g., household chores,
caregiving responsibilities) can spill over into the work do-
main via volatile personal resources (e.g., energy, resilience),
affecting outcomes like work engagement. Specifically, home
resources promote energy which translates into increased
work engagement, whereas home demands deplete energy
which results in lower work engagement. Although the rela-
tion of home demands and resources with work engagement
is supposed to be mediated by personal resources, empirical
evidence supports direct relations (Lapierre et al. 2018), also at
the day-level (Diestel et al. 2015; Haar et al. 2018). We, there-
fore, hypothesize:

Hypothesis 5. Daily home resources relate positively to daily
work engagement.

Hypothesis 6. Daily home demands relate negatively to daily
work engagement.

Although the work-home resources model distinguishes within-
and between-person work-home processes (ten Brummelhuis

and Bakker 2012), the processes only differ regarding the me-
diators that explain the spillover (i.e., energies for short-term,
more stable resources for long-term processes). But the theory
does not offer specific predictions about differing strengths of
relations at the within- versus between-person level. Therefore,
we examine this exploratorily.

4.4 | Cognitive-Affective States

Employees experience a variety of thoughts and emotions
during work and at home, and diary studies on work engage-
ment have extensively explored its relations with momentary
positive and negative cognitions and emotions. According to
broaden-and-build theory (Fredrickson 2001), positive emotions
(e.g., happiness or satisfaction with work) broaden employees'
thought-action repertoire, making them more capable to address
work goals and feel engaged. Negative cognitive and affective
experiences, such as anger, exhaustion, or stress, immediately
deplete employees' energetic and cognitive resources (cf. COR
theory; Hobfoll 1989), thus, reducing available resources to in-
vest at work to feel vigorous, dedicated, and absorbed. Diary
studies (Reis et al. 2016; Sawhney and Michel 2022) consistently
demonstrate that daily resource-replenishing cognitive-affec-
tive states are positively and daily resource-depleting cognitive—
affective states are negatively related to daily work engagement,
providing empirical support at the daily level for the theoreti-
cal arguments outlined above. This leads to the following
hypotheses:

Hypothesis 7. Daily negative cognitive-affective states relate
negatively to daily work engagement.

Hypothesis 8. Daily positive cognitive-affective states relate
positively to daily work engagement.

Although not originally formulated as multilevel theories,
broaden-and-build theory and COR theory are compati-
ble with multilevel perspectives. Broaden-and-build theory
(Fredrickson 2001) suggests that positive affect at the day-level
broadens cognition and behavior (within-person), which over
time build enduring resources (between-person). COR theory
(Hobfoll 1989) has been applied in within-person studies to ex-
plain how daily cognitive and affective states deplete or preserve
energetic and psychological resources, thereby influencing work
engagement. Although both theories provide clear mechanisms
linking cognition and affect to work engagement, they do not
specify whether the strength of these associations should differ
across levels of analysis. Empirical findings also offer mixed
results: Studies have found weaker (e.g., Uy et al. 2017), simi-
lar (e.g., Rivkin et al. 2023), but also stronger relations on the
within- than on the between-person level (e.g., Kronenwett and
Rigotti 2022). Yet, no study has statistically compared these
effect size differences across levels, leaving the question unre-
solved. We examine this exploratorily.

4.5 | Motivational States

In the context of motivation, self-determination theory (Ryan
and Deci 2000) suggests that when the basic psychological
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needs of autonomy (i.e., deciding when, how, and where to
work), competence (i.e., being able to use one's abilities), and
relatedness (i.e., being part of a group) are satisfied, employees
can be their authentic selves and be enthusiastically engaged
in their work (Van den Broeck et al. 2016). On days when em-
ployees have more control over their tasks and decisions, they
feel more empowered and motivated; on days they apply their
skills and overcome challenges in a more successful manner
than they usually do, they gain confidence and a sense of ac-
complishment; on days when employees feel more connected
to colleagues and more valued by their team—through col-
laboration or recognition—they experience a positive emo-
tional state; all of these experiences enhance the likelihood
that employees will be more engaged in their work on those
days. Daily diary studies support these theoretical arguments
(Gerpott et al. 2022; Scharp et al. 2022), but the reported pos-
itive relations vary in magnitude, illustrating the necessity
to meta-analyze these relations. In addition to need satisfac-
tion, other positive motivational experiences—such as expe-
riencing purpose or flow—may also contribute to daily work
engagement, but it remains unclear how often these motiva-
tional states are studied. We hypothesize:

Hypothesis 9. Motivational states relate positively to daily
work engagement.

While theorizing on how basic need satisfaction benefits
well-being holds on both the between- and within-person
level of analysis (Ryan and Deci 2017), the theory does not
make predictions about effect size differences across levels.
Within-person associations could be stronger because motiva-
tional experiences fluctuate substantially across days (Hewitt
et al. 2025), fueling daily work engagement. However, individ-
uals with chronically higher motivation may possess stronger
self-regulatory skills and may accumulate more opportuni-
ties for engagement over time (e.g., by selecting into engag-
ing jobs), driving strong relations on the between-person level
(Van den Broeck et al. 2016). Given these competing consider-
ations, we examine this exploratorily.

4.6 | Emotional Labor

Emotional labor refers to the regulation of emotions to meet or-
ganizational display rules (Grandey and Gabriel 2015). The most
common emotional labor strategies are deep acting (i.e., chang-
ing inner feelings) and surface acting (i.e., only changing outer
emotional displays to produce the desired emotional response).
According to COR theory (Hobfoll 1989), emotional labor im-
pairs employee well-being because it depletes cognitive and
emotional resources. This holds especially for surface acting.
Deep acting requires energy but also fosters a sense of authen-
ticity in employees (Hiilsheger and Schewe 2011). Daily surface
acting consistently related negatively to daily work engagement
(Schreurs et al. 2014; Uy et al. 2017), but findings for daily deep
acting vary. Some studies find a positive association with daily
work engagement (Schreurs et al. 2014), whereas others find a
non-significant relation (Uy et al. 2017), highlighting the neces-
sity to examine this relation meta-analytically. Therefore, we

formulated a hypothesis for surface acting but a research ques-
tion for deep acting:

Hypothesis 10. Daily surface acting relates negatively to
daily work engagement.

Research Question 3. To what extent is daily deep acting
related to daily work engagement?

As explained, COR theory (Hobfoll 1989) makes no predictions
about the strength of between- and within-person processes. At
the within-person level, daily fluctuations in emotional labor can
have direct consequences for daily work engagement because
emotional labor depletes resources, which holds particularly for
surface acting. At the between-person level, emotional labor strat-
egies reflect trait-like coping styles or role expectations that deter-
mine work engagement. Engaging in surface acting systematically
drains resources, whereas the effects of deep acting are less clear.
Available evidence also does not clearly indicate whether within-
or between-person correlations are stronger (Saleem et al. 2022;
Uy et al. 2017), and these cross-level differences have not yet been
formally compared. We therefore examine this exploratorily.

4.7 | Recovery Experiences

Employees engage in various leisure activities and recovery
experiences to replenish mental and physical resources used
during work (Sonnentag and Fritz 2007). Four key recovery
experiences are distinguished: Mastery experiences (i.e., seek-
ing challenges unrelated to work that promote growth and
development), psychological detachment (i.e., mentally dis-
connecting from work), relaxation (i.e., engaging in calm and
relaxing activities), and control (i.e., having autonomy about
how to spend one's leisure time). Sleep quantity and qual-
ity are also important recovery experiences. Less frequently
studied aspects of the recovery process concern work-related
thinking during leisure time, such as affective rumination,
problem-solving pondering, and (positive or negative) work
reflection (Fritz et al. 2011), and may also relate to work en-
gagement. Engaging in effective recovery experiences reduces
stress and replenishes energetic resources, enabling employ-
ees to approach work with renewed focus and motivation,
which enhances next-day work engagement (cf. COR theory
and effort-recovery model; Meijman and Mulder 1998). In
fact, meta-analytic within-person correlations (Headrick
et al. 2023) show that daily psychological detachment (r=0.15)
and daily relaxation (r=0.15) relate positively to daily work
engagement, but these correlations are based on a small num-
ber of effect sizes (k=7 and 4, respectively). Meta-analytic
within-person correlations for other recovery experiences,
such as mastery and control as well as sleep quality and quan-
tity, are not available, indicating that strength and consistency
remain unclear. Given the role of recovery experiences in re-
plenishing resources and their proven link with daily work
engagement, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 11. Daily experiences that facilitate recovery re-
late positively to daily work engagement.
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The effort-recovery model (Meijman and Mulder 1998) was
originally framed at the episodic level, focusing on short-term
fluctuations in effort and recovery. Accordingly, engaging in re-
covery after work may increase next-day work engagement due
to immediate unwinding. This short-term perspective suggests
that recovery experiences might be particularly beneficial in
the short-term. Supporting this notion, meta-analytic findings
indicate that psychological detachment correlates positively
with work engagement at the within-person (r=0.15) but not at
the between-person level (r=-0.01; Headrick et al. 2023). Yet,
meta-analytic correlations for relaxation do not meaningfully
differ across levels (within r=0.15, between r=0.20). Mastery
and control were positively related to work engagement at the
between-person level, but within-person correlations were not
reported. For other recovery experiences, such sleep or affective
rumination, it remains unclear whether the strength of within-
and between-person correlations differs across levels of analy-
ses. We therefore examine this exploratorily.

4.8 | Proactive Behavior

JD-R theory (Bakker et al. 2023) suggests that engaged employ-
ees behave proactively to create and build additional resources.
On a daily level, engaged employees are driven by their positive
emotional state and intrinsic motivation to sustain their engage-
ment. As a result, they proactively seek new challenges and re-
sources by, for example, asking for feedback from supervisors,
taking on a challenging task, or setting themselves time-based
goals for task completion and then rewarding themselves (cf.
job crafting and playful work design). Such proactive behavior
helps them stay engaged. Research shows that employees ex-
hibit higher proactivity on days when they experience greater
engagement (Bakker and Oerlemans 2019; Petrou et al. 2012),
but the effectiveness of different proactive behaviors (e.g., job
crafting, playful work design, general proactive behavior) has
not yet been compared on a daily level.> Hence, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 12. Daily work engagement relates positively to
daily proactive behaviors.

According to JD-R theory (Bakker et al. 2023) and its multi-
level extension (Bakker 2015), positive relations between pro-
active behavior and work engagement can exist both at the
between- and within-person level, but it is not clear if they dif-
fer in strength. Although empirical evidence hints at stronger
between- than within-person relations (e.g., Vakola et al. 2021),
this impression is based on a selective review of the literature
and not on formal statistical comparisons, which is why we ex-
amine this exploratorily.

4.9 | Job Performance

The motivational pathway of JD-R theory (Bakker et al. 2023)
posits that work engagement enhances both task and contextual
performance and reduces counterproductive work behaviors
(CWBs) because engaged employees (a) possess the energy that
isrequired to pursue their goals, (b) are willing to invest this en-
ergy to achieve their goals, and (c) tend to reciprocate to the or-
ganization by adopting extra-role behaviors and avoiding CWBs.

Daily within-person studies generally support these theoretical
arguments, but some find very strong (Christian et al. 2015;
Delanoeije and Verbruggen 2020), whereas others find relatively
weak (or sometimes even non-significant) correlations (Guarana
et al. 2021; Petrou et al. 2020). These inconsistencies highlight
the need to better understand the strength of these relations, but
we hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis 13. Daily work engagement relates (a) positively
to daily task and contextual performance, and (b) negatively to
daily CWB.

The multilevel extension of JD-R theory (Bakker 2015) does
not make specific predictions about the strength of the rela-
tion between daily work engagement and daily job perfor-
mance. Available studies are also inconclusive, finding stronger
between-person correlations (e.g., McClean et al. 2021), stronger
within-person correlations (e.g., Xanthopoulou et al. 2008), or
no substantial differences (e.g., Guarana et al. 2021), and these
relations were not formally compared. We therefore examine
this exploratorily.

5 | Open Science Statement

The current meta-analysis was not pre-registered. All codings
and analytic scripts can be found on the OSF page for this
manuscript.

6 | Method
6.1 | Literature Review

To find suitable studies, we conducted a systematic literature re-
view on Web of Science on March 29, 2023, using the following
search terms:

TS=((“work engagement” OR “job engagement” OR “employee
engagement” OR vigor OR vigour OR dedication OR absorption)
AND (“within-person” OR “within-subject” OR “diary stud*”
OR “daily report” OR “daily diary” OR “experience sampling”
OR “event sampling”)).

After excluding one duplicate, this search resulted in 530 indi-
vidual hits, for which the first author examined all titles, ab-
stracts, and keywords to assess if the article reported results of
a daily diary study about employees’ work engagement. A total
of 215 documents met these initial criteria and were therefore
examined in full by the first author.

To be included in the current meta-analysis, studies had to
meet the following criteria. First, studies had to assess daily
work engagement (or one of its sub-components) in a work con-
text. We excluded studies assessing academic/student engage-
ment or team engagement because these variables measure
fundamentally different phenomena. In line with previous
reviews and meta-analyses of diary studies (Kelemen et al.
2020; Pindek et al. 2019, 2024), we focused on daily studies
and not on weekly studies. This also guarantees the compa-
rability of included effect sizes because temporal aspects are
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held constant across all included studies. Second, studies had
to relate daily work engagement (or one of its sub-dimensions)
to at least one other variable measured daily.® We coded cor-
relations for all available variables measured daily, but we did
not code correlations with trait-like variables assessed one
time (e.g., at baseline). Third, studies had to report within-
person or between-person correlations based on aggregated
daily scores. When either within- or between-person correla-
tions were not reported, we requested them from the authors.
We requested correlations from 82 independent studies and
received information for 26 studies.

In total, 172 documents from the literature search met the
inclusion criteria and were coded. We also conducted a sys-
tematic literature search on ProQuest Dissertations & Theses
on April 5, 2023, using the same search terms and following
the same procedure as outlined above. This search resulted
in 40 results, of which 13 documents were included. The first
author also manually screened the first 10-25 pages of differ-
ent search term combinations on Google Scholar (depending
on the relevance of the search results), which resulted in 24
additional documents that were coded. In addition, we posted
a call for unpublished data on X and on the websites of vari-
ous professional associations (i.e., EAWOP, SIOP, AoM). This
way, we received six additional documents that were coded.
In total, we included data from 215 documents including 230
individual studies. Figure S1 provides a flowchart outlining
the literature search process.

6.2 | Coding

A coding protocol was developed to increase consistency in cod-
ings. Following this protocol, the first author and either the sec-
ond author or a trained student assistant independently coded
all included studies. Agreement was 94.6% for all coded correla-
tions and sample sizes (93.8% for all study codings). All inconsis-
tencies were resolved by revisiting the respective document and
by discussing the coding in question.

For each study, we coded the within-person correlation (r)
and the associated within-person sample size reflecting the
number of daily observations (N,), and the between-person
correlation (r,) and the associated between-person sample
size (N,). Whenever a range for the sample sizes was reported,
we conservatively coded the smallest sample size. Whenever
studies measured a variable more than once daily (e.g., morn-
ing and afternoon engagement), we calculated an aggregate
correlation accounting for the inter-correlation between the
aggregated variables. We also coded the number of days on
which data was collected, the number of daily measurement
points, and the intra-class correlations (ICCs) for all included
variables. The ICCs provide an estimate of the amount of vari-
ance that is due to differences between individuals, whereas
1-ICC indicates the amount of variance that is due to within-
person fluctuations.

We initially coded the original variable names as reported in
the included studies. Given that conceptually identical variables
can be named differently (e.g., autonomy and job control), the
first and second author independently adapted these variable

names to create a consistent set of variable names. When in
doubt, we consulted the definitions and item content from the
primary studies. The first and second author also independently
categorized variables into broader categories (e.g., autonomy
and feedback under job resources) based on the different theo-
retical frameworks used in this meta-analysis. Inconsistencies
were resolved by discussion. All other authors subsequently pro-
vided feedback on the variable labelling and categorization until
agreement was reached.

6.3 | Data Analyses

We relied on Hunter and Schmidt's (1990) meta-analytic ap-
proach in a random-effects model. We report meta-analytic
results for all relations with at least k>3 included studies,
and conducted all analyses using the metafor package in R
(Viechtbauer 2010). For all within- and between-person level
relations, we report the number of included studies (k), the
number of included participants (N,), the number of included
daily observations (N, ), the sample size-weighted meta-
analytic within-person (r,) and between-person correlation
(r,), the standard error for the respective correlation (SEr), the
95% confidence interval (CI) (95% CI), and the 80% prediction
interval (PI) (80% PI). The 95% CI provides a range of possible
values that has a 95% chance of including the true population
effect size: If the 95% CI excludes zero, the meta-analytic effect
size is statistically significant. The 80% PI indicates the pres-
ence of moderators: If the 80% PI excludes zero, the effect size
distribution is likely not moderated by other variables and va-
lidity generalization exists (Tett et al. 2017). For within-person
correlations, we use the number of daily observations N, as the
sample size, whereas we use the number of participants N, as
the sample size for between-person correlations. In line with
other meta-analyses of daily diary studies (Downes et al. 2021;
Pindek et al. 2024), we did not correct correlations for unreli-
ability because the included studies differed substantially in
how they calculated and reported within-person reliabilities,
often disregarding the multi-level nature of the data.

Statistically significant studies are more likely to be pub-
lished than studies with non-significant results (Borenstein
et al. 2009), resulting in publication bias. Such publication
bias can inflate meta-analytic effect size estimates. We test
for publication bias using Begg and Mazumdar's (1994) rank
correlation test and Egger et al's (1997) regression inter-
cept. Statistically significant results indicate that publication
bias is present, with significance on both tests suggesting a
stronger likelihood of publication bias than significance on
just one.

To answer our research question about differences between
within- and between-person correlations, we also tried to lo-
cate meta-analytic true between-person correlations based on
one-off scores (r,,; hereafter only called “true between-person
correlations”) from earlier meta-analyses for the relations of
work engagement with all variables meta-analyzed in the cur-
rent study (see Figure 1 and Table S4). Whenever multiple meta-
analyses were available, we chose the one that included data
from the largest number of studies and participants. To test
whether the three types of meta-analytic correlations differed
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FIGURE1
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FIGURE1 | Comparison of meta-analytic within-, between-, and true between-person correlations. Note: Color gradients represent the direction
and magnitude of correlations (blue =negative, red = positive). Diff=statistical significance of the difference tests of two correlations; r,,=within-
person correlation, r, =between-person correlation based on aggregated daily scores, r, =true between-person correlation from earlier meta-

analyses. **p <0.001, *p <0.05, ns=not significant. Please consult Table S4 for details about k, N, and the source of the meta-analytic true between-

person correlations. [Colour figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]

significantly, we compared Fisher z-transformed correlations
with standard errors calculated based on the sample sizes for
each correlation type (r,, r,, and r,, respectively). The Fisher
z-transformation stabilizes the variance of the correlations, en-
suring that the standard errors are comparable across different
correlations. Differences between correlations were assessed
using z-tests, with the test statistic calculated as the difference
between two Fisher z-transformed correlations divided by the
pooled standard error.

7 | Results
7.1 | Descriptives

On average, the included daily diary studies collected data on
8.73days (SD=4.61, median =10, range =3-34) and used 2.06
daily ratings (SD=0.87, median=2, range=1-5). Data was
collected in 26 countries, with most studies being conducted
in the United States of America (k=42), Germany (k=36),
China (k=30), and the Netherlands (k=29). The average ICC
for work engagement was 0.53, indicating that 53% of the vari-
ance in work engagement existed between individuals, whereas
47% was within individuals. The average ICCs for all included
correlates of work engagement ranged from 0.35 (composite job
resources) to 0.71 (meaningful work), with an average of 0.51
(see Table S1). On average, within-person correlations were
weaker (7, ,...,=0.13, n=63) than between-person correla-
tions based on aggregated daily scores "y pean=0-22, n=61)
and true-between correlations (r, ... =0.24, n=39). The
three types of correlations correlated very strongly with one
another (rWithin-Between(Sg) =0.93; rWithin-TrueBetween(37) =0.92;
T potween-TrueBerween37) = 0.94), indicating that, overall, relations
of daily work engagement exhibit the same pattern as those of
stable manifestations of work engagement. Moreover, the close
correspondence between correlations based on aggregated daily
scores and true between-person correlations suggests that ag-
gregation bias, if present, is likely to be limited. The correlation
between meta-analytic within-person correlations and ICCs
was r(60)=-0.09, suggesting that within-person correlations
are slightly stronger if there is more variability on the within-
person level.

Table 1 includes the meta-analytic results for within-person
correlations and Table 2 for between-person correlations based
on aggregated daily scores. Figure 1 and Table S4 include
an overview and a statistical comparison of all within- and
between-person correlations from the current meta-analysis,
as well as true between-person correlations from earlier meta-
analyses. Below, we describe the results of the publication bias
and moderator analyses, followed by descriptions of findings
per variable category.

7.2 | Publication Bias Analyses

Among the 63 meta-analytic within-person correlations, Egger's
regression intercept test was significant 15 times, whereas
the rank correlation test was significant twice. Just two meta-
analytic correlations had significant results for both tests: daily
work engagement with feeling recovered and CWB. Visual
inspection of the funnel plots for these relations suggests that
less precise but large effect sizes were missing to make the
funnel plot symmetric, indicating that these meta-analytic
within-person correlations seem to be under- rather than over-
estimated. Among the 61 meta-analytic between-person correla-
tions, Egger's regression intercept test was significant 24 times
and the rank correlation test was significant six times. Six meta-
analytic correlations had significant values on both publication
bias tests (i.e., composite challenge demands, self-esteem/effi-
cacy, positive affect, ego depletion, feeling recovered, and task
performance). For all these relations, visual inspection of the
funnel plots again indicated that the meta-analytic between-
person correlations are more likely to be under- than over-
estimated. Our findings should be interpreted with this in mind.

7.3 | Moderator Analyses

We examined whether within-person correlations varied
depending on whether work engagement and its correlates
were measured simultaneously or with a time lag, and de-
pending on the measure of work engagement (Utrecht Work
Engagement Scale versus all other measures) (see Tables S2
and S3 for detailed results). Overall, there was weak evidence
for the idea that effect sizes are weaker when the measure-
ment of work engagement and its correlate were separated in
time, except for affectively charged variables (i.e., positive and
negative affect as well as need satisfaction). This suggests that
effect sizes may be inflated by content overlap when variables
are measured simultaneously or by transient affective states
when both variables are affective in nature, but less so when
work engagement is correlated with behavioral or cognitive
constructs. Within-person correlations were largely invariant
across work engagement measures (with a few exceptions but
no consistent pattern of findings).

7.4 | The Nomological Network of Work
Engagement

7.4.1 | Job Resources

All daily job resources were positively related to daily work

engagement (0.22<r, <0.45), confirming Hypothesis 1. Both
types of between-person correlations were also significant and
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TABLE1 | Meta-analytic within-person correlations.

k N, N, r, SEr 95% CI 80% PI Rank,  Egger,

Job resources

Autonomy 17 1812 11658 0.22 0.04 0.15,0.30 0.02, 0.42 0.440 0.306

Constructive leadership 17 2142 15139 0.23 0.03 0.17,0.29 0.08, 0.39 0.151 0.825

Coworker support 12 1294 10166 0.30 0.04 0.21, 0.39 0.10, 0.50 0.381 0.372

Composite job resources 4 395 3311 0.45 0.03 0.39,0.51 0.37,0.53 0.750 0.171

Meaningful work 7 835 5860 0.42 0.07 0.29, 0.55 0.19, 0.66 0.381 <0.001

Skill variety 3 232 1267 0.45 0.08 0.29, 0.61 0.25,0.66 0.333 <0.001
Personal resources

Mindfulness 5 931 5895 0.33 0.04 0.26, 0.40 0.23,0.44 0.083 <0.001

Psychological 5 575 3862 0.31 0.07 0.18, 0.44 0.11,0.51 0.233 <0.001

availability

Self-esteem/efficacy 9 1318 7186 0.40 0.03 0.34,0.46 0.30, 0.50 0.919 0.906

Sense of power 3 301 2084 0.03 0.02 -0.02, 0.07 -0.00, 0.05 0.999 0.626
Challenge demands

Composite challenge 17 2082 10317 0.16 0.05 0.07,0.26 —0.09, 0.42 0.109 0.034

demands

Time/work pressure 19 2412 13851 0.09 0.05 —0.01, 0.19 -0.20, 0.37 0.999 0.162

Workload 13 1586 8253 0.05 0.04 -0.02,0.13 -0.13,0.23 0.435 0.393
Hindrance demands

Destructive leadership 7 665 3664 -0.20 0.08 —0.36, —-0.05 —0.48,0.07 0.562 0.406

Emotional demands 7 741 4125 —-0.04 0.02 —0.09, 0.00 —0.10, 0.02 0.999 0.207

Composite hindrance 13 1709 8441 —0.04 0.03 —0.10, 0.01 —0.16, 0.07 0.765 0.626

demands

Interruptions 6 783 5861 0.09 0.15 —-0.21,0.39 —0.42,0.60 0.719 0.031

Role ambiguity/conflict 6 884 4115 -0.15 0.06 —-0.26, —0.04 —0.33,0.04 0.999 0.739

Self-control demands 5 379 2711 -0.14 0.04 -0.23,-0.06  —-0.27,-0.02 0.817 0.838
Work-home interface variables

Work-family 6 579 4484 0.20 0.05 0.10, 0.30 0.03, 0.36 0.272 0.146

enrichment

Working from home 3 253 2455 0.11 0.05 0.02,0.20 0.01, 0.22 0.999 0.467

Family-work conflict 3 358 2252 -0.12 0.07 —0.26,0.03 —0.30, 0.07 0.999 0.557

Work-family conflict 5 447 3924 -0.10 0.05 —0.20, —0.00 —0.24,0.04 0.483 0.057

Morning routine 3 382 4724 —-0.04 0.01 -0.07, —=0.01 —0.06, —0.02 0.999 0.494

disruption
Cognitive-affective states

Ego depletion 20 2223 19038 —-0.23 0.04 —-0.31, -0.16 —-0.46, —0.01 0.501 0.670

Emotional exhaustion 30 3952 24406 -0.33 0.03 -0.38,-0.28  —-0.51, -0.15 0.116 0.130

Family satisfaction 3 363 3328 0.06 0.02 0.03,0.10 0.04, 0.08 0.333 0.503

Job satisfaction 8 772 5637 0.50 0.06 0.38,0.63 0.27,0.74 0.548 0.288

(Continues)
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TABLE1 | (Continued)

k N, N, r, SEr 95% CI 80% PI Rank,  Egger,

Need for recovery 5 360 3064 —-0.40 0.04 —-0.47,-0.33 —0.50, —0.30 0.999 0.847

Negative affect 51 7220 57257 —-0.15 0.02 -0.18,-0.12  —0.28,-0.02 0.465 0.762

Positive affect 57 7377 58335 0.35 0.03 0.30,0.40 0.10, 0.59 0.369 0.021

Stress 16 1840 15834 —-0.10 0.05 —-0.20, 0.00 —0.36, 0.17 0.626 0.469
Motivational states

Autonomy need 8 912 5359 0.37 0.08 0.21, 0.53 0.06, 0.67 0.399 0.700

satisfaction

Competence need 9 1287 8900 0.39 0.07 0.25,0.53 0.11, 0.68 0.477 0.533

satisfaction

Relatedness need 10 1150 6365 0.29 0.05 0.20, 0.39 0.10, 0.49 0.484 0.658

satisfaction

Flow 5 526 3893 0.63 0.05 0.53,0.73 0.47,0.78 0.233 <0.001
Emotional labor

Deep acting 5 564 3701 0.15 0.02 0.11,0.18 0.11,0.18 0.483 0.159

Surface acting 5 564 3701 -0.23 0.04  -0.31,-0.15 —0.35,-0.12 0.817 0.427
Recovery experiences

Mastery experiences 4 484 2000 0.19 0.04 0.11,0.26 0.09, 0.28 0.750 0.634

Psychological 14 1597 9957 0.11 0.03 0.05, 0.17 —0.03,0.25 0.233 0.048

detachment

Relaxation 8 834 6213 0.11 0.03 0.04,0.18 —-0.02,0.23 0.275 0.199

Control 4 522 2200 0.12 0.03 0.05,0.18 0.04,0.20 0.750 0.005

Affective rumination 3 184 778 -0.29 0.04 -0.36, —0.21 —0.36, —0.22 0.999 0.043

Positive work reflection 3 339 1481 0.14 0.07 —-0.00, 0.28 —0.03,0.31 0.999 0.872

Microbreaks 4 530 3179 0.10 0.06 —0.01,0.21 —0.06, 0.26 0.999 0.729

Sleep duration 14 1426 9214 0.09 0.02 0.04,0.13 —0.02,0.19 0.157 0.456

Sleep quality 25 2786 17442 0.14 0.03 0.09, 0.20 -0.02,0.31 0.872 0.908

Smartphone use after 3 318 1753 —-0.04 0.02 —0.09, 0.00 —-0.07, -0.01 0.999 0.250

work

Feeling recovered 15 1587 7891 0.39 0.03 0.34,0.45 0.26,0.53 0.027 0.002
Proactive behavior

Job crafting—reducing 8 719 2969 —0.01 0.07 —-0.15,0.12 —0.27,0.25 0.905 0.605

demands

Job crafting—seeking 6 547 2435 0.22 0.07 0.08, 0.36 —0.02, 0.46 0.272 0.301

challenges

Job crafting—seeking 6 547 2435 0.17 0.07 0.03,0.31 -0.07,0.41 0.719 0.266

resources

Proactive behavior 5 700 3359 0.51 0.04 0.44,0.58 0.41, 0.61 0.083 0.004

PWD—designing 3 452 2127 0.43 0.05 0.34,0.52 0.32,0.54 0.999 0.685

competition

PWD—designing fun 3 452 2127 0.44 0.04 0.36,0.53 0.35,0.54 0.999 0.436

Self-leadership 4 458 4881 0.25 0.05 0.15,0.34 0.11,0.38 0.333 0.148

(Continues)
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TABLE1 | (Continued)

k N, N, r, SEr 95% CI 80% PI Rank,  Egger,

Job performance

Creativity 7 954 5917 0.40 0.09 0.21, 0.58 0.06, 0.73 0.999 0.480

CWB 11 1779 15225 -0.24 0.05 -0.33,-0.15 —-0.43,-0.04 0.041 <0.001

OCB 25 3283 23274 0.30 0.04 0.22,0.38 0.04, 0.56 0.660 0.150

Task performance 33 4034 27907 0.39 0.03 0.33,0.45 0.17,0.62 0.097 0.037
Events

Day of the week 7 1105 7022 -0.01 0.02 —0.06, 0.04 —-0.09, 0.07 0.562 0.583

Study day 5 646 5234 —-0.01 0.02 —0.04,0.03 —0.05, 0.04 0.817 0.187

Hours worked 6 864 4276 0.03 0.04 —0.05, 0.10 -0.09, 0.14 0.272 0.735

Abbreviations: 80% PI1=80% prediction interval for r; 95% CI=95% confidence interval for r; CWB = counterproductive work behavior; Egger = p-value for the
regression test of funnel plot asymmetry; k =number of included studies; N, = cumulative sample size; N, = cumulative number of included daily observations;
OCB=organizational citizenship behavior; PWD = playful work design; Rankp =p-value for the rank correlation test of funnel plot asymmetry; r, =sample size-

weighted meta-analytic within-person correlation; SEr=standard error of r.

positive for almost all examined job resources (0.32<r, <0.45;
0.27<r,<0.74). The two types of between-person correla-
tions only differed for coworker support (r,=0.42, r, =0.27)
and composite job resources’ (r,=0.48, r,=0.37), indicating
that aggregation bias might have inflated between-person cor-
relations based on aggregated daily scores. Yet, most within-
person correlations were significantly weaker than both types of
between-person correlations (see Figure 1). Most notably, mean-
ingful work exhibited much stronger between-person correla-
tions (r, =0.76; r, =0.74) than the already strong within-person
correlation (r,,=0.42), but constructive leadership (r,,=0.23;
r,=0.42; r, =0.42) and autonomy (r,,=0.22; r, =0.32; r,, =0.33)
also correlated more strongly with work engagement on the be-
tween- than on the within-person level.

7.4.2 | Personal Resources

Mindfulness (r,,=0.33), psychological availability (r,=0.31),
and self-esteem/efficacy (r, =0.40) exhibited positive within-
person correlations with daily work engagement; sense of power
(r,,=0.03) did not. This largely confirms Hypothesis 2. The
between-person correlations based on aggregated daily scores
(0.34<r,<0.56) and the true between-person correlations
(0.26 <r,, <0.55) were all positive and did not differ significantly
from one another (except for self-esteem/efficacy), but were, on
average, slightly stronger than the within-person correlations.

7.4.3 | Challenge Demands

Among the within-person correlations, composite challenge de-
mands correlated positively (r,,=0.16), whereas time/work pres-
sure (r,=0.09) and workload (r,,=0.05) did not significantly
correlate with daily work engagement. Overall, this provides
mixed support for Hypothesis 3. These within-person correla-
tions converged with between-person correlations based on ag-
gregated daily scores (composite challenge demands: r, =0.19;
time/work pressure: r, =0.11; workload: r, = 0.04). No consistent

differences emerged between within- and true between-person
correlations (composite challenge demands: r,=0.14; time/
work pressure: r,, =0.18; workload: r,,=0.11) nor between the
two types of between-person correlations (see Figure 1).

7.4.4 | Hindrance Demands

Emotional demands (r,=-0.04), composite hindrance de-
mands (r,,=—0.04), and interruptions (r,,=0.09) did not exhibit
significant within-person correlations with daily work engage-
ment, but destructive leadership (r,,=—0.20), role ambiguity/
conflict (r,,=—0.15), and self-control demands (r,,=—0.14) did.
Between-person correlations converged with the within-person
correlations for emotional demands (r, =0.02), destructive lead-
ership (r, =-0.20), and self-control demands (r,=-0.16), but
they were significantly weaker for interruptions (r, =—0.02) and
significantly stronger for role ambiguity/conflict (r,=-0.25,
r,=—0.20) and composite hindrance demands (r,=-0.15,
r,==—0.16). There were no significant differences in the two
types of between-person correlations. These findings pro-
vide mixed support for Hypothesis 4 and suggest that some
differences in strength exist at within- and between-person
correlations.

7.4.5 | Work-Home Interface Variables

‘We were not able to locate enough studies to meta-analytically
test Hypotheses 5 and 6 about relations of home resources
and demands with daily work engagement, but we did locate
several variables at the work-home interface. Work-family
enrichment (r,, = 0.20) and working from home (r ,=0.11) cor-
related positively with daily work engagement. Both between-
person correlations for work-family enrichment were stronger
(r,=0.31, r, =0.51; note the difference between the two), but
the between-person correlation based on aggregated daily
scores was weaker and non-significant for working from home
(r,=—0.03).
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TABLE 2 | Meta-analytic between-person correlations based on aggregated daily scores.

k N, N, r, SEr 95% CI 80% PI Rank,  Egger,

Job resources

Autonomy 17 1793 11691 0.32 0.03 0.26, 0.39 0.19, 0.46 0.052 0.026

Constructive leadership 15 1946 14131 0.42 0.04 0.34,0.50 0.24, 0.59 0.328 0.409

Coworker support 14 1490 11106 0.42 0.05 0.32,0.52 0.20, 0.64 0.079 0.019

Composite job resources 5 412 2760 0.48 0.06 0.36, 0.60 0.34,0.62 0.233 0.004

Meaningful work 5 584 4322 0.76 0.04 0.69, 0.83 0.66, 0.86 0.083 <0.001

Skill variety 4 296 1471 0.48 0.05 0.37,0.58 0.37,0.58 0.750 0.044
Personal resources

Mindfulness 5 931 5895 0.34 0.03 0.29,0.40 0.31,0.38 0.483 0.192

Composite personal 3 313 2202 0.40 0.12 0.16, 0.64 0.11,0.70 0.999 <0.001

resources

Optimism 3 163 1065 0.54 0.06 0.43,0.65 0.46, 0.61 0.333 0.333

Psychological 6 635 4462 0.55 0.06 0.43,0.67 0.36, 0.74 0.272 0.002

availability

Self-esteem/efficacy 9 985 3855 0.56 0.04 0.48, 0.63 0.45, 0.67 0.025 <0.001
Challenge demands

Composite challenge 17 2032 9801 0.19 0.05 0.09, 0.28 —0.05,0.42 0.017 0.001

demands

Time/work pressure 20 2479 14153 0.11 0.05 0.01,0.21 —-0.16, 0.38 0.999 0.621

Workload 14 1593 — 0.04 0.05 —0.06, 0.14 -0.17,0.25 0.388 0.139
Hindrance demands

Emotional demands 7 741 4125 0.02 0.06 —0.09, 0.14 —0.15,0.19 0.381 0.116

Composite hindrance 12 1588 7450 -0.15 0.04 —0.24, —0.06 —0.32,0.02 0.459 0.689

demands

Interruptions 5 684 4834 —0.02 0.09 —0.20, 0.16 —-0.28,0.24 0.483 0.342

Role ambiguity/conflict 6 884 4115 -0.25 0.05 -0.35,-0.15 —0.39, -0.11 0.272 0.002

Self-control demands 5 379 2711 —0.16 0.07 —0.30, -0.02 —0.33,0.01 0.817 0.654

Work-home interface variables

Work-family 9 819 5755 0.31 0.04 0.24,0.39 0.23,0.40 0.761 0.303
enrichment
Working from home 3 253 2455 -0.03 0.06 —0.15, 0.09 —-0.11, 0.05 0.999 0.979
Work-family conflict 4 512 — —-0.16 0.08 —0.31, —-0.00 —0.35,0.03 0.333 0.001
Family-work conflict 8 714 5639 —-0.05 0.05 —0.15,0.06 —0.19, 0.10 0.999 0.710
Morning routine 3 382 4724 —0.06 0.06 —0.18,0.05 —0.16, 0.04 0.999 0.262
disruption
Cognitive-affective states
Ego depletion 17 1631 14808 -0.39 0.04 -0.47,-0.30 -0.59, -0.18 0.022 <0.001
Emotional exhaustion 31 4153 25252 —0.36 0.04 -0.43,-0.29 -0.59,-0.13 0.083 0.094
Family satisfaction 4 423 — 0.36 0.04 0.27,0.44 0.30, 0.41 0.750 0.409
Job satisfaction 7 615 3604 0.65 0.05 0.54,0.76 0.47,0.83 0.999 0.087
(Continues)
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TABLE 2 | (Continued)

k N, N, r, SEr 95% CI 80% PI Rank,  Egger,

Need for recovery 5 360 3064 -0.40 0.05 -0.48, -0.31 —-0.46, —0.33 0.817 0.490

Negative affect 48 5867 — -0.22 0.02 —-0.26,-0.18  —0.38,-0.06 0.077 0.015

Positive affect 54 5925 — 0.61 0.02 0.57,0.64 0.44,0.77 <0.001 <0.001

Stress 16 1840 15834 —-0.22 0.08 —0.37, —-0.07 -0.61, 0.17 0.506 0.289
Motivational states

Autonomy need 8 1010 5652 0.51 0.05 0.41, 0.60 0.35,0.67 0.548 0.005

satisfaction

Competence need 8 1010 5652 0.59 0.05 0.50, 0.68 0.43,0.75 0.109 <0.001

satisfaction

Relatedness need 10 1248 6658 0.44 0.05 0.34,0.55 0.24, 0.65 0.108 <0.001

satisfaction

Flow 5 526 3893 0.80 0.03 0.74,0.86 0.72,0.88 0.233 <0.001
Emotional labor

Deep acting 5 564 3701 0.17 0.04 0.09,0.25 0.12,0.22 0.817 0.631

Surface acting 5 564 3701 —-0.26 0.04  -0.34,-0.19 -0.31,-0.21 0.817 0.513
Recovery experiences

Mastery experiences 4 484 2000 0.32 0.05 0.23,0.41 0.24,0.40 0.999 0.048

Psychological 17 1845 — 0.13 0.04 0.05,0.22 —0.07,0.33 0.393 0.495

detachment

Relaxation 8 834 6213 0.20 0.03 0.13,0.26 0.15,0.24 0.548 0.548

Control 4 522 2200 0.22 0.04 0.14,0.30 0.17,0.28 0.333 0.631

Positive work reflection 3 339 1481 0.75 0.03 0.68, 0.81 0.68, 0.81 0.333 0.031

Microbreaks 4 530 3179 0.12 0.12 -0.11, 0.35 —-0.20,0.44 0.750 0.064

Sleep duration 12 1208 7828 0.12 0.03 0.07,0.18 0.09, 0.16 0.947 0.669

Sleep quality 23 2497 16074 0.22 0.04 0.14, 0.31 —0.02, 0.47 0.172 0.258

Feeling recovered 15 1499 7301 0.50 0.03 0.43, 0.57 0.36, 0.64 0.027 0.001
Proactive behavior

Job crafting—reducing 6 532 2296 —-0.09 0.07 —0.23,0.06 —0.30,0.12 0.469 0.101

demands

Job crafting—seeking 7 603 2599 0.37 0.06 0.26, 0.49 0.20, 0.55 0.381 0.888

challenges

Job crafting—seeking 7 603 2599 0.24 0.08 0.09,0.39 —0.01, 0.49 0.069 <0.001

resources

Proactive behavior 5 700 3359 0.62 0.05 0.53,0.71 0.49, 0.74 0.083 <0.001

PWD—designing 3 452 2127 0.44 0.07 0.30, 0.58 0.28, 0.60 0.999 0.640

competition

PWD—designing fun 3 452 2127 0.47 0.05 0.37,0.57 0.36, 0.57 0.999 0.709

Self-leadership 4 458 4881 0.32 0.09 0.14, 0.50 0.09, 0.56 0.333 0.028
Job performance

Creativity 8 984 6102 0.39 0.10 0.19, 0.59 0.02,0.77 0.905 0.074

(Continues)
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 2026 15

85U8017 SUOWIWOD BRI 3(edl|dde auyy Aq peussnob ae sl O ‘8sn J0 SainJ 10} ARIq1T 8UIUO A8]1M UO (SUONIPUCD-PUB-SWB) W00 A3 1M AR1q 1 Ut |Uo//Sdy) SUONIpUoD pue swie | 8y 88s *[9202/90/20] Uo Akeiqiauliuo AB(IM * N Wepenoy AISIBAIUN sNuwse.3] - BZB|d eon - Uer A 9600L G01/200T 0T/10p/L0d A8 | im Azelq i jpul|uoy//:sdny woiy pspeojumoq ‘0 ‘6.E£T660T



TABLE 2 | (Continued)

k N, N, r, SEr 95% CI 80% PI Rank,  Egger,
CWB 9 991 6971 -0.20 0.05 —0.31, -0.10 —0.39, -0.02 0.260 0.058
OCB 19 2294 12587 0.40 0.03 0.35,0.45 0.30, 0.50 0.332 0.305
Task performance 33 3895 — 0.52 0.03 0.46, 0.59 0.29, 0.75 <0.001 <0.001

Events
Day of the week 4 749 5313 0.00 0.04 -0.07,0.07 —0.04, 0.05 0.750 0.183
Study day 5 646 5234 0.07 0.07 —-0.05,0.20 —-0.10, 0.25 0.999 0.808
Hours worked 8 1073 5970 —-0.01 0.05 —-0.10, 0.09 —0.16,0.14 0.109 0.173
Note: Some N, values are missing (i.e., “—”) because not all included studies reported the exact number of daily observations.

Abbreviations: 80% PI=_80% prediction interval for r; 95% CI=95% confidence interval for r; CWB = counterproductive work behavior; Egger, = p-value for the
regression test of funnel plot asymmetry; k=number of included studies; N, = cumulative sample size; N, =cumulative number of included daily observations;
OCB = organizational citizenship behavior; PWD = playful work design; Rank = p-value for the rank correlation test of funnel plot asymmetry; r, = sample size

weighted meta-analytic between-person correlation; SEr=standard error of r.

Daily work-family conflict (r,,=-0.10) and morning routine
disruption (r,,=—0.04) related negatively with daily work en-
gagement, whereas family-work conflict (r,=-0.12) was not
significantly related to daily work engagement. Between-person
correlations based on aggregated daily scores did not signifi-
cantly differ from the respective within-person correlations:
Family-work conflict related negatively to work engagement
(r,=—0.16), work-family conflict (+,=—0.05), and morning rou-
tine disruption (r, =-0.06) did not. However, work-family con-
flict exhibited a negative true between-person correlation with
work engagement (r,, =—0.18), and this correlation was signifi-
cantly stronger than the two other types of correlations.

7.4.6 | Cognitive-Affective States

Daily negative affect (r,,=-0.15), ego depletion (r,,=-0.23),
emotional exhaustion (r,=-0.33), and need for recovery
(r,,=—0.40) all correlated negatively with daily work engage-
ment, whereas daily positive affect (r, =0.35) and job satisfac-
tion (r,,=0.50) correlated positively with daily work engagement
(daily family satisfaction did not, r,,=0.06). These findings
largely confirm Hypotheses 7 and 8. Between-person correla-
tions exhibited a similar pattern but were stronger than the
within-person correlations (except for need for recovery); the
two types of between-person correlations did not consistently
differ from one another.

7.4.7 | Motivational States

Employees whose daily needs for autonomy (r, =0.37), compe-
tence (r,,=0.39), and relatedness (r,,=0.29) were satisfied were
more engaged on the same day. Although these within-person
correlations were already relatively strong, the respective
between-person correlations (0.44<r, <0.59; 0.33<r, <0.54)
were significantly stronger (the two types of between-person
correlations only differed significantly from one another for
competence). Flow correlated very strongly with daily work
engagement on the within- (r,=0.63) and even more strongly
on between-person level (r,=0.80). These findings support
Hypothesis 9.

7.4.8 | Emotional Labor

Surface acting exhibited a negative within-person correlation
with daily work engagement (r,,=-0.23), providing support
for Hypothesis 10. Deep acting correlated positively with daily
work engagement (r,=0.15), answering Research Question
3. The between-person correlations based on aggregated daily
scores for surface acting (r,=—0.26) and deep acting (r,=0.17)
were of similar magnitude. We did not locate meta-analytic
true between-person correlations for any of the emotional labor
variables.

7.4.9 | Recovery Experiences

Mastery (r,,=0.19), psychological detachment (r, =0.11), re-
laxation (r,,=0.11), and control (r, =0.12) were associated
with being more engaged on the same day. Daily sleep dura-
tion (r,,=0.09) and quality (r, =0.14) also correlated positively
with daily work engagement, but positive work reflection
(r,,=0.14) and microbreaks (r,, = 0.10) did not. Among ineffec-
tive forms of recovery, affective rumination (r,,=-0.29) was,
but smartphone use after work (r,,=—0.04) was not negatively
correlated with daily work engagement. Employees were
more engaged on days on which they felt recovered (r,=0.39).
These findings, with exceptions for positive work reflection,
microbreaks, and smartphone use after work, provide support
for Hypothesis 11, but most within-person correlations were
weak. Most of the two types of between-person correlations
exhibited the same pattern of results and did not differ sig-
nificantly from one another, but were significantly stronger
(0.12<r,<0.75; =0.01 <r,, <0.30) than the respective within-
person correlations.

7.4.10 | Proactive Behavior

We were able to meta-analyze quite a few different con-
ceptualizations of proactive behavior (i.e., different di-
mensions of job crafting and playful work design, general
proactive behavior, self-leadership), and almost all exhib-
ited positive within-person correlations with daily work
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engagement (0.17<r, <0.51), in support of Hypothesis 12.
The one exception was the non-significant correlation of the
job crafting sub-dimension reducing demands (r,=-0.01),
but this is in line with non-significant between-person cor-
relations (r,=-0.09, r,=-0.07), and with evidence indi-
cating that this sub-dimension does not load well onto an
overarching job crafting factor (Rudolph et al. 2017). The
available between-person correlations for the other indicators
of proactive behavior were, on average, slightly larger than
the respective within-person correlations (0.24 <r, <0.62;
0.37<r, <0.55), except for the within- and between-person
correlations of playful work design that were of similar mag-
nitude (0.43<r <0.44; 0.44<r,<0.47). The two types of
between-person correlations converged for most proactive be-
havior indicators, and the two significant differences that we
did observe were in opposite directions.

7.4.11 | Job Performance

Daily work engagement was positively related to daily task per-
formance (r,,=0.39) and daily OCB (r,,=0.30), and negatively
related to daily CWB (r,,=—0.24), supporting Hypotheses 13a
and b). We also found a positive within-person correlation of
daily work engagement with daily creativity (r,,=0.40). Both
between-person correlations were stronger for OCB (r,=0.40,
r,,=0.40), but only the between-person correlations based on
aggregated daily scores were significantly stronger for task per-
formance (r, =0.52); true between-person correlations were not
(r,,=0.40). Within- and between-person correlations based on
aggregated daily scores for creativity (r,,=0.40; r,=0.39) and
CWB (r,,=—0.24; r,=—0.20) did not differ significantly, but the
true between-person correlation for creativity was significantly
weaker (r,, =0.29) than the respective within-person correlation.
Most of the true between-person correlations were also weaker
than the between-person correlations based on aggregated daily
scores (except for OCB).

7.4.12 | Events

The day of the week (r,,=—0.01, r, =0.00), study day (r,,=—0.01,
r,=0.07), and the number of hours worked on a given day
(r,,=0.03, r,=—0.01) did not correlate significantly with work
engagement. No differences in within- and between-person cor-
relations existed.

8 | Discussion

Although Young et al. (2018) demonstrated that work engage-
ment has a substantial trait-like component, our meta-analytic
findings indicate that work engagement also exhibits consider-
able daily fluctuations and correlates with theoretically relevant
variables at the within-person level. Based on our meta-analysis
of the nomological network of daily work engagement, we found
support for most theoretically derived hypotheses. We further
compared within- and between-person correlations (based on
both aggregated daily scores and on-off assessments) to test
the invariance of theoretical predictions across levels of anal-
ysis. These results demonstrate that the nomological network

of work engagement largely transcends daily and stable levels
of analyses. These findings provide evidence for the homology
of most theoretical predictions involving work engagement, but
also indicate that some theoretical predictions should be refined
to accurately explain why the strength of work engagement's re-
lations with other variables differs at the within- and between-
person levels of analysis.

8.1 | Insights About the Homology of Theoretical
Predictions

Most efforts to test the homology of organizational theories
have focused on establishing homology across individual,
team, and organizational levels (Chen et al. 2005), whereas
relatively little (meta-analytic) attention has been paid to
homology of within- and between-person processes. Meta-
analytically supporting the homology of most theoretical pre-
dictions (e.g., JD-R theory, COR theory, self-determination
theory) across the within- and between-person levels en-
hances the parsimony and comprehensiveness of these the-
ories. Specifically, the exceptionally strong correlations
between within- and both types of between-person effect
sizes demonstrated that the direction and relative strength
of relations in the nomological network of work engagement
are generally consistent across levels of analyses. Stated dif-
ferently, variables that correlate relatively strongly with work
engagement at the between-person level (e.g., job resources)
tend to also correlate relatively strongly at the within-person
level, whereas relatively weaker between-person correlations
(e.g., job demands and work engagement) are also relatively
weaker at the within-person level. This supports the structural
homology of the examined theoretical predictions, meaning
that predictions developed at one level are broadly applicable
at the other level.

However, theories should not just predict the direction of
the relations between variables, but also include predictions
about the strength of relations as well as possible thresholds or
turning points (Edwards and Christian 2014). This increases
chances of falsification and improves the practical usefulness
of theories. The fact that within-person correlations were, on
average, weaker than the two types of between-person cor-
relations indicates that the magnitude of the theoretically de-
rived predictions varies at the two levels of analyses. In other
words, we found evidence for the scalar similarity of most re-
lations, meaning that the strength of relations differs propor-
tionally and the pattern of relations is consistent across levels,
but not for configural similarity (i.e., the pattern of statisti-
cal significance is similar across levels) or metric similarity
(i.e., the strength of relations is identical across levels; Chen
et al. 2005). This could indicate that the theoretical mecha-
nisms underlying between-person relations might differ from
those of within-person relations, and that theories should
be refined to incorporate level-specific mechanisms that ac-
count for the observed variation in the strength of relations
across levels. The lack of strong differences across levels
could also reflect a limitation of existing theories which were
largely developed to explain between-person processes and
do not explicitly theorize about within-person processes, ulti-
mately failing to accurately describe within-person processes
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TABLE 3 | Suggestions for the development and refinement of multilevel theories.

Suggestion

Description

Example questions

1. Validate construct definition across levels

2. Distinguish level-specific assumptions and predictions

3. Differentiate mechanisms across levels

4. Articulate the time scale of hypothesized processes and
model temporal dynamics

5. Specify effect strength and boundary conditions

6. Incorporate within- and cross-level interactions

Ensure that
constructs have
equivalent meaning
across levels and
that they capture
the same underlying
phenomenon

Theorize whether
the antecedents and
consequences of the

constructs are the

same or different
across levels

Identify whether the
same or different
mechanisms explain
relations across levels

Specify how quickly
effects unfold, how
long they endure, and
when accumulation or
turning points occur

Predict not just the
direction, but also
the magnitude and
variability of effects
across levels, contexts,
individuals, or times

Theorize how
daily and stable
characteristics shape
within-person,
between-person, and
cross-level processes.

Is daily work engagement
psychologically equivalent to general
work engagement? Does it reflect
the same motivational process
or a distinct temporal state?

Are the same or different variables
predictive of daily and general work
engagement? Which variables predict
(momentary or long-term) changes in
work engagement? Do job resources need
to be consistently present, or can single-
day resources promote engagement?

Do the same mechanisms (e.g.,
sequence of mediators) explain
why some individuals are generally
engaged and why others feel more
engaged on a given day? Does daily
recovery benefit next-day engagement
through resource replenishment, while
general recovery and engagement
reflect trait-like regulatory skills?

Does recovery affect next-day
engagement or is engagement only
promoted when recovery occurs
systematically over longer periods?
How long do the effects of a stressful
day persist? Is there a point when
additional recovery no longer helps?

What is the strength of the effect of
job resources on work engagement
across levels of analysis? When
is this effect stronger, weaker, or
possibly not present at all?

Can personality traits buffer the
negative effect of daily hindrance
demands on daily work engagement?
Are daily job resources particularly
useful for daily work engagement among
individuals working in demanding
jobs? Are daily resources particularly
favorable for daily work engagement
on days when they are needed the
most (e.g., when employees had not
recovered adequately the previous
evening)? Does the same/different
hold at the between-person level?

that differ conceptually from between-person processes.
Homology may not have emerged if daily work engagement
was tested in the context of theories developed specifically
to explain within-person processes, such as the restricted

employee sustainability theory (Barnes et al. 2023), as these
theories are designed to explain dynamic, day-to-day fluctu-
ations rather than between-person differences. These ideas
underscore the need for more specific multilevel theories that
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describe and differentiate between dynamics operating be-
tween and within individuals.

In Table 3, we present specific recommendations for the devel-
opment and refinement of truly multilevel theories (on work
engagement). We propose that such theories should (1) validate
construct definitions across levels, (2) distinguish level-specific
assumptions and predictions, (3) differentiate mechanisms
across levels, (4) articulate the time scale of hypothesized pro-
cesses and model temporal dynamics (cf. Roe 2008), (5) spec-
ify expected effect strengths and boundary conditions (Lakens
et al. 2018), and (6) incorporate within- and cross-level interac-
tions. Some recent theoretical advances already address aspects
of these principles. For example, the multilevel version of JD-R
theory (Bakker 2015; Bakker et al. 2023) explicitly distinguishes
within- and between-person effects. It posits that general levels
of job demands and resources moderate the strength of day-level
relations with daily well-being and employee behaviors, and that
daily work engagement can accumulate over time to shape more
stable, between-person engagement levels. Another example is
the restricted employee sustainability theory (Barnes et al. 2023;
Sonnentag et al. 2025) which makes specific predictions about
synergies and dynamic balances between maintenance, growth,
and generativity factors that need to be protected against entro-
pic forces to ensure (long-term) employee functioning.

That said, within-person correlations could also be weaker than
between-person correlations because of methodological rather
than substantive reasons. At the between-person level, aggre-
gated data reduces the influence of noise and emphasizes sta-
ble patterns, inflating effect sizes. Common method variance,
which inflates effect sizes, is more problematic in between- than
in within-person studies because within-person studies typically
control for all between-person differences, including response
tendencies and socially desirable responding, by person-mean
centering (yet, person-mean centering does not diminish the in-
fluence of transient affective or mood states; Gabriel et al. 2019).
Recall bias might further inflate between-person correlations,
whereas within-person measurements contain relatively higher
levels of error variance, attenuating within-person correlations.
Although within-person measures are often less reliable than
their between-person counterparts, plausible reliability differ-
ences across levels in our study are far too small to account for
the observed effect size differences (on average). In the subset of
studies included in our meta-analysis that reported both with-
in- and between-person reliabilities (k= 23), within-person reli-
abilities were, on average, only 0.09 lower than between-person
reliabilities, whereas reliability differences of more than 0.40
would have been necessary for measurement error to fully ac-
count for the observed effect size differences (Spearman 1904).
As such, reliability differences can only explain a fraction of
the observed effect size differences. This conclusion is further
supported by meta-analytic evidence showing that correcting
within-person correlations for unreliability leads to only negli-
gible increases in effect sizes (e.g., differences of <0.02; Pindek
et al. 2019).

Related, aggregation bias (James 1982) may occur when correla-
tions derived from aggregated within-person data do not accu-
rately reflect the underlying between-person relations, leading
to systematic discrepancies between the two levels of analysis

(James 1982). However, the two types of between-person cor-
relations correlated very strongly and did, in most instances, not
differ significantly from one another. If aggregation bias would
have inflated between-person correlations based on aggregated
daily scores, we would have expected those correlations to be
stronger than true between-person correlations. Yet, the close
convergence of these two types of between-person correlations
suggests that aggregation bias was unlikely to have played a sub-
stantial role. Rather, on average, aggregated data from within-
person studies appear well-suited to inform us about stable
processes that characterize employees’ work engagement, but
researchers should carefully consider relation-specific differ-
ences in these two types of between-person correlations.? In ad-
dition, while correcting for unreliability is generally preferred,
our ability to do so was constrained by insufficient reporting in
primary studies. As such, we urge researchers conducting daily
diary studies to calculate and report within-person reliabilities
(Nezlek 2017).

Together, these points suggest that methodological artifacts
might explain parts of but certainly not the entirety of the dif-
ferences that we observed in within- and between-person cor-
relations. Instead, the observed effect size differences likely
reflect substantive differences in the strength of relations across
levels of analyses. However, this discrepancy could also suggest
that additional processes or contextual moderators (e.g., daily
stressors, coping strategies) might operate at the within-person
level, which are less relevant or averaged out at the between-
person level. As such, more nuanced, theory-specific studies
that integrate within-person data from daily diary designs with
stable between-person data from cross-sectional or longitudinal
approaches (i.e., truly multi-level studies) are essential to deter-
mine which theories demonstrate homology across within- and
between-person levels (see also Dormann and Griffin 2015).

8.2 | Implications for the Nomological Network
of Work Engagement

8.2.1 | Job and Personal Resources

Overall, our findings showed that job and personal resources are
effective in promoting daily work engagement, but most between-
person correlations were stronger. This suggests that resources
not only exert an immediate motivational effect, as predicted
by the multilevel version of JD-R theory (Bakker 2015), but also
that the chronic exposure to resources makes employees more
engaged. Individuals with consistent access to resources build
and reinforce them through positive feedback loops (cf. resource
caravans from COR theory; Hobfoll 2011), which might explain
the strong between-person relations with work engagement.
For example, employees who consistently receive coworker
support may develop trust and psychological safety, which, in
turn, fosters additional resources (e.g., feedback) through which
employees can more fully engage in their work. Thus, although
the similar pattern of within- and between-person correlations
supports the homology assumption implicit in JD-R theory,
the consistently stronger between-person correlations indicate
that the multilevel version of JD-R theory could be refined to
specify when and why the magnitude of resource-engagement
relations should differ across levels. To provide more nuance
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and potentially explain differences across levels, the theory
could differentiate between short-term resource fluctuations
that elicit immediate motivational responses and consistent re-
source availability that fosters long-term engagement through
resource-building processes. This will reduce the risk of over-
looking potential thresholds or tipping points at which resources
shift from being momentary motivators to stable facilitators of
engagement.

8.2.2 | Job Demands

Overall, there was mixed evidence, both from within- and
between-person correlations, for propositions based on the
challenge-hindrance stressor framework that daily challenge
demands benefit daily work engagement, whereas daily hin-
drance demands harm daily work engagement. Composite
challenge demands were positively associated with daily work
engagement, whereas some specific types were not (e.g., time/
work pressure, workload). Similarly, some hindrance demands
were negatively associated with daily work engagement (e.g.,
destructive leadership, role ambiguity/conflict), others were not
(e.g., emotional demands, interruptions). Although many cor-
relations differed significantly in magnitude across levels, the
general pattern was relatively consistent, demonstrating scalar
similarity and supporting the structural homology of the respec-
tive relations.

The mixed findings for challenge and hindrance demands are
in line with JD-R theory (Bakker et al. 2023), which does not
propose a link between job demands and work engagement,
and with recent approaches to the challenge-hindrance stressor
framework arguing that not all job demands can be defined a
priori as either challenges or hindrances. Rather, the appraisal of
such demands may also matter (Mazzola and Disselhorst 2019).
The fact that such appraisals are inherently subjective can ex-
plain the mixed findings in our meta-analysis. In addition, some
hindrance demands (i.e., destructive leadership, role ambiguity/
conflict) show consistent negative relations across levels, indi-
cating that their detrimental effects on work engagement are
immediate and stable. By contrast, other hindrance demands
are more demotivating only at the between-person level of anal-
ysis (e.g., composite hindrance demands), implying that the con-
struct meaning or underlying processes may differ across levels.
Practically, this means that organizations need to avoid even
one-time occurrences of destructive leadership and role ambi-
guity. Theoretically, this means that theories could be refined
to specify construct meanings and the conditions (e.g., appraisal
processes, resource thresholds) under which demands have di-
vergent short- and long-term effects on engagement.

8.2.3 | Work-Home Interface Variables

Because we were not able to locate enough studies, we could
not test predictions derived from the work-home resources
model (ten Brummelhuis and Bakker 2012) on the within- and
between-person level. However, we were able to locate several
variables concerning the work-home interface, resulting in some
interesting findings. For example, work-family enrichment was
more beneficial for (daily) work engagement than work-family

conflict was detrimental for it. Also, employees were more en-
gaged on days they worked from home. However, a higher per-
centage of working from home was not associated with work
engagement. Yet, most within- and between-person correlations
were, on average, weak and often non-significant. This could
be explained by the principle of correspondence (Fishbein and
Ajzen 1977), which holds that relations are stronger when cor-
related constructs correspond in target, action, context, and
time. The domain-mismatch between work engagement and
work-home interface variables therefore attenuates correlations
at both levels. Another explanation could be that other same- or
cross-level factors, such as daily commuting time or boundary
management preferences, affect the strength of the spillover be-
tween the home and work domain.

8.2.4 | Cognitive-Affective States

Daily experiences of positive and negative cognitive-affective
states relate relatively strongly to daily variations in work en-
gagement, demonstrating that theoretical predictions based
on COR theory (Hobfoll 1989) and Broaden-and-Build theory
(Fredrickson 2001) also explain these processes on a within-
person, daily level. For example, ego depletion, emotional
exhaustion, and need for recovery exhibit strong negative
within-person relations with work engagement, underscoring
the critical role of resource preservation and recovery in main-
taining engagement. Yet, between-person correlations were gen-
erally stronger than within-person ones, which could indicate
that the respective theories may require refinement to more ex-
plicitly address temporal dynamics, and specifically the stronger
chronic patterns. One explanation might be that the underlying
mechanisms are more complex (e.g., include more sequential
mediators; Xanthopoulou et al. 2018) on the within-person level.
Another explanation could be that trait-like variables, such as
Extraversion or Neuroticism, overlap strongly with positive and
negative affect and therefore cause stronger between-person
correlations. Theoretically, this shows that integrating personal-
ity and resource-accumulation perspectives into the respective
theories could be valuable to better distinguish short-term from
stable affective influences on engagement.

8.2.5 | Motivational States

The satisfaction of all three basic psychological needs re-
lated positively to work engagement, consistent with self-
determination theory (Ryan and Deci 2000). Comparisons of
within- and between-person correlations demonstrated that
momentary need satisfaction is important, but that sustained
satisfaction of these needs is even more beneficial. In addi-
tion, whereas meta-analytic between-person evidence demon-
strated that autonomy need satisfaction is most crucial for
work engagement (Van den Broeck et al. 2016), our findings at
the daily level indicated that autonomy and competence need
satisfaction are slightly more important for daily work engage-
ment than relatedness need satisfaction. This might occur be-
cause autonomy and competence are more sensitive to daily
fluctuations or to the influence of situational characteristics,
such as the assigned tasks, whereas feelings of relatedness
might be rather stable across time (which is in line with the
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slightly higher ICC for relatedness satisfaction). Theoretically,
these findings support the structural homology of the self-
determination theory but also highlight possibilities for re-
finement by emphasizing that the relative salience of different
needs varies depending on the intended timescale.

8.2.6 | Emotional Labor

Our findings show that surface acting is detrimental, whereas
deep acting is slightly beneficial for work engagement. The
moderate negative correlations for surface acting were consis-
tent at both the within- and between-person level, suggesting
that the energy-draining and dissonance-inducing effects of
surface acting on engagement are both immediate and stable.
This is in line with theorizing on emotional labor (Grandey
and Melloy 2017) and COR theory (Hobfoll 1989). The positive
correlation for deep acting suggests that when employees can
align their true feelings with organizational expectations, the
experienced authenticity in emotional expression enhances
work engagement because employees feel they are managing
their emotions genuinely. Notably, this variable category is
one of the few in which within- and between-person correla-
tions did not differ substantially from one another, suggesting
that the dynamics of emotional labor unfold similarly daily
and in general. This stability could be explicitly acknowledged
in the respective theories.

8.2.7 | Recovery Experiences

COR theory (Hobfoll 1989) and the effort-recovery model
(Meijman and Mulder 1998) argue that effort expended at
work depletes resources, which can be replenished by engag-
ing in recovery experiences after work, restoring energy for
the next day's tasks. Yet, our findings challenge this temporal
mechanism: Within-person correlations of recovery experi-
ences with daily work engagement were generally weak and
sometimes non-significant, whereas between-person correla-
tions were generally stronger. This suggests that it is regular
recovery that counts, consistent with the idea that long-term
self-care gives employees more energy to invest in their
work tasks.

One notable exception was the relation between psychological
detachment and work engagement, which was positive on the
daily level but non-significant in general. This suggests that the
mechanisms linking detachment and engagement might differ
across levels: within individuals, temporally detaching from
work can replenish energetic resources and foster work engage-
ment, whereas between individuals, stable differences in how
much employees care about their work or how much they value
their recovery time may explain the non-significant relation
between detachment and engagement. Theoretical accounts
should be adapted to include the possibility of such differing
mechanisms across levels. Two other findings are notewor-
thy. First, sleep quality was found to matter slightly more for
(daily) work engagement than sleep quantity, mirroring earlier
between-person meta-analytic findings (Litwiller et al. 2017).
Second, positive work reflection showed a particularly strong
between-person correlation, suggesting that employees who

regularly reflect positively on their work are more engaged.
Together, these findings suggest that theoretical predictions
about recovery experiences may need to be adapted to more ac-
curately account for temporal factors and need to carefully ac-
count for the type of recovery experience.

8.2.8 | Proactive Behavior

Job crafting is more beneficial for work engagement at the
between-person level, which aligns with recent conceptualiza-
tions of job crafting as a bottom-up, employee-driven initiative
to make structural changes to their work environment (Tims
et al. 2012). Such changes typically take time (e.g., across mul-
tiple days or weeks), suggesting that employees might not be
as successful in crafting resources and challenges on a given
day (or that this does not immediately and strongly affect how
engaged they are). Yet, job crafting, and other forms of proac-
tive behavior, are still positively associated with daily work
engagement. Notably, playful work design (Scharp et al. 2022)
is as beneficial for being engaged in one's tasks on a given day
as in general, demonstrating that this is an effective short-term
solution to help employees stay engaged. Overall, these findings
align well with conceptualizations of proactive behavior in gen-
eral, and job crafting and playful work design in particular, and
provide evidence for the structural homology of the gain cycle in
JD-R theory (Bakker et al. 2023), but also suggest that different
forms of proactive behavior vary in their short- and long-term ef-
fectiveness. This could be incorporated into the multilevel JD-R
theory.

8.2.9 | Job Performance

The pattern of results across within- and between-person cor-
relations for different job performance indicators converged
well. Engaged employees have more energy and the desire to
invest this energy to achieve their goals, which is associated
with increased performance, both in general and on specific
days. These associations are also explained by higher intrinsic
motivation and the fulfillment of basic psychological needs.
Mechanisms underlying these relations derived from JD-R
(Bakker et al. 2023) and self-determination theory (Ryan and
Deci 2000) accurately describe both daily and stable dynamics
of how work engagement predicts performance at work, but the
fact that some of the within-person correlations were weaker
than their between-person counterparts suggests that being con-
sistently engaged is more important for performance than daily
engagement. This points to the possibility for refining JD-R and
self-determination theory to more accurately distinguish be-
tween immediate motivational benefits of daily engagement and
the cumulative benefits for performance of being consistently
engaged.

One additional notable finding is that correlations with CWB
were somewhat weaker than those with other performance
indicators—both on the within- and between-person level.
This could occur because CWB is a low base rate phenomenon
that is more strongly predicted by stable individual differences
than other performance indicators (Pletzer et al. 2019, 2021),
and by the fact that CWBs are often driven by employees'
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desire to retaliate rather than the absence of engagement
(Zhang et al. 2019).

8.3 | Practical Implications

The present findings demonstrate that work engagement is in-
herently multilevel, emerging both as a relatively stable indi-
vidual orientation and as a dynamic, day-to-day state shaped
by proximal experiences. This distinction carries important
implications for intervention design. At the between-person
level, engagement is fostered when employees have sustained
access to structural job resources, such as autonomy, skill va-
riety, constructive feedback, developmental opportunities, and
supportive leadership (Bakker et al. 2023; Lesener et al. 2019;
Pletzer, Breevaart, and Bakker 2024). Interventions aimed at job
redesign, leadership development, and opportunity-enhancing
human resource practices therefore provide the enduring re-
source infrastructure necessary to elevate employees' general
level of engagement over time. However, a structurally enriched
job does not eliminate the substantial within-person variabil-
ity in engagement that employees experience across workdays.
Because daily engagement is sensitive to short-term fluctuations
in resources, affective experiences, proactive behaviors, and
goal progress, organizations should also implement interven-
tions that operate at the day or episodic level. Daily access to
job resources and micro-interventions, such as daily job craft-
ing exercises, proactive vitality management, playful work
design, and brief recovery episodes (Bakker and Junker 2025;
Oprea et al. 2019; Sonnentag et al. 2022), enable employees to
regulate their engagement in real time. These interventions are
effective precisely because they target the situational anteced-
ents that give rise to daily fluctuations in vigor, dedication, and
absorption.

Together, these insights suggest that improving work engage-
ment requires a dual-level intervention logic. Structural inter-
ventions create a resource-rich context that elevates employees'
overall engagement potential, whereas daily micro-interventions
help employees capitalize on this potential during the unfolding
flow of work. Organizations that recognize and act upon this
multilevel nature of engagement are better positioned to culti-
vate a workforce capable of sustaining high-quality engagement
and adaptive functioning across both stable and dynamic work
conditions.

8.4 | Limitations and Ideas for Future Research

Several limitations and ideas for future research deserve to be
mentioned. First, research on several variables relevant in the
context of daily work engagement was not prevalent enough to
be meta-analyzed (e.g., emotional dissonance, feedback, task
complexity, etc.). Some of these would be particularly helpful
(e.g., challenge and hindrance appraisals) to refine theories, and
future studies are necessary to examine how daily fluctuations
in these variables relate to daily fluctuations in work engage-
ment. Second, although our meta-analyses was rooted in well-
establish organizational theories, correlations cannot be used
to establish causality. Particularly at the within-person level,

reciprocal relations are plausible (and also often theorized). In
addition, our meta-analysis was focused on linear relations, al-
though curvilinear relations between some variables have been
established. For example, Rudolph et al. (2025) recently found
consistent non-linear relations of autonomy and workload with
job crafting at the within-person level, and similar relations
might exist with work engagement. As such, future studies
should employ designs that allow for stronger causal inference
and a more explicit examination of temporal dynamics, includ-
ing lagged and non-linear within-person relations.

Two additional ideas for future research are worth mention-
ing. First, although our findings provide some indications,
they cannot readily inform us about the processes through
which daily work engagement (intra-individual variability)
develops over time (intra-individual change) into stable work
engagement. In other words, it is possible that within-person
processes develop over time to explain between-person dif-
ferences in work engagement, but studies with baseline and
follow-up measures of trait work engagement with regular as-
sessments of daily work engagement in between are necessary
to examine if and to what extent intra-individual variability
can drive intra-individual change. Second, future research
should examine cross-level interactions in which between-
person constructs, such as general levels of work engagement
or personality traits, shape the patterns observed in within-
person relations, or vice versa. For example, research has
shown that microbreaks, which were not a significant predic-
tor of daily work engagement in our meta-analysis, only pre-
dict job performance for employees who were generally less
engaged at work (Kim et al. 2018), or that job demands are
particularly (de-)motivating when there is a lot of variability
in them (Downes et al. 2021). We hope that our theoretical
analysis and meta-analytic findings will inspire future re-
search to integrate within- and between-person assessments
of work engagement, enabling a more comprehensive under-
standing of the complex relations within the daily and stable
nomological networks of work engagement.

9 | Conclusion

Overall, our meta-analysis suggests that theoretical models ex-
plaining work engagement are largely invariant across levels
of analysis and, when relations vary across levels, these differ-
ences mainly concern their strength and not their direction.
These findings are important for theory development but also
for practice because they highlight that interventions aimed at
improving work engagement may rely on dominant theories
but should also account for both between- and within-person
effects.
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Endnotes

!t is also unclear if findings on the within-person level generalize to the
between-person level (cf. atomistic fallacy).

2We thank an anonymous reviewer for suggesting this analogy.

3Chen et al. (2005) further distinguish between configural similarity (i.e.,
the pattern of statistical significance is similar across levels of analysis),
scalar similarity (i.e., the magnitude of correlations is proportional across
levels of analysis), and metric similarity (i.e., the magnitude of correla-
tions is identical across levels of analysis). When statistically comparing
the magnitude of correlations, we test for metric similarity.

#In addition, Van Veldhoven et al. (2025) examined homology across the
individual and team level for occupational well-being, which was op-
erationalized as task satisfaction, need for recovery, and anxiety. They
showed that the relations of job demands and participation in decision-
making with occupational well-being are homologous, whereas those
for skill variety and autonomy are not.

Note that not all proactive behaviors are effective. For example, the re-
ducing hindering demands dimension of job crafting (Tims et al. 2012)
relates negatively, but very weakly to work engagement (Rudolph
et al. 2017).

®Most studies measured overall work engagement, but some measured
only the sub-dimension absorption (k=2), dedication (k=2), or vigor
(k=20).

7We use the term “composite job resources” (and also “composite per-
sonal resources,” “composite challenge demands,” and “composite
hindrance demands” further below) to describe variables that com-
bine the measurement of several specific job resources (e.g., autonomy,
feedback, and support).

8Specifically, a few exceptions to this general pattern emerged, sug-

gesting that aggregation bias may have inflated between-person cor-
relations based on aggregated daily scores for variables such as for
coworker support, positive affect, competence need satisfaction, or
creativity.

References

Aitken, J. A., J. I. Baines, M. E. Wonders, S. A. Kaplan, and J. E. Clark.
2025. “A Meta-Analytic Review of the Within-Person Relationship
Between Affect and Job Performance.” Journal of Organizational
Behavior 47: 1-25. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.70035.

Bakker, A. B. 2014. “Daily Fluctuations in Work Engagement: An
Overview and Current Directions.” European Psychologist 19, no. 4:
227-236. https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040/a000160.

Bakker, A. B. 2015. “Towards a Multilevel Approach of Employee Well-
Being.” European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology 24,
no. 6: 839-843. https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2015.1071423.

Bakker, A. B.,and J. D. de Vries. 2021. “Job Demands—Resources Theory
and Self-Regulation: New Explanations and Remedies for Job Burnout.”
Anxiety, Stress and Coping 34, no. 1: 1-21. https://doi.org/10.1080/10615
806.2020.1797695.

Bakker, A. B., E. Demerouti, and A. Sanz-Vergel. 2023. “Job Demands-
Resources Theory: Ten Years Later.” Annual Review of Organizational
Psychology and Organizational Behavior 10, no. 1: 25-53. https://doi.
org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-120920-053933.

Bakker, A. B., and T. L. Junker. 2025. “Wind of Change: Promising
Work Engagement Interventions.” In Advancing Positive Organizational
Behavior, 50-65. Routledge.

Bakker, A. B., and W. G. M. Oerlemans. 2019. “Daily Job Crafting
and Momentary Work Engagement: A Self-Determination and Self-
Regulation Perspective.” Journal of Vocational Behavior 112: 417-430.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2018.12.005.

Barnes, C. M., D. T. Wagner, K. Schabram, and D. Boncoeur. 2023.
“Human Sustainability and Work: A Meta-Synthesis and New
Theoretical Framework.” Journal of Management 49, no. 6: 1965-1996.
https://doi.org/10.1177/01492063221131541.

Begg, C. B., and M. Mazumdar. 1994. “Operating Characteristics of a
Rank Correlation Test for Publication Bias.” Biometrics 50: 1088-1101.
https://doi.org/10.2307/2533446.

Borenstein, M., L. V. Hedges, J. P. T. Higgins, and H. R. Rothstein. 2009.
Introduction to Meta-Analysis. John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

Breevaart, K., and A. B. Bakker. 2018. “Daily Job Demands and
Employee Work Engagement: The Role of Daily Transformational
Leadership Behavior.” Journal of Occupational Health Psychology 23,
no. 3: 338-349. https://doi.org/10.1037/0cp0000082.

Chen, G., P. D. Bliese, and J. E. Mathieu. 2005. “Conceptual Framework
and Statistical Procedures for Delineating and Testing Multilevel
Theories of Homology.” Organizational Research Methods 8, no. 4: 375—
409. https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428105280056.

Christian, M. S., N. Eisenkraft, and C. Kapadia. 2015. “Dynamic
Associations Among Somatic Complaints, Human Energy, and
Discretionary Behaviors: Experiences With Pain Fluctuations at Work.”
Administrative Science Quarterly 60, no. 1: 66-102. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0001839214553655.

Crawford, E. R., J. A. LePine, and B. L. Rich. 2010. “Linking Job
Demands and Resources to Employee Engagement and Burnout: A
Theoretical Extension and Meta-Analytic Test.” Journal of Applied
Psychology 95, no. 5: 834-848. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019364.

da Rodrigues Costa, L., and S. M. Correia Loureiro. 2019. “The
Importance of Employees’ Engagement on the Organizational Success.”
Journal of Promotion Management 25: 328-336. https://doi.org/10.1080/
10496491.2019.1557811.

Delanoeije, J., and M. Verbruggen. 2020. “Between-Person and Within-
Person Effects of Telework: A Quasi-Field Experiment.” European
Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology 29, no. 6: 795-808.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2020.1774557.

Demerouti, E., A. B. Bakker, F. Nachreiner, and W. B. Schaufeli. 2001.
“The Job Demands-Resources Model of Burnout.” Journal of Applied
Psychology 86, no. 3: 499-512. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.499.

Diestel, S., W. Rivkin, and K. H. Schmidt. 2015. “Sleep Quality and
Self-Control Capacity as Protective Resources in the Daily Emotional
Labor Process: Results From Two Diary Studies.” Journal of Applied
Psychology 100, no. 3: 809-827. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038373.

Dormann, C., and M. A. Griffin. 2015. “Optimal Time Lags in Panel
Studies.” Psychological Methods 20, no. 4: 489-505. https://doi.org/10.
1037/met0000041.

Downes, P. E., C.J. Reeves, B. W. McCormick, W. R. Boswell, and M. M.
Butts. 2021. “Incorporating Job Demand Variability Into Job Demands
Theory: A Meta-Analysis.” Journal of Management 47, no. 6: 1630-1656.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206320916767.

Edwards, J. R., and M. S. Christian. 2014. “Using Accumulated
Knowledge to Calibrate Theoretical Propositions.” Organizational
Psychology Review 4, no. 3: 279-291. https://doi.org/10.1177/2041386614
535131.

Egger, M., G. D. Smith, M. Schneider, and C. Minder. 1997. “Bias in
Meta-Analysis Detected by a Simple, Graphical Test.” BMJ 315, no.
7109: 629-634. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.315.7109.629.

Journal of Organizational Behavior, 2026

23

85U8017 SUOWIWOD BRI 3(edl|dde auyy Aq peussnob ae sl O ‘8sn J0 SainJ 10} ARIq1T 8UIUO A8]1M UO (SUONIPUCD-PUB-SWB) W00 A3 1M AR1q 1 Ut |Uo//Sdy) SUONIpUoD pue swie | 8y 88s *[9202/90/20] Uo Akeiqiauliuo AB(IM * N Wepenoy AISIBAIUN sNuwse.3] - BZB|d eon - Uer A 9600L G01/200T 0T/10p/L0d A8 | im Azelq i jpul|uoy//:sdny woiy pspeojumoq ‘0 ‘6.E£T660T


https://osf.io/q3y75/
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.70035
https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040/a000160
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2015.1071423
https://doi.org/10.1080/10615806.2020.1797695
https://doi.org/10.1080/10615806.2020.1797695
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-120920-053933
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-120920-053933
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2018.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1177/01492063221131541
https://doi.org/10.2307/2533446
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000082
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428105280056
https://doi.org/10.1177/0001839214553655
https://doi.org/10.1177/0001839214553655
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019364
https://doi.org/10.1080/10496491.2019.1557811
https://doi.org/10.1080/10496491.2019.1557811
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2020.1774557
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.499
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038373
https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000041
https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000041
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206320916767
https://doi.org/10.1177/2041386614535131
https://doi.org/10.1177/2041386614535131
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.315.7109.629

Fishbein, M., and I. Ajzen. 1977. “Belief, Attitude, Intention, and
Behavior: An Introduction to Theory and Research.” Philosophy and
Rhetoric 10, no. 2: 130-132.

Fredrickson, B. L. 2001. “The Role of Positive Emotions in Positive
Psychology: The Broaden-and-Build Theory of Positive Emotions.”
American Psychologist 56, no. 3: 218-226. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-
066X.56.3.218.

Fritz, C., C. F. Lam, and G. M. Spreitzer. 2011. “It's the Little Things That
Matter: An Examination of Knowledge Workers' Energy Management.”
Academy of Management Perspectives 25, no. 3: 28-39. https://doi.org/
10.5465/amp.25.3.20128.

Gabriel, A. S., N. P. Podsakoff, D. J. Beal, et al. 2019. “Experience
Sampling Methods: A Discussion of Critical Trends and Considerations
for Scholarly Advancement.” Organizational Research Methods 22, no.
4:969-1006. https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428118802626.

Gerpott, F. H., W. Rivkin, and D. Unger. 2022. “Stop and Go, Where
Is My Flow? How and When Daily Aversive Morning Commutes Are
Negatively Related to Employees’ Motivational States and Behavior at
Work.” Journal of Applied Psychology 107, no. 2: 169-192. https://doi.
0rg/10.1037/apl0000899.

Grandey, A. A., and A. S. Gabriel. 2015. “Emotional Labor at a
Crossroads: Where Do We Go From Here?” Annual Review of
Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior 2: 323-349.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032414-111400.

Grandey, A. A., and R. C. Melloy. 2017. “The State of the Heart:
Emotional Labor as Emotion Regulation Reviewed and Revised.”
Journal of Occupational Health Psychology 22, no. 3: 407-422. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0cp0000067.

Guarana, C. L., C. M. Barnes, and W. J. Ong. 2021. “The Effects of
Blue-Light Filtration on Sleep and Work Outcomes.” Journal of Applied
Psychology 106, no. 5: 784-796. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000806.

Haar, J. M., M. Roche, and L. ten Brummelhuis. 2018. “A Daily Diary
Study of Work-Life Balance in Managers: Utilizing a Daily Process
Model.” International Journal of Human Resource Management 29, no.
18: 2659-2681. https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2017.1314311.

Headrick, L., D. A. Newman, Y. A. Park, and Y. Liang. 2023. “Recovery
Experiences for Work and Health Outcomes: A Meta-Analysis and
Recovery-Engagement-Exhaustion Model.” Journal of Business and
Psychology 38, no. 4: 821-864. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-022-09821-3.

Hewitt, S. R. C., A. Norbury, Q. J. M. Huys, and T. U. Hauser. 2025.
“Day-to-Day Fluctuations in Motivation Drive Effort-Based Decision-
Making.” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 122, no. 12:
2017. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2417964122.

Hobfoll, S. E. 1989. “Conservation of Resources: A New Attempt at
Conceptualizing Stress.” American Psychologist 44, no. 3: 513-524.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.44.3.513.

Hobfoll, S. E. 2011. “Conservation of Resource Caravans and Engaged
Settings.” Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology 84,
no. 1: 116-122. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8325.2010.02016.x.

Huhtala, M., A. Tolvanen, S. Mauno, and T. Feldt. 2015. “The
Associations Between Ethical Organizational Culture, Burnout, and
Engagement: A Multilevel Study.” Journal of Business and Psychology
30, no. 2: 399-414. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-014-9369-2.

Hiilsheger, U. R., and A. F. Schewe. 2011. “On the Costs and Benefits
of Emotional Labor: A Meta-Analysis of Three Decades of Research.”
Journal of Occupational Health Psychology 16, no. 3: 361-389. https://
doi.org/10.1037/a0022876.

Hunter, J. E., and F. L. Schmidt. 1990. Methods of Meta-Analysis:
Correcting Error and Bias in Research Findings. Sage Publications.

James, L. R. 1982. “Aggregation Bias in Estimates of Perceptual
Agreement.” Journal of Applied Psychology 67, no. 2: 219-229. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.67.2.219.

Jennings, R. E., K. Lanaj, and Y. J. Kim. 2023. “Self-Compassion at
Work: A Self-Regulation Perspective on Its Beneficial Effects for Work
Performance and Wellbeing.” Personnel Psychology 76, no. 1: 279-309.
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12504.

Kelemen, T. K., S. H. Matthews, and K. Breevaart. 2020. “Leading Day-
to-Day: A Review of the Daily Causes and Consequences of Leadership
Behaviors.” Leadership Quarterly 31, no. 1: 101344. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.leaqua.2019.101344.

Kim, S., Y. Park, and L. Headrick. 2018. “Daily Micro-Break Activities,
Positive Affect, and Job Performance: Trait Work Engagement as a
Cross-Level Moderator.” Journal of Applied Psychology 103, no. 7:
772-786.

Kozlowski, S. W. J., and K. J. Klein. 2000. “A Multilevel Approach to
Theory and Research in Organizations: Contextual, Temporal, and
Emergent Processes.” In Multilevel Theory, Research, and Methods in
Organizations: Foundations, Extensions, and New Directions, edited by
K.J.Klein and S. W. J. Kozlowski, 3-90. Jossey-Bass.

Kronenwett, M., and T. Rigotti. 2022. “All's Well That Ends Well!?
Moderating Effects of Goal Progress on the Relation Between
Challenge and Hindrance Appraisal and Well-Being.” Journal of
Managerial Psychology 37, no. 5: 444-466. https://doi.org/10.1108/
JMP-11-2019-0618.

Kiihnel, J., S. Sonnentag, and R. Bledow. 2012. “Resources and Time
Pressure as Day-Level Antecedents of Work Engagement.” Journal of
Occupational and Organizational Psychology 85, no. 1: 181-198. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8325.2011.02022.x.

Lakens, D., A. M. Scheel, and P. M. Isager. 2018. “Equivalence Testing
for Psychological Research: A Tutorial.” Advances in Methods and
Practices in Psychological Science 1, no. 2: 259-269. https://doi.org/10.
1177/2515245918770963.

Lapierre, L. M., Y. Li, H. K. Kwan, J. H. Greenhaus, M. S. DiRenzo, and
P. Shao. 2018. “A Meta-Analysis of the Antecedents of Work-Family
Enrichment.” Journal of Organizational Behavior 39, no. 4: 385-401.
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2234.

Lesener, T., B. Gusy, and C. Wolter. 2019. “The Job Demands-
Resources Model: A Meta-Analytic Review of Longitudinal Studies.”
Work & Stress 33, no. 1: 76-103. https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.
2018.1529065.

Litwiller, B., L. A. Snyder, W. D. Taylor, and L. M. Steele. 2017. “The
Relationship Between Sleep and Work: A Meta-Analysis.” Journal of
Applied Psychology 102, no. 4: 682-699. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl00
00169.

Mazzetti, G., M. Vignoli, G. Petruzziello, and L. Palareti. 2019. “The
Hardier You Are, the Healthier You Become. May Hardiness and
Engagement Explain the Relationship Between Leadership and
Employees' Health?” Frontiers in Psychology 9: 1-9. https://doi.org/10.
3389/fpsyg.2018.02784.

Mazzola, J. J., and R. Disselhorst. 2019. “Should We Be “Challenging”
Employees?: A Critical Review and Meta-Analysis of the Challenge-
Hindrance Model of Stress.” Journal of Organizational Behavior 40, no.
8:949-961. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2412.

McClean, S. T., J. Koopman, J. Yim, and A. C. Klotz. 2021. “Stumbling
Out of the Gate: The Energy-Based Implications of Morning Routine
Disruption.” Personnel Psychology 74, no. 3: 411-448. https://doi.org/10.
1111/peps.12419.

Meijman, T., and G. Mulder. 1998. “Psychological Aspects of Workload.”
In Handbook of Work and Organizational Psychology, edited by P.
Drenth and H. Thierry, 5-33. Psychology Press.

Neuber, L., C. Englitz, N. Schulte, B. Forthmann, and H. Holling. 2022.
“How Work Engagement Relates to Performance and Absenteeism:
A Meta-Analysis.” European Journal of Work and Organizational
Psychology 31, no. 2: 292-315. https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2021.
1953989.

24

Journal of Organizational Behavior, 2026

85U8017 SUOWIWOD BRI 3(edl|dde auyy Aq peussnob ae sl O ‘8sn J0 SainJ 10} ARIq1T 8UIUO A8]1M UO (SUONIPUCD-PUB-SWB) W00 A3 1M AR1q 1 Ut |Uo//Sdy) SUONIpUoD pue swie | 8y 88s *[9202/90/20] Uo Akeiqiauliuo AB(IM * N Wepenoy AISIBAIUN sNuwse.3] - BZB|d eon - Uer A 9600L G01/200T 0T/10p/L0d A8 | im Azelq i jpul|uoy//:sdny woiy pspeojumoq ‘0 ‘6.E£T660T


https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.56.3.218
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.56.3.218
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.25.3.zol28
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.25.3.zol28
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428118802626
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000899
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000899
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032414-111400
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000067
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000067
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000806
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2017.1314311
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-022-09821-3
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2417964122
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.44.3.513
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8325.2010.02016.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-014-9369-2
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022876
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022876
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.67.2.219
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.67.2.219
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12504
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2019.101344
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2019.101344
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-11-2019-0618
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-11-2019-0618
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8325.2011.02022.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8325.2011.02022.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/2515245918770963
https://doi.org/10.1177/2515245918770963
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2234
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2018.1529065
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2018.1529065
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000169
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000169
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.02784
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.02784
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2412
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12419
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12419
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2021.1953989
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2021.1953989

Nezlek, J. B. 2017. “A Practical Guide to Understanding Reliability in
Studies of Within-Person Variability.” Journal of Research in Personality
69: 149-155. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2016.06.020.

Ohly, S., S. Sonnentag, C. Niessen, and D. Zapf. 2010. “Diary Studies
in Organizational Research: An Introduction and Some Practical
Recommendations.” Journal of Personnel Psychology 9: 79-93. https://
doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/2000009.

Oprea, B. T., L. Barzin, D. Virgd, D. Iliescu, and A. Rusu. 2019.
“Effectiveness of Job Crafting Interventions: A Meta-Analysis and
Utility Analysis.” European Journal of Work and Organizational
Psychology 28, no. 6: 723-741. https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2019.
1646728.

Petrou, P., M. Baas, and M. Roskes. 2020. “From Prevention Focus to
Adaptivity and Creativity: The Role of Unfulfilled Goals and Work
Engagement.” European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology
29, no. 1: 36-48. https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2019.1693366.

Petrou, P., E. Demerouti, M. C. W. Peeters, W. B. Schaufeli, and J.
Hetland. 2012. “Crafting a Job on a Daily Basis: Contextual Correlates
and the Link to Work Engagement.” Journal of Organizational Behavior
33, no. 8: 1120-1141. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1783.

Pindek, S., M. L. Arvan, and P. E. Spector. 2019. “The Stressor-Strain
Relationship in Diary Studies: A Meta-Analysis of the Within and
Between Levels.” Work & Stress 33: 1-21. https://doi.org/10.1080/02678
373.2018.1445672.

Pindek, S., K. Meyer, A. Valvo, and M. Arvan. 2024. “A Dynamic View
of the Challenge-Hindrance Stressor Framework: A Meta-Analysis of
Daily Diary Studies.” Journal of Business and Psychology 39:0123456789.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-024-09933-y.

Pletzer, J. L., M. Bentvelzen, J. K. Oostrom, and R. E. de Vries. 2019.
“A Meta-Analysis of the Relations Between Personality and Workplace
Deviance: Big Five Versus HEXACO.” Journal of Vocational Behavior
112: 369-383. https://doi.org/10.1016/.jvb.2019.04.004.

Pletzer, J. L., K. Breevaart, and A. B. Bakker. 2024. “Constructive and
Destructive Leadership in Job Demands-Resources Theory: A Meta-
Analytic Test of the Motivational and Health-Impairment Pathways.”
Organizational Psychology Review 14, no. 1: 131-165. https://doi.org/10.
1177/20413866231197519.

Pletzer, J. L., D. L. Joseph, C. Buengeler, and R. Reiter-Palmon. 2024.
“Developing, Testing, or Extending Theories With Meta-Analyses.”
Organizational Psychology Review 14, no. 2: 169-177. https://doi.org/10.
1177/20413866241245813.

Pletzer, J. L., J. K. Oostrom, and R. E. de Vries. 2021. “HEXACO
Personality and Organizational Citizenship Behavior: A Domain- and
Facet-Level Meta-Analysis.” Human Performance 34, no. 2: 126-147.
https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.2021.1891072.

Reis, D., C. Arndt, T. Lischetzke, and A. Hoppe. 2016. “State Work
Engagement and State Affect: Similar Yet Distinct Concepts.” Journal of
Vocational Behavior 93: 1-10. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2015.12.004.

Rivkin, W., S. Diestel, J. Stollberger, and C. Sacramento. 2023. “The Role
of Regulatory, Affective, and Motivational Resources in the Adverse
Spillover of Sleep in the Home Domain to Employee Effectiveness in the
Work Domain.” Human Relations 76, no. 2: 199-232. https://doi.org/10.
1177/00187267211052469.

Roe, R. A. 2008. “Time in Applied Psychology: The Study of “What
Happens” Rather Than “What Is”.” European Psychologist 13, no. 1:
37-52. https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040.13.1.37.

Rudolph, C. W., K. Breevaart, and H. Zacher. 2025. “When Are
Job Autonomy and Workload “Too Much of a Good Thing” for Job
Crafting?” Journal of Business and Psychology: 1-23. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s10869-025-10048-1.

Rudolph, C. W., I. M. Katz, K. N. Lavigne, and H. Zacher. 2017.
“Job Crafting: A Meta-Analysis of Relationships With Individual

Differences, Job Characteristics, and Work Outcomes.” Journal of
Vocational Behavior 102: 112-138. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2017.
05.008.

Ryan, R. M., and E. L. Deci. 2000. “Self-Determination Theory and
the Facilitation of Intrinsic Motivation, Social Development, and Well-
Being.” American Psychologist 55, no. 1: 68-78. https://doi.org/10.1037/
0003-066X.55.1.68.

Ryan, R. M, and E. L. Deci. 2017. In Self-Determination Theory: Basic
Psychological Needs in Motivation, Development, and Wellness, edited by
R. M. Ryan and E. L. Deci. Guilford Press. https://doi.org/10.1521/978.
14625/28806.

Saleem, Z., A. M. Hanif, and Z. Shenbei. 2022. “A Moderated Mediation
Model of Emotion Regulation and Work-to-Family Interaction:
Examining the Role of Emotional Labor for University Teachers in
Pakistan.” SAGE Open 12, no. 2: 1-24. https://doi.org/10.1177/21582
440221099520.

Sawhney, G., and J. S. Michel. 2022. “Challenge and Hindrance
Stressors and Work Outcomes: The Moderating Role of Day-Level
Affect.” Journal of Business and Psychology 37, no. 2: 389-405. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10869-021-09752-5.

Scharp, Y.S., A. B. Bakker, and K. Breevaart. 2022. “Playful Work Design
and Employee Work Engagement: A Self-Determination Perspective.”
Journal of Vocational Behavior 134(January: 103693. https://doi.org/10.
1016/§jvb.2022.103693.

Schaufeli, W. B., and A. B. Bakker. 2023. “Work Engagement: A Critical
Assessment of the Concept and Its Measurement.” In Handbook of
Positive Psychology Assessment, edited by W. Ruch, A. B. Bakker, L. Tay,
and F. Gander, 273-295. Hogrefe.

Schreurs, B., H. Guenter, U. Hiilsheger, and H. van Emmerik.
2014. “The Role of Punishment and Reward Sensitivity in the
Emotional Labor Process: A Within-Person Perspective.” Journal of
Occupational Health Psychology 19, no. 1: 108-121. https://doi.org/10.
1037/a0035067.

Sonnentag, S. 2015. “Dynamics of Well-Being.” Annual Review of
Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior 2: 261-293.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032414-111347.

Sonnentag, S., B. H. Cheng, and S. L. Parker. 2022. “Recovery From
Work: Advancing the Field Toward the Future.” Annual Review of
Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior 9: 33-60.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-012420-091355.

Sonnentag, S., and C. Fritz. 2007. “The Recovery Experience
Questionnaire: Development and Validation of a Measure for Assessing
Recuperation and Unwinding From Work.” Journal of Occupational
Health Psychology 12, no. 3: 204-221. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-
8998.12.3.204.

Sonnentag, S., J. Volker, and W. Wehrt. 2025. “Good and Bad Days at
Work: A Descriptive Review of Day-Level and Experience-Sampling
Studies.” Journal of Organizational Behavior 46, no. 2: 207-226. https://
doi.org/10.1002/job.2796.

Spearman, C. 1904. “The Proof and Measurement of Association
Between Two Things.” American Journal of Psychology 15, no. 1: 72-101.

Tadi¢, M., A. B. Bakker, and W. G. M. Oerlemans. 2015. “Challenge
Versus Hindrance Job Demands and Well-Being: A Diary Study on
the Moderating Role of Job Resources.” Journal of Occupational and
Organizational Psychology 88, no. 4: 702-725. https://doi.org/10.1111/
joop.12094.

ten Brummelhuis, L. L., and A. B. Bakker. 2012. “A Resource Perspective
on the Work-Home Interface: The Work-Home Resources Model.”
American Psychologist 67: 545-556. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027974.

Tett, R. P., N. A. Hundley, and N. D. Christiansen. 2017. “Meta-Analysis
and the Myth of Generalizability.” Industrial and Organizational
Psychology 10: 421-456. https://doi.org/10.1017/iop.2017.26.

Journal of Organizational Behavior, 2026

25

85U8017 SUOWIWOD BRI 3(edl|dde auyy Aq peussnob ae sl O ‘8sn J0 SainJ 10} ARIq1T 8UIUO A8]1M UO (SUONIPUCD-PUB-SWB) W00 A3 1M AR1q 1 Ut |Uo//Sdy) SUONIpUoD pue swie | 8y 88s *[9202/90/20] Uo Akeiqiauliuo AB(IM * N Wepenoy AISIBAIUN sNuwse.3] - BZB|d eon - Uer A 9600L G01/200T 0T/10p/L0d A8 | im Azelq i jpul|uoy//:sdny woiy pspeojumoq ‘0 ‘6.E£T660T


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2016.06.020
https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000009
https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000009
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2019.1646728
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2019.1646728
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2019.1693366
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1783
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2018.1445672
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2018.1445672
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-024-09933-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2019.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1177/20413866231197519
https://doi.org/10.1177/20413866231197519
https://doi.org/10.1177/20413866241245813
https://doi.org/10.1177/20413866241245813
https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.2021.1891072
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2015.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1177/00187267211052469
https://doi.org/10.1177/00187267211052469
https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040.13.1.37
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-025-10048-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-025-10048-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2017.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2017.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.68
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.68
https://doi.org/10.1521/978.14625/28806
https://doi.org/10.1521/978.14625/28806
https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440221099520
https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440221099520
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-021-09752-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-021-09752-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2022.103693
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2022.103693
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035067
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035067
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032414-111347
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-012420-091355
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.2796
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2796
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12094
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12094
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027974
https://doi.org/10.1017/iop.2017.26

Tims, M., A. B. Bakker, and D. Derks. 2012. “Development and
Validation of the Job Crafting Scale.” Journal of Vocational Behavior 80,
no. 1: 173-186. https://doi.org/10.1016/j,jvb.2011.05.009.

Uy, M. A, K. J. Lin, and R. Ilies. 2017. “Is It Better to Give or Receive?
The Role of Help in Buffering the Depleting Effects of Surface Acting.”
Academy of Management Journal 60, no. 4: 1442-1461. https://doi.org/
10.5465/amj.2015.0611.

Vakola, M., P. Petrou, and K. Katsaros. 2021. “Work Engagement and
Job Crafting as Conditions of Ambivalent Employees’ Adaptation to
Organizational Change.” Journal of Applied Behavioral Science 57, no.
1: 57-79. https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886320967173.

Van den Broeck, A., D. L. Ferris, C.-H. Chang, and C. C. Rosen. 2016.
“A Review of Self-Determination Theory's Basic Psychological Needs at
Work.” Journal of Management 42, no. 5: 1195-1229. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0149206316632058.

van Veldhoven, M., R. Peccei, A. Suhail, K. van de Voorde, M. Croon,
and J. Jongerling. 2025. “Relationships Between Job Characteristics and
Occupational Well-Being: Are They Similar Across Levels of Analysis?”
PLoS One 20, no. 7: €0328508. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.
0328508.

Viechtbauer, W. 2010. “Conducting Meta-Analyses in R With the
Metafor Package.” Journal of Statistical Software 36, no. 3: 1-48. https://
doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.91.121108.

Watanabe, M., and K. Yamauchi. 2018. “The Effect of Quality of
Overtime Work on Nurses' Mental Health and Work Engagement.”
Journal of Nursing Management 26, no. 6: 679-688. https://doi.org/10.
1111/jonm.12595.

Xanthopoulou, D., A. B. Baker, E. Heuven, E. Demerouti, and W.
B. Schaufeli. 2008. “Working in the Sky: A Diary Study on Work
Engagement Among Flight Attendants.” Journal of Occupational
Health Psychology 13, no. 4: 345-356. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.
13.4.345.

Xanthopoulou, D., and A. B. Bakker. 2021. “Antecedents and
Consequences of Work Engagement: A Multilevel Nomological Net.”
In A Research Agenda for Employee Engagement in a Changing World
of Work, edited by J. P. Meyer and B. Schneider, 37-51. Edward Elgar
Publishing.

Xanthopoulou, D., A. B. Bakker, E. Demerouti, and W. B. Schaufeli.
2009. “Work Engagement and Financial Returns: A Diary Study on
the Role of Job and Personal Resources.” Journal of Occupational and
Organizational Psychology 82, no. 1: 183-200. https://doi.org/10.1348/
096317908X285633.

Xanthopoulou, D., A. B. Bakker, W. G. M. Oerlemans, and M. Koszucka.
2018. “Need for Recovery After Emotional Labor: Differential Effects of
Daily Deep and Surface Acting.” Journal of Organizational Behavior 39,
no. 4: 481-494. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2245.

Young, H. R., D. R. Glerum, W. Wang, and D. L. Joseph. 2018. “Who
Are the Most Engaged at Work? A Meta-Analysis of Personality and
Employee Engagement.” Journal of Organizational Behavior 39: 1330~
1346. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2303.

Zhang, Y., X. Liu, S. Xu, L.-Q. Yang, and T. C. Bednall. 2019. “Why
Abusive Supervision Impacts Employee OCB and CWB: A Meta-
Analytic Review of Competing Mediating Mechanisms.” Journal of
Management 45, no. 6: 2474-2497. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206318
823935.

Supporting Information

Additional supporting information can be found online in the
Supporting Information section. Data S1: Supporting information.
Table S1: Average ICCs for all included variables. Table S2: Within-
person correlations moderated by the measurement timing of the
correlate relative to the measurement of work engagement (same vs.
different). Table S3: Within-person correlations moderated by the

measurement of work engagement (Utrecht Work Engagement vs. all
other scales). Table S4: Comparisons of different meta-analytic correla-
tions. Figure S1: Flowchart of the literature search process.

26

Journal of Organizational Behavior, 2026

85U8017 SUOWIWOD BRI 3(edl|dde auyy Aq peussnob ae sl O ‘8sn J0 SainJ 10} ARIq1T 8UIUO A8]1M UO (SUONIPUCD-PUB-SWB) W00 A3 1M AR1q 1 Ut |Uo//Sdy) SUONIpUoD pue swie | 8y 88s *[9202/90/20] Uo Akeiqiauliuo AB(IM * N Wepenoy AISIBAIUN sNuwse.3] - BZB|d eon - Uer A 9600L G01/200T 0T/10p/L0d A8 | im Azelq i jpul|uoy//:sdny woiy pspeojumoq ‘0 ‘6.E£T660T


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2011.05.009
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2015.0611
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2015.0611
https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886320967173
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206316632058
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206316632058
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0328508
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0328508
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.91.121108
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.91.121108
https://doi.org/10.1111/jonm.12595
https://doi.org/10.1111/jonm.12595
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.13.4.345
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.13.4.345
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317908X285633
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317908X285633
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2245
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2303
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206318823935
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206318823935

	Different Levels, Same Relations? A Meta-Analysis on the Homology of the Nomological Network of (Daily) Work Engagement
	ABSTRACT
	1   |   Introduction
	1.1   |   Work Engagement Theories in a Multilevel Context

	2   |   Homology of Work Engagement Relations Across Levels
	3   |   Comparing Types of Between-Person Correlations
	4   |   The Nomological Network of (Daily) Work Engagement
	4.1   |   Job and Personal Resources
	4.2   |   Job Demands
	4.3   |   Home Resources and Demands
	4.4   |   Cognitive–Affective States
	4.5   |   Motivational States
	4.6   |   Emotional Labor
	4.7   |   Recovery Experiences
	4.8   |   Proactive Behavior
	4.9   |   Job Performance

	5   |   Open Science Statement
	6   |   Method
	6.1   |   Literature Review
	6.2   |   Coding
	6.3   |   Data Analyses

	7   |   Results
	7.1   |   Descriptives
	7.2   |   Publication Bias Analyses
	7.3   |   Moderator Analyses
	7.4   |   The Nomological Network of Work Engagement
	7.4.1   |   Job Resources
	7.4.2   |   Personal Resources
	7.4.3   |   Challenge Demands
	7.4.4   |   Hindrance Demands
	7.4.5   |   Work–Home Interface Variables
	7.4.6   |   Cognitive–Affective States
	7.4.7   |   Motivational States
	7.4.8   |   Emotional Labor
	7.4.9   |   Recovery Experiences
	7.4.10   |   Proactive Behavior
	7.4.11   |   Job Performance
	7.4.12   |   Events


	8   |   Discussion
	8.1   |   Insights About the Homology of Theoretical Predictions
	8.2   |   Implications for the Nomological Network of Work Engagement
	8.2.1   |   Job and Personal Resources
	8.2.2   |   Job Demands
	8.2.3   |   Work–Home Interface Variables
	8.2.4   |   Cognitive–Affective States
	8.2.5   |   Motivational States
	8.2.6   |   Emotional Labor
	8.2.7   |   Recovery Experiences
	8.2.8   |   Proactive Behavior
	8.2.9   |   Job Performance

	8.3   |   Practical Implications
	8.4   |   Limitations and Ideas for Future Research

	9   |   Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	Funding
	Conflicts of Interest
	Data Availability Statement
	Endnotes
	References


