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Abstract

Psychological detachment has been proposed to be a mediator of the relations

between an individual's responses to stressful work-related experiences and mid-

and long-term health. However, the number of studies that have specifically exam-

ined the role that personal characteristics play in these associations is considerably

small. One personal characteristic that might specifically interfere with psychological

detachment is perfectionism, which has been considered an important vulnerability

factor for the development of psychological disorders. Hence, the goal of this regis-

tered report was to extend research on psychological detachment by introducing trait

and state perfectionism as moderators of the aforementioned relations. We con-

ducted an experience sampling study with three measurement occasions per day

over the course of 3 working weeks (N = 158 employees; Mage = 41.6; 67% women).

Multilevel path models showed that perfectionistic concerns consistently determined

strain responses at between- and within-levels of analyses even after the effects of

job demands (i.e., unfinished tasks and role ambiguity) and detachment were

accounted for. However, we found no evidence for the proposed moderation effects.

The theoretical implications for the understanding of the processes proposed in the

stressor-detachment model are discussed.

K E YWORD S

job stress, multilevel moderated mediation model, perfectionism, psychological detachment,

registered report

1 | INTRODUCTION

Because work-related stress has become even more prevalent over

the last few years (OECD, 2012), research in occupational health psy-

chology has aimed to identify protective individual and organizational

factors that might buffer its impact. One of these individual factors is

an employee's ability to recover from work. This concept captures the

mechanisms that counterbalance employees' reactions to job

demands and thus help employees maintain work-related well-being

and health (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2015). In this vein, in recent years,

recovery from work has gained increased attention (e.g., Demerouti,

Bakker, Geurts, & Taris, 2009; Geurts & Sonnentag, 2006; Sonnentag,

Venz, & Casper, 2017).

The recently proposed stressor-detachment model (SD model;

Sonnentag, 2011; Sonnentag & Fritz, 2015) offers a coherent frame-

work by which to systematize existing studies and to guide future

research on recovery and its associations with job stressors and

strain—at both micro (i.e., within days) and macro levels

(i.e., longitudinally). In this model, psychological detachment is defined

as the core concept of recovery, and it “means refraining from job-
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related activities and mentally disengaging from work during time off

the job” (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2015, p. 72). Thus, psychological detach-

ment encompasses the absence of perseverative thinking about work

(i.e., work-related rumination or worry), the absence of nonrepetitive

thinking about work (i.e., problem-solving thinking or positive work

reflection), and not being involved in any work-related tasks. In the

model, job stressors refer to a broad category of aspects of a job

that can lead to acute and chronic strain reactions such as physical

or psychological impairments or feelings of cognitive and emotional

exhaustion. Psychological detachment mediates the relation

between job demands and strain, which implies that although bet-

ter detachment is related to less acute and chronic strain reactions

(Geurts & Sonnentag, 2006), high levels of job stressors may

impede detachment from work. This is critical because employees

who face more intense job stressors are especially in need of

detaching from work.

The SD model can promote research on recovery owing to its

conceptual clarity in focusing on psychological detachment as the

prototypical recovery experience, the possibility of examining dif-

ferent types of stressors (e.g., unfinished tasks and role ambiguity)

and strains (e.g., sleep quality and fatigue, see Sonnentag & Fritz,

2015) in the model and their respective relations to psychological

detachment, and its consideration of short- and long-term associa-

tions between the constructs that are involved. However, the num-

ber of studies that have specifically examined the role of personal

characteristics in the SD model is considerably small. This is quite

surprising given that it is likely that individual differences in peo-

ple's responses to job demands exist and should consequently

serve as moderators of the micro- and macrolevel processes pro-

posed in the SD model.

One personal characteristic that might specifically interfere with

psychological detachment is perfectionism. Perfectionism has been

considered an important vulnerability factor for the development of

psychological disorders in general (see Egan, Wade, & Shafran, 2011;

Egan, Wade, & Shafran, 2012, for reviews). In particular, perfectionism

has been both theoretically and empirically shown to be an important

predictor of variables that are central parts of the SD model (psycho-

logical detachment and strain) and to act as a moderator of responses

to stressors. Derived from this prior evidence, we propose that both

trait perfectionism (macro-level) and state perfectionistic cognitions

(micro-level) should affect how individuals respond to specific job

demands, and as a consequence, how successful they will be at

detaching from these demands and at reducing strain. In short, we

predict that high levels of state and trait perfectionism will pose an

additional barrier to scaling down strain responses directly and indi-

rectly by posing an additional barrier to the ability to mentally discon-

nect from work.

We are pursuing several goals with this research. Most important,

we aim to extend research on the SD model by introducing trait and

state perfectionism as moderators of the relations in the model. From

a between-persons perspective, we propose that trait perfectionism

will moderate how general levels of job demands are related to

general levels of both psychological detachment and strain. Moreover,

we aim to explore the role of perfectionism from a within-persons

perspective. That is, we propose that an employee's perfectionistic

cognitions, which fluctuate from day to day, have thus far been

neglected but are likely to be important predictors of daily psychologi-

cal detachment and daily strain. With this approach, we aim to

improve insights into the direct and mediation processes proposed in

the SD model. A better understanding of the underlying mechanisms

seems critical: Given that employees are limited in the extent to which

they can modify the characteristics of their jobs, the ways in which

they deal with job stressors in order to detach may provide a starting

point for interventions.

1.1 | TRAIT PERFECTIONISM AND
PERFECTIONISTIC COGNITIONS

Perfectionism has been described as a clinical personality trait that has

been associated with the development and maintenance of a variety

of psychological disorders (depression, posttraumatic stress disorder,

burnout, anxiety, obsessive–compulsive disorder, and somatoform

disorders; see Egan, Wade, & Shafran, 2011, 2012, for reviews).

Thereby, the diverse facets of perfectionism can be summarized by

two dimensions (see Stoeber & Gaudreau, 2017, for a recent review).

The first is a critical evaluation of one's own behavior and concerns

about the consequences of not living up to one's standards (Disposi-

tional Perfectionistic Concerns; DPC). This dimension has consistently

been linked with psychological maladjustment. The second is the set-

ting of and striving for extremely high standards (Dispositional Perfec-

tionistic Strivings; DPS). This second dimension has shown more

positive associations with psychological adjustment, especially when

the overlap with DPC was controlled for (see Hill, Huelsman, &

Araujo, 2010; Stoeber & Gaudreau, 2017, for overviews). Beyond

these main effects of trait perfectionism on psychological adjustment,

the diathesis-stress model states that certain facets of perfectionism

should enhance the probability that distress will emerge in the face of

a stressful situation (Chang & Rand, 2000; Flett, Hewitt, & Dyck,

1989; Hewitt & Dyck, 1986). Different studies have supported the

idea that DPC were associated with an enhanced reactivity to daily

stress, life stress, and experimentally induced demands, whereas DPS

were associated with less negative and even some positive responses,

especially when the overlap with DPC was controlled for (e.g., Besser,

Flett, Hewitt, & Guez, 2008; Chang & Rand, 2000; Mandel, Dunkley, &

Moroz, 2015; Wirtz et al., 2007). Whereas perfectionism has fre-

quently been investigated in student and athlete samples, the specific

role of perfectionism for employees' job-related behavior and well-

being has been left largely unexplored. Initial results have indicated

that DPC might also have detrimental effects on job-related variables

such as burnout, work engagement, or workaholism in employees (see

Stoeber & Damian, 2016, for an overview). As such, it might be a valu-

able extension of existing research to investigate DPS and DPC as

person-specific vulnerability factors for responses to job stressors in

the SD model framework.

In order to advance the understanding of whether, under what

conditions, and how the dimensions of perfectionism are associated
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with job-related strain, it is vital to understand how these distal

variables are associated with cognitive and affective responses to

specific stressors. It is assumed that DPS and DPC affect the cog-

nitive processing of given situations. Empirical results have indi-

cated that situations that are objectively not very demanding can

become significant stressors in the subjective perception of a per-

fectionist because such situations can initiate dysfunctional cogni-

tive processes such as dysfunctional appraisals, negative automatic

thoughts, or rumination (Cox & Chen, 2015; Flaxman et al., 2017;

Flett, Newby, Hewitt, & Persaud, 2011; Zureck, Altstötter-Gleich,

Gerstenberg, & Schmitt, 2015). Specifically, perfectionistic cogni-

tions have been defined as state-like manifestations of perfection-

ism in the form of specific automatic and ruminative thoughts that

should emerge when the perfectionistic self-schema is activated by

situational cues (e.g., demanding situations that indicate opportuni-

ties for perfection or imperfection; Flett, Hewitt, Blankstein, &

Gray, 1998; Stoeber, Kobori, & Tanno, 2010). Thus, the frequency

of perfectionistic cognitions should vary within persons as a func-

tion of demands, triggering the translation of cognitive schemas

into perfectionistic cognitions (see Flett et al., 2012; Flett, Hewitt,

Blankstein, & Gray, 1998; Flett, Hewitt, Whelan, & Martin, 2007).

On the other hand, the frequency with which perfectionistic

cognitions occur should vary between persons due to between-

person differences in the underlying cognitive schemas represented

by the dimensions of dispositional perfectionism and their facets.

Like the more general constructs of automatic thoughts and rumi-

nation, perfectionistic cognitions are thought to be frequently acti-

vated and repetitive (e.g., Flett, Hewitt, Blankstein, & Gray, 1998).

However, the specific content of perfectionistic cognitions has

been conceptualized as a more direct translation of a perfectionis-

tic self-schema in the form of current thoughts concerning the high

personal relevance of striving for one's high standards and of

avoiding even minor shortfalls than more general negative auto-

matic or ruminative thoughts might be. Empirically, measures of

perfectionistic cognitions have been found to be associated with

positive and negative automatic thoughts and a ruminative

response style, but they have still been found to add incremental

validity in predicting psychological distress beyond these variables

(Flett, Hewitt, Blankstein, & Gray, 1998; Flett, Madorsky, Hewitt, &

Heisel, 2002). Prior cross-sectional studies have found that individ-

uals with more frequent perfectionistic cognitions generally experi-

ence higher levels of distress (e.g., Flett et al., 2012; Flett, Hewitt,

Blankstein, & Gray, 1998; Stoeber, Kobori, & Brown, 2014) and, in

particular, tend to experience enhanced and prolonged reactivity to

stressors (Flett, Nepon, Hewitt, & Fitzgerald, 2016).

As has frequently been shown on the level of dispositional per-

fectionism, it has been valuable to differentiate between cognitions

that mirror thoughts about having high standards for oneself

(Perfectionistic Strivings Cognitions; PSC) and thoughts about mis-

takes and their negative consequences (Perfectionistic Concerns

Cognitions; PCC) because the two have demonstrated differential

associations with psychological adjustment (Kobori & Tanno, 2005;

Prestele & Altstötter-Gleich, 2018; Stoeber, Kobori, & Brown,

2014; Stoeber, Kobori, & Tanno, 2010). Whereas PCC have consis-

tently shown positive associations with different indicators of dis-

tress, PSC have been found to be mostly unrelated or even

negatively related to distress. To the best of our knowledge, only

two studies have investigated variations in perfectionistic cogni-

tions from day to day (Prestele & Altstötter-Gleich, 2018; Prestele,

Altstötter-Gleich, & Lischetzke, 2019). However, the conceptualiza-

tion of perfectionistic cognitions as representing the cognitive state

of perfectionism in the form of current thoughts that might vary

within persons represents a valuable way to supplement the inves-

tigation of between-person differences in trait perfectionism.

In this vein, we propose that both the differentiation between

dispositional perfectionism and perfectionistic cognitions and the

respective differentiation between perfectionistic strivings and per-

fectionistic concerns are relevant for a better understanding of

how demands are related to psychological detachment and strain

as proposed in the SD model. Investigating perfectionism as a vul-

nerability factor in employee samples and thereby integrating

research on perfectionism in a well-established occupational health

model should advance not only perfectionism research but also

research on the SD model by including a promising relevant per-

sonal characteristic as a predictor of psychological detachment and

strain and a moderator of effects of situational characteristics.

1.2 | THE ROLE OF TRAIT PERFECTIONISM IN THE
SD MODEL

Despite considerable empirical support for the direct effects

between demands, psychological detachment, and strain proposed

by the SD model at the between-persons level (see Bennett,

Bakker, & Field, 2018; Wendsche & Lohmann-Haislah, 2016, for

reviews), the number of studies that have specifically examined the

proposed mediating effects of psychological detachment is still lim-

ited (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2015; Sonnentag, Kuttler, & Fritz, 2010).

Moreover, there is only limited knowledge about the role of per-

sonal characteristics for the relations between job stressors, psy-

chological detachment, and strain. Integrating research on

dispositional perfectionism in the SD model, we propose that not

only might individual levels of DPC and DPS directly affect psycho-

logical detachment and strain, but they might also, more specifi-

cally, serve as moderators of the relations between specific job

demands and psychological detachment as well as the relations

between specific job demands and strain.

Individuals with higher DPC generally pay more attention to and

feel concerned about the consequences of even minor discrepancies

between an actual and a perfect goal status (e.g., Frost, Marten,

Lahart, & Rosenblate, 1990). On the one side, this negative focus will

generally be associated with enhanced distress (see Stoeber &

Gaudreau, 2017, for a recent review; see, Dittner, Rimes, & Thorpe,

2011; Lombardo, Mallia, Battagliese, Grano, & Violani, 2013 for asso-

ciations with specific strain responses, i.e., sleep quality and fatigue)

as well as more frequent negative perseverative thinking about one's

REIS AND PRESTELE 3230 REIS AND PRESTELE



job (Flaxman et al., 2017; Flaxman, Ménard, Bond, & Kinman, 2012)

and thus a lack of psychological detachment from work during eve-

ning leisure time. This failure to detach again enhances perceived

strain (see Sonnentag & Fritz, 2015). On the other side, individuals

with higher DPC are more likely to show a higher reactivity to specific

job demands such as unfinished tasks or role ambiguity. “Unfinished

tasks refer to tasks that the employee aimed to finish (or make certain

progress), but which were left undone (or left in an unsatisfactory

state) when the employee stopped working” (Syrek, Weigelt, Peifer, &

Antoni, 2017, p. 227). Unfinished tasks per se might trigger repetitive

or intrusive thoughts about the incomplete task (Baumeister & Bush-

man, 2010) and might remain highly accessible in memory

(Masicampo & Baumeister, 2011) even when employees leave the

workplace. Thus, unfinished tasks might maintain feelings of tension

or negative activation during off-job time and elicit work-related rumi-

nation (Syrek et al., 2017). This negative effect on recovery from work

should be amplified in individuals with high levels of DPC. As individ-

uals high in DPC are specifically concerned about the negative conse-

quences of discrepancies between their actual and a perfect goal

status, and unfinished tasks mean that a perfect goal status has not

(yet) been reached, they should generally evaluate such job demands

as more of a threatening hindrance in comparison with participants

lower in DPC (cf. Zureck, Altstötter-Gleich, Gerstenberg, &

Schmitt, 2015).

A second job stressor that we suggest should be very relevant in

the context of perfectionism is role ambiguity. Role ambiguity refers to

“the extent to which one is confronted with unclear work situations”

(Bowling et al., 2017, p. 3). Findings from between-persons studies

regarding the associations between role ambiguity and psychological

detachment have been inconsistent. Sonnentag and Fritz (2007) found

a negative association between role ambiguity and psychological

detachment, whereas other studies reported nonsignificant relations

only (at least for self-reported role ambiguity; Sonnentag & Kruel,

2006; Potok & Littman-Ovadia, 2013). However, not having clear

information about the nature of different tasks and the responsibilities

and goals associated with them means that an employee can never be

certain about whether a perfect goal status has actually been attained,

and such uncertainty/ambiguity poses a specific threat for individuals

high in DPC (Buhr & Dugas, 2006; Kawamoto & Furutani, 2018). In

this vein, role ambiguity might result in increased general levels of

strain and increased general levels of thinking about job-related

issues—or in being involved in work-related tasks during nonwork

time for employees who score high on DPC and who are especially

concerned about not living up to their standards. Individuals with high

DPS are also concerned about their high standards, but they tend to

take a less negative view (e.g., Frost, Marten, Lahart, & Rosenblate,

1990). They may also generally appraise demands such as unfinished

tasks or role ambiguity as relevant but not necessarily as threatening

hindrances (cf. Zureck et al., 2015). As such, participants with high

DPS also frequently think about their job demands during evening lei-

sure time but in a less negative way (e.g., Flaxman et al., 2017), and

this kind of more positive thinking, in and of itself, might not be prob-

lematic (cf. Sonnentag & Fritz, 2015).

Cross-sectional studies that have explored the association

between dispositional perfectionism and perseverative thinking have

consistently found that DPC are positively associated with a rumina-

tive response style and that this response style mediates the associa-

tions between DPC and symptoms of depression and anxiety

(e.g., Burns & Fedewa, 2005; Di Schiena, Luminet, Philippot, & Doui-

lliez, 2012; Flett, Madorsky, Hewitt, & Heisel, 2002; Randles, Flett,

Nash, McGregor, & Hewitt, 2010). In addition, facets of DPC (but not

DPS) have been associated with more frequent rumination about

important mistakes and personal incompetence (e.g., Cox & Chen,

2015; Frost et al., 1997). In a recent daily diary study, Flaxman et al.

(2017) found that DPC positively predicted individual differences in

work-related worry/rumination during evening leisure time and this in

turn mediated the detrimental effects of DPC on sleep quality, emo-

tional exhaustion, and work engagement reported the following day.

By contrast, DPS showed positive indirect effects on work engage-

ment mediated by positive thinking about work during evening leisure

time. Whereas these studies did not take into account individual dif-

ferences in perceived demands (e.g., job stressors) and did not directly

assess psychological detachment (i.e., they assessed rumination), they

indicate that DPS and DPC might differentially affect general levels of

psychological detachment from work and strain. Following the reason-

ing outlined above, besides these main effects, the dimensions of dis-

positional perfectionism might moderate effects of general job

stressors not only on individual differences in psychological detach-

ment but also on individual differences in strain levels such as fatigue

or sleep quality. Fatigue and sleep quality are two important albeit dis-

tinct indicators of perceived strain, they have both been investigated

as criterion variables in the framework of the SD model in several

studies (see Sonnentag & Fritz, 2015), and they have also been associ-

ated with dispositional perfectionistic concerns (e.g., Dittner, Rimes, &

Thorpe, 2011; Lombardo, Mallia, Battagliese, Grano, & Violani, 2013).

Moreover, they have been shown to be important predictors of long-

term psychological and physiological adjustment (see, e.g., Hockey,

2013; Groeger, Zijlstra, & Dijk, 2004). In sum, on the between-persons

level, our expectations regarding the overall SD model and the moder-

ating effects of dispositional perfectionism in predicting individual dif-

ferences in psychological detachment and strain can be summarized in

the following hypotheses:

H1 Building on previous research on the SD model

(Sonnentag & Fritz, 2015), the effect of job demands on strain

will be mediated psychological detachment.

H2 In individuals with high levels of DPC, the (a) negative

relationship between job demands and psychological detach-

ment and (b) positive relationship between job demands and

strain will be stronger than for individuals with low levels

of DPC.

H3 In individuals with high levels of DPS, (a) the negative

association between job demands and psychological detach-

ment will be stronger than for individuals with low levels of
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DPS, and (b) the positive association between job demands

and strain will be comparable to the respective association for

individuals with low levels of DPS.

1.3 | THE ROLE OF PERFECTIONISTIC
COGNITIONS IN THE SD MODEL

Besides the effects proposed above at the between-persons level, we

aim to investigate short-term dynamics that refer to the processes

that unfold during a workday. The SD model suggests that not only

will job stressors encountered during a workday lead to immediate

strain reactions, but they will also result in more difficulties in

detaching from work (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2015). After a stressful

workday, employees might more strongly recall or even ruminate

about negative experiences or events, and they might anticipate or

even worry that the next day might be stressful as well. As a conse-

quence, they might feel less recovered, and their strain levels will

remain elevated. At the within-person level of analysis, this short-term

process might explain why daily job stressors such as daily unfinished

tasks or role ambiguity not only directly affect daily strain but are also

mediated by daily psychological detachment. In this vein, previous

research has shown that such impairments of detachment can be

found for different types of job stressors such as time pressure

(Sonnentag & Bayer, 2005) or illegitimate tasks (Sonnentag &

Lischetzke, 2018).

In their review, Sonnentag and Fritz (2015) proposed that based

on transactional stress theory, the negative effects of job stressors on

detachment should be moderated by, for example, “the attention a

person directs to his or her job and associated stressors” (p. 93). The

attention that an individual pays to job stressors should be strongly

associated with the frequency of perfectionistic cognitions. Indeed,

prior studies have reported positive associations between perfection-

istic cognitions and perseverative thinking, indicated by a ruminative

response style, the tendency to engage in perseverative thinking

about failures, and the tendency to experience intrusive thoughts fol-

lowing stressful experiences (Flett, Hewitt, Blankstein, & Gray, 1998;

Flett, Madorsky, Hewitt, & Heisel, 2002). In a more recent study, per-

fectionistic cognitions were found to be positively associated with the

tendency to experience enhanced and prolonged reactivity to

stressors (Flett et al., 2016). However, these studies were cross-sec-

tional, investigated only student samples, did not differentiate

between PSC and PCC, and did not take into account the effects of

current stressors. Nonetheless, they indicate that perfectionistic cog-

nitions might disturb psychological detachment from work and

enhance work-related strain and more specifically intensify negative

effects of specific relevant stressors on psychological detachment and

strain.

A high prevalence of perfectionistic cognitions during a work day

indicates that the “perfectionism mindset” (p. 97) has been activated

by a relevant stressor (Flett, Hewitt, Nepon, & Besser, 2018). If an

employee frequently thinks about mistakes and the negative conse-

quences of such mistakes (PCC) during a work day, this indicates that

his or her perfectionistic concerns have been activated. As a conse-

quence, the employee assigns a significant relevance to and thus

focuses his or her attention on negative aspects of his or her own per-

formance, and this focus enhances strain. In addition, he or she might

still be inclined to engage in perseverative thinking about the impor-

tance, causes, and consequences of discrepancies between his or her

actual and goal status during leisure time. This implies a further deteri-

oration in the ability to detach during evening leisure time and thus

maintained or even increased strain. Besides these main effects, PCC

should enhance reactivity to specific relevant daily job stressors

because these stressors will get more attention (cf. Sonnentag & Fritz,

2015). This process most likely occurs when the job demands either

keep the employee uncertain about the content of his or her tasks or

relevant goals (i.e., role ambiguity), or the uncompleted task perpetu-

ates attention and vigilance for opportunities to complete it

(Masicampo & Baumeister, 2011). Therefore, on days when an individ-

ual experiences more frequent PCC, both (a) negative associations

between daily job stressors (e.g., unfinished tasks) or role ambiguity

and daily psychological detachment and (b) positive associations

between job stressors and daily strain should be enhanced.

By contrast, more frequent thoughts about one's standards (PSC)

are less negative in valence, and thus, they should be less detrimental

for work-related strain. PSC might be sustained in the form of persev-

erative thinking during leisure time, but this more positive mental

engagement might be less detrimental (cf. Sonnentag & Fritz, 2015).

Our expectations of the within-person relations between daily job

demands, daily psychological detachment, and daily strain and of mod-

erating effects of perfectionistic cognitions in the SD model can be

summarized in the following hypotheses:

H4 Building on previous research on the SD model

(Sonnentag & Fritz, 2015), the effect of daily job demands on

daily strain will be mediated by daily psychological

detachment.

H5 On days with more frequent PCC, the (a) negative associ-

ation between daily job demands and daily psychological

detachment and (b) positive association between daily job

demands and daily strain will be stronger than on days with

less frequent PCC.

H6 On days with more frequent PSC, (a) the negative associa-

tion between daily job demands and daily psychological

detachment will be stronger than on days with less frequent

PSC, and (b) the positive association between daily job

demands and daily strain will be comparable to the respective

associations on days with less frequent PSC.

2 | METHOD

2.1 | Participants and Procedure

The study was conducted with employed volunteers who were rec-

ruited through local newspapers, flyers, and social media. We
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accepted individuals who worked at least part time but only those

who were not involved in any kind of shift work. They were given an

informed consent form along with additional information about the

study. After providing informed consent, participants were invited to

complete an online trait questionnaire. They were given additional

information about the experience sampling assessments via

smartphone and the study's procedure from a website.

The experience sampling part of the study took 3 work weeks.

During this phase, participants were prompted each morning (Monday

through Saturday), directly after work, and in the evenings (Monday

through Friday). In the after-work sessions, job stressors and perfec-

tionistic cognitions experienced during that work day as well as

momentary strain were assessed. Each evening, participants rated

their psychological detachment and momentary fatigue. In the morn-

ing, we assessed the strain indicators. The morning and evening ses-

sions took approximately 3 min and the after-work sessions

approximately 8 min each. Considering this high participant burden, to

keep participants involved in the study, we used a bonus system that

rewarded participation. Participants received € 30 for completing at

least 50% of the questionnaires during the 3 weeks of experience

sampling. Alternatively, they were offered the opportunity to partici-

pate in a 3-week online introductory mindfulness training program. In

addition, all participants were given the option to receive individual

feedback that provided a summary of their responses in a written for-

mat. The study was approved by the local ethics committee.

Parallel to the publishing of the results, the data will be transferred

in an anonymized form to the Open Science Framework Repository

(https://osf.io/njhf3/) and will thereby be made available to the scien-

tific community for further analyses.

2.2 | Power Considerations

Regarding the sample size needed to detect the mediation effect pro-

posed in the SD model, Preacher, Zhang, and Zyphur (2011) showed

that the power (i.e., rejection rate in a Monte Carlo simulation) to

detect an indirect effect of .10 was ≥ .81 for ICCs between .10 and

.40 with J ≥ 100 clusters with a within-cluster sample size of n j = 20.

Because Hypotheses 1 through 3 refer to the upper levels of our hier-

archical data (i.e., the person level), the sample size should allow us to

estimate unbiased parameters for the mediation models at the person

level as well. Li and Beretvas (2013) showed that a multilevel struc-

tural equation model required at least 80 clusters to circumvent con-

vergence issues. To the best of our knowledge, no recommendations

exist regarding power estimation for a moderated mediation within a

multilevel structural equation model. Considering the requirements

for the analyses mentioned above and assuming a drop-out rate of

30%, our preregistration stated that we would recruit (stopping rule)

150 participants, resulting in Nmax = 2,250 at Level 1 (if we considered

the three measurement occasions required to estimate the full media-

tion model as one Level 1 unit). Due to dropout that occurred

between study application and participation in the online trait ques-

tionnaire, we decided to recruit a few more participants. In the end,

N = 160 participants responded to the online trait questionnaire. Two

participants withdrew their participation during the first few days of

daily assessments. The final sample consisted of N = 158 employees

(Mage = 41.6; SDage = 10.9; 67% women) with an average contract of

36.8 hr per week (SD = 6.4), an average number of years of profes-

sional experience of 17 (SD = 11.8), and an average of 9 years

(SD = 9.0) with their current employer. The frequency of daily assess-

ments per participant was 42 on average (Min = 6, n = 1; Max = 48,

n = 24), resulting in an overall number of assessments N = 2879 at

Level 1.

2.3 | Measures

2.3.1 | Trait questionnaire

On the trait questionnaire, participants were first asked to provide

demographic information (i.e., sex, age, professional experience, and

working hours per week). The two dimensions of dispositional perfec-

tionism were assessed with two subscales from the Frost Multi-

dimensional Perfectionism Scale (MPS-F; Frost, Marten, Lahart, &

Rosenblate, 1990; Altstötter-Gleich & Bergemann, 2006). DPS was

measured with the Personal Standards (e.g., “I have extremely high

goals”) subscale and DPC with the Concern over Mistakes (e.g., “If I

fail partly, it is as bad as being a complete failure”) subscale. Items are

scored on a 6-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to

6 (strongly agree). The two subscales are considered reliable and valid

indicators of DPS and DPC (e.g., Frost, Heimberg, Holt, Mattia, &

Neubauer, 1993).

2.3.2 | Experience sampling measures

After work, daily job stressors were assessed in terms of unfinished

tasks and role ambiguity. Building on previous work by Syrek and

Antoni (2014) and Syrek et al. (2017), we measured unfinished tasks

with three items (e.g., “I couldn't complete many of my tasks today, so

now I need to finish them tomorrow” and “I am discontent that I didn't

manage to complete today's important tasks”). The items were

answered on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree)

to 5 (strongly agree). Role ambiguity was measured with three items

proposed by Bowling et al. (2017) and adapted to the daily time

frame. Sample items are: “Today, I wasn't sure what was expected of

me at work” and “Today, the requirements of my job were clear”

(recoded). The items were answered on a 7-point scale ranging from

1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The two facets of perfection-

istic cognitions were assessed with six items that were suggested for

the assessment of daily perfectionistic cognitions (Prestele, Altstötter-

Gleich, & Lischetzke, 2019). Originally, these items were adapted from

existing trait measures of DPS and DPC to assess current thoughts

that might occur during a day spent preparing for an examination. For

the present study, we adapted the items to assess cognitions during

the work day. A sample PSC item is “I want to perform particularly

well at work.” A sample PCC item is “Bother! I made a mistake here.”

Participants were asked to indicate how frequently each of the

thoughts came to their mind during that work day ranging from 1 (not
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at all) to 6 (almost the entire time). Momentary strain was assessed as

fatigue with four items from the Profiles of Mood Scales (fatigued,

tired, exhausted, spent; McNair, Droppleman, & Lorr, 1992).

Responses were given on 5-point intensity scales ranging from 0 (not

at all) to 4 (extremely).

In the evening, we assessed psychological detachment with the

four-item measure developed by Sonnentag and Fritz (2007), adapted

for day-specific assessment. Participants responded to items such as,

“This evening, I forgot about work.” The rating scale ranges from

1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). In addition, participants rated

their momentary fatigue using the same items that were administered

in the after-work session.

In the morning, strain was assessed as momentary fatigue using

the same items as in the evenings and after work and as subjective

sleep quality. Sleep quality was assessed with the sleep quality sub-

scale from the Standardized Sleep Inventory (Görtelmeyer, 2011). Par-

ticipants were asked to rate their last night's sleep with three

adjectives (good, undisturbed, ample) ranging from 1 (strongly disagree)

to 5 (strongly agree)..

2.4 | Data Handling and Statistical Analyses

This paper is part of a larger project. An overview of all instruments

used in the project is provided at the OSF: https://osf.io/njhf3/. Raw

data and code will be uploaded parallel to manuscript publication

under the same link. Data management and descriptive statistics were

computed in R, whereas Mplus Version 8 was used to model the data.

For this article, all available measurement occasions (but not all

assessed constructs) were used in the analyses. We excluded partici-

pants from the analyses if they provided data on fewer than two mea-

surement occasions. All remaining information was used in model

estimation.

Some of our mediation and moderation hypotheses (Hypotheses

1 through 3b) represent hypotheses on the between-persons level,

whereas others focus on processes within days (Hypotheses 4 through

6b). Hence, our data have a hierarchical structure with measurement

occasions nested within individuals. As an analytical framework, we

applied multilevel structural equation modeling (MSEM). MSEM can

be applied to solve some of the limitations of conventional multilevel

modeling techniques (see, e.g., Christ et al., 2017), and it can be used

to test complex models. MSEM is a combination of multilevel model-

ing and structural equation modeling (Mehta & Neale, 2005) and

allowed us to estimate the proposed mediation and moderation

effects at the within- and between-persons levels simultaneously. In

addition, MSEM can accommodate unbalanced cluster sizes, missing

data, and random slopes. For our analyses, in a first step, we com-

puted multilevel confirmatory factor analyses (ML-CFAs) to test the

accuracy of our measurements. In a second step, we estimated the full

MSEM. Due to convergence issues (i.e., due to a high number of

parameters in the complex conceptual model), we used the manifest

scale scores of all constructs of interest. Overall, we computed four

models: In Models 1 and 2, strain was operationalized as fatigue in

the morning, and the level of fatigue assessed after work on the pre-

vious day was used as a covariate, whereas in Models 3 and 4, strain

was operationalized as sleep quality. In Models 1 and 3, we com-

puted the analyses with unfinished tasks as the predictor; in Models

2 and 4, role ambiguity was used as the predictor. The conceptual

models and our hypotheses are presented schematically in Figure 1.

Both predictors (i.e., unfinished tasks and role ambiguity), the media-

tor (i.e., psychological detachment), and both outcomes (i.e., fatigue

and sleep quality) were measured daily. Following the recommenda-

tions recently made by Hayes and Rockwood (2018), we person-

centered the predictors, whereas the within- and between-persons

variances in the DVs were partitioned in Mplus and used to repre-

sent the constructs at the two levels of analysis. Perfectionistic cog-

nitions were used as the moderator at the within-person level of

analyses, whereas dispositional perfectionism was used as the

between-persons moderator. Overall, as depicted in Figure 1, each

F IGURE 1 Hypothesized MSEM to test the
person-level and day-level extensions of the SD
model
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model consisted of a person-level model (between-person level) and

a day-level model (within-person level). Each person-level model

concurrently investigated the effects of one predictor

(i.e., unfinished tasks or role ambiguity), two moderators (i.e., DPS

and DPC), the interactions of the moderators with the predictor, the

mediator (i.e., psychological detachment), on one outcome

(i.e., fatigue or sleep quality). In parallel, each day-level model con-

currently investigated the effects of the predictor, two moderators

(i.e., PSC and PCC), the interactions of the moderators with the pre-

dictor, the mediator, and the outcome. Besides direct main and

interactive effects, we tested indirect effects of the predictors, the

moderators, and the interaction terms on strain via psychological

detachment in each model.

One common concern in the application of MSEMs is the question

of how to obtain model convergence as well as admissible parameter

estimates (Clifton & Depaoli, 2018). One way to circumvent conver-

gence problems in MSEMs is to use manifest scale scores

(as mentioned above) or to fix the between-level residual variances to

zero (see, e.g., Gottfredson, Panter, Daye, Allen, & Wightman, 2009).

In addition, we planned to compute the models with random slopes,

but we also preregistered switching to models with random intercepts

only if we needed to reduce model complexity. Nonetheless, inadmis-

sible parameter estimates such as negative variances (Heywood cases)

may still occur when using the Maximum Likelihood Estimator. Hence,

for our analyses, we applied Bayesian estimation as implemented in

Mplus (i.e., with noninformative priors). We determined the

convergence diagnostic (Brooks & Gelman, 1998), checked whether

convergence remained after doubling the number of iterations, visu-

ally inspected the trace plots to ensure the stability of the Markov

chains, and visually checked the smoothness of the histograms for all

parameters.

In all models, we evaluated all parameter estimates for the

associations in the models and report their 95% highest posterior den-

sity interval (HPD). Hypotheses 1, 2, 3a, 4, 5, and 6a would be

supported if the HPD for the coefficient of the interaction term did

not contain zero. Given that we proposed comparable effects in

Hypotheses 3b and 6b, they would be supported if the HPD for the

coefficient of the interaction term contained zero. In addition, to be

able to interpret the magnitudes of the effects, we report the stan-

dardized estimates provided by Mplus. Finally, for all models, the

model fit was evaluated by means of posterior predictive checking

(PPC). The hypotheses and analysis plan have been preregistered

(https://osf.io/j2qc3).

3 | RESULTS

3.1 | Preliminary Analyses

The means, variances, reliabilities, intraclass correlations, and zero-

order correlations of the variables are shown in Table 1. The

intraclass correlation (proportion of variance that is due to the

person level) ranged from 29% (for sleep quality) to 73% (for PSC;

TABLE 1 Bivariate correlations, higher-order means and variances, intraclass correlation coefficients, and reliability estimates of study
measures at the within-person and between-persons level

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 ω ρ

Daily job stressors

1 Unfinished tasks .19 – – .06 .30 −.14 .21 .05 −.03 .83 .49

2 Role ambiguity −.39 – – −.03 .18 −.07 .14 .01 −.01 .51 .48

Dispositional perfectionism

3 Dispositional Perfectionistic Strivings .11 −.03 – – – – – – – – –

4 Dispositional Perfectionistic Concerns .18 .22 .51 – – – – – – – –

Daily perfectionistic cognitions

5 Perfectionistic Strivings Cognitions .22 .11 .41 .47 .32 −.02 −.01 .04 −.05 .73 .73

6 Perfectionistic Concerns Cognitions .55 .61 .10 .49 .35 −.17 .21 .05 −.05 .66 .61

Psychological Detachment

7 Detachment −.40 −.24 −.21 −.23 −.02 −.31 −.13 −.12 .11 .93 .31

Strain

8 Momentary fatigue (evening) .33 .25 .24 .39 .14 .44 −.40 .17 −.05 .89 .41

9 Momentary fatigue (next morning) .27 .23 .19 .40 .08 .34 −.34 .86 −.55 .87 .41

10 Sleep quality (next morning) −.28 −.16 −.10 −.27 −.01 −.19 .29 −.54 −.62 .81 .29

M 2.45 2.53 4.40 3.35 3.54 2.22 3.47 2.87 2.64 3.40

Var 1.46 1.91 0.94 1.32 2.15 1.38 1.50 1.10 0.98 0.96

ω .97 .90 .86 .91 .95 .92 .98 .95 .94 .85

Note. Between-person (N = 158) statistics below the diagonal, within-person (N = 2,879) statistics above the diagonal.
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see Table 1). Thus, all variables demonstrated substantial within-

person variability.

To show that the variables in the experience sampling part of the

study were reliably measured, we conducted multilevel confirmatory

factor analyses (MCFAs) with Mplus 8 (Muthén and Muthén,

1998–2017). The MCFAs showed an acceptable fit when they

included the daily variables involved in the four analysis models,

χ2(df ) = 2197.75 (363) - 1445.72 (200), RMSEA = .04–.05,

CFI = .89–.91, SRMR (within) = .03, SRMR (between) = .05–.06. The

detailed results (fit indices, standardized factor loadings, and latent

correlations) can be retrieved from the OSF (Table A1). Finally, to esti-

mate reliability at the within-person level, we applied the method pro-

posed by Geldhof, Preacher, and Zyphur (2014). For the two

between-persons constructs (DPS and DPC), we computed

McDonald's omegas (see Table 1).

3.2 | Model and Hypotheses Testing

Our four final models described above were computed as random

intercept multilevel moderated mediation models using manifest scale

scores. For all four models, visual inspection (trace plots and histo-

grams) suggested stability and convergence of the models. We ran the

models with 50,000 iterations and then doubled the number of itera-

tions. For the four models, the convergence criterion PSR was ≤1.007

in all post burn-in samples. With posterior predictive p-values (PPP-

values) of the models ranging from.465 (Model 1) to.472 (Model 3)

and hence close to the “ideal” PPP-value of.50, all four models

exhibited an excellent fit to the data.

Table 2 summarizes the unstandardized and standardized path

coefficients of the direct and indirect paths estimated from our

four analysis models (2 job demands × 2 strain indicators). In our

first hypothesis, we predicted that the mediation effect proposed

in the SD model (i.e., the effect of job demands on strain will be

mediated by psychological detachment) would replicate at the

between-persons level of our analyses. In the four models, we

found evidence for this postulated indirect effect only in Model

4 when job demands were operationalized as role ambiguity and

strain was operationalized as sleep quality. In this model, role ambi-

guity reduced detachment, whereas detachment enhanced sleep

quality. Whereas stressors were also identified as relevant predic-

tors of detachment in Models 1 and 3, detachment was not a rele-

vant predictor of strain in Models 1 to 3, and the credibility

intervals for the indirect effect included zero, suggesting no evi-

dence for the mediation.

In Hypothesis 2, we predicted that at the between-persons level,

perfectionistic concerns would moderate the negative relation

between job demands and detachment and the positive relation

between job demands and strain such that high levels of DPC would

result in a stronger association between the aforementioned

constructs. In all four models, we found no evidence for such

interaction effects at the between-level. That is, DPC showed direct

effects on strain only: It was negatively associated with sleep quality

and positively associated with change in fatigue.

In our last hypothesis at the between-persons level of analysis, we

predicted that for participants with high levels of perfectionistic striv-

ings, the negative association between job demands and detachment

would be stronger than for participants with low levels of DPS (H3a),

but we expected no effect of DPS on the positive association

between job demands and strain (H3b). In our data, we found no sup-

port for Hypothesis 3a. By contrast, Hypothesis H3b was supported

in all four models because the effects were comparable insofar as they

were null on average (i.e., credibility intervals included zero). Hence, at

the between-level, DPS showed no effects on detachment and strain

in the morning and no association with job demands.

In our first hypothesis referring to the within-level (H4), we aimed

to replicate the basic mediation effect of the SD model. Indeed, in

Models 1 and 3 (i.e., unfinished tasks as a job demand), we found that

detachment mediated the effect of daily unfinished tasks on change

in fatigue and on sleep quality the next morning. In these models,

unfinished tasks reduced detachment, whereas detachment enhanced

sleep quality and reduced fatigue. By contrast, in Models 2 and 4 (i.-

e., role ambiguity as a job demand), detachment was also a relevant

predictor of sleep quality and fatigue. However, role ambiguity was

not a unique predictor of strain, and we found no evidence of the

mediation effects. Thus, Hypothesis 4 was only partially supported.

Further, we predicted that within-person fluctuations in daily per-

fectionistic cognitions would moderate associations between daily job

demands and daily detachment. In Hypothesis 5, we predicted that on

days with more frequently activated perfectionistic concerns, the neg-

ative association between daily job demands and daily detachment

and the positive association between daily job demands and strain

would be more attenuated than on days with less frequent PCC (H5).

However, in all four models, we found no evidence of such moderat-

ing effects of PCC. However, PCC was negatively associated with

detachment and thereby indirectly related to fatigue and sleep quality.

In our last hypothesis at the within-person level of analysis, we

predicted that on days with more frequently activated perfectionistic

strivings, the negative association between daily job demands and

daily psychological detachment would be stronger than on days with

less frequent PSC (H6a), but we expected comparable positive associ-

ations between daily job demands and daily strain irrespective of the

frequency of daily PSC (H6b). In our data, we found no evidence

supporting Hypothesis 6a. Surprisingly, we found that on days with

more frequent PSC, the association between role ambiguity and

detachment was less negative (Models 2 and 3). Corresponding to

Hypothesis 6b, PSC did not moderate the relation between job

demands and strain in Models 1, 2, and 4 (i.e., the credibility intervals

included zero). However, in Model 3, we found that on days with

more frequent PSC, the negative effect of unfinished tasks on sleep

quality was less strong than on days with less frequent PSC.

4 | DISCUSSION

The objective of our registered report was to conduct an experi-

ence sampling study to investigate the role of dispositional
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perfectionism and perfectionistic cognitions in the stressor-

detachment framework. On the between-persons level, we tested

whether critical evaluations of a person's own behavior and con-

cerns about the consequences of not living up to one's standards

(DPC) and the setting of and striving for extremely high standards

(DPS) would moderate the effects of job demands on psychological

detachment and on job-related strain. In parallel, on the within-

person level, we examined whether a high prevalence of perfec-

tionistic cognitions (i.e., a “perfectionism mindset”) during work time

would moderate the effects of daily job demands on the ability to

detach from work and on daily strain levels such as feelings of

fatigue and impaired sleep. Taken together, the support for our

hypotheses was mixed.

4.1 | The Mediating Process in the SD Model

One of the core assumptions in research on recovery is that recovery

experiences such as psychological detachment mediate the associa-

tion between job stressors and strain. Surprisingly, only a few primary

studies have directly tested such effects of psychological detachment

(see Sonnentag & Fritz, 2015; Wendsche & Lohmann-Haislah, 2017).

In cross-sectional studies, detachment has been found to mediate the

effect of job demands on fatigue (Kinnunen et al., 2010), exhaustion

(Sonnentag et al., 2010), and perceived stress (Safstrom & Hartig,

2013). One daily-diary study reported that detachment mediated the

relation between work activities in the evening and vigor the follow-

ing morning (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012), and a meta-analytic

review found support for an indirect effect from job demands to

fatigue through psychological detachment (Wendsche & Lohmann-

Haislah, 2017). Given this primary and meta-analytical evidence, our

mixed findings were rather unexpected. In our study, at the between-

level, we found support for the mediation effect in one out of four

models (i.e., when looking at role ambiguity as the job demand and

sleep quality as an indicator of strain). At the within-level, we found

support for the mediation effect in the two models that included

unfinished tasks as predictors of detachment, but not for role ambigu-

ity. Also, our estimates of the indirect effects were considerably

smaller than the meta-analytical estimate. At least two points should

be considered when discussing these results. First, previous primary

and secondary results did not necessarily apply to all possible combi-

nations of job stressors and strain indicators. However, our choice of

the specific constructs—albeit not atypical in occupational health

research—was based on theoretical assumptions derived from perfec-

tionism research. Consequently, we argue that the focus on more spe-

cific predictions contributes to a strengthening of the theory and

clarifies its boundaries. Second, we planned our design to allow for a

separation of predictors, mediator, and strain indicators in time. In

doing so, we aimed to both improve our understanding of the underly-

ing process and to reduce shared (method) variance in our assess-

ments. However, the extent to which concurrent measurements blur

actual effects is an open question: A recent meta-analysis (Pindek,

Arvan, & Spector, 2018) suggested that the associations between job

stressors and strain tended to be weaker when predictors and

outcomes were assessed concurrently in comparison with studies in

which strain indicators were measured later in time than job stressors

(i.e., when the supposed processes had time to unfold). Put differently,

the time lag between the assessments might be a crucial (and over-

looked) determinant of the divergent estimates across studies (see

Kuiper & Ryan, 2019).

With regard to the direct effects, at the within-person level,

only unfinished tasks but not role ambiguity reported after work

predicted psychological detachment during evening leisure time.

Conceivably, the adverse effects of role ambiguity might result in

stronger negative affective states during work time or directly after

work but might be less salient before bedtime. By contrast, in

accordance with the Zeigarnik effect, unfinished tasks might trigger

work-related rumination (Berset, Elfering, Lüthy, Lüthi, & Semmer,

2011; Syrek & Antoni, 2014) and hence maintain a state of high

negative activation or tense arousal and irritation—consequently

impairing recovery processes. This finding contributes to the

recently suggested concept of the “recovery paradox” (Sonnentag,

2018). In this paper, Sonnentag explained that, in general, recovery

processes are often impaired when job stressors are high—although

employees facing high levels of job stressors should prioritize their

recovery in order to maintain well-being. However, it seems that

findings regarding the association between specific job stressors

and detachment stemming from diary studies differ from cross-

sectional findings (Sonnentag, 2018). In diary research and consis-

tent with our findings, some stressors predict psychological detach-

ment (e.g., self-control demands; Germeys & De Gieter, 2018),

whereas some stressors do not—or at least not linearly (e.g., time

pressure; Haun, Nübold, & Bauer, 2018).

With respect to direct effects of psychological detachment on

strain, consistent with the literature, in our models, psychological

detachment assessed before sleep predicted fatigue and sleep quality

in the morning. In two meta-analyses (Bennet et al., 2018;

Wendsche & Lohmann-Haislah, 2017), the observed correlations

between detachment and indicators of impaired well-being such as

fatigue or exhaustion ranged from|.23|to|.42|. In our study, zero-order

correlations at the within-person level of analysis were.29 for sleep

and − .34 for fatigue. Not surprisingly, the effect sizes for the unique

effects of detachment on strain after the effects of job stressors and

perfectionism on strain were accounted for were smaller than the

zero-order correlations reported in the meta-analytical reviews, and

these estimates were relevant for the mediation effects postulated in

the overall models. Still, we were able to detect the relation between

psychological detachment and strain despite the facts that (a) the

effect was examined “overnight” (i.e., we predicted fatigue and sleep

quality in the morning from detachment assessed at bedtime) and

(b) in two out of four models, we controlled for previous levels of

fatigue. These results are consistent with several previous studies that

reported significant effects of detachment (or the lack thereof) on

negative states the next morning (Sonnentag, Binnewies, & Mojza,

2008) and even after controlling for previous levels of these negative

states (Sonnentag, 2008; Sonnentag & Lischetzke, 2018). But, in a

nutshell, we argue that the more or less consistent findings for the
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direct effects of job stressors on detachment and of detachment on

strain cannot guarantee that mediation effects can be found with the

same consistency. Also, because both individual differences in disposi-

tional perfectionism and daily fluctuations in perfectionistic cognitions

predicted daily strain, the associations between psychological detach-

ment and strain found in our study were clearly smaller than the

meta-analytical estimates of the bivariate associations.

4.2 | The Role of Perfectionism in the SD Model

Beyond the basic mediation effect proposed in the SD model, an

important goal of the present study was to extend research on recov-

ery by investigating the role of dispositional perfectionism (between-

persons level) and perfectionistic cognitions (within-person level) as

personality variables that might be predictors and moderators of the

stressor-detachment-strain associations across work days.

Concerning the predicted interaction effects, the only indication

of the moderating role of perfectionism in the SD model was

found on the within-person level and was contrary to our

preregistered hypotheses: On days with more frequent PSC, the

association between daily role ambiguity and daily detachment was

less negative. Although we caution against overinterpreting this sin-

gle and small effect, it might be explained against the background

of research that has frequently revealed more positive associations

of perfectionistic strivings with psychological adjustment, especially

when the overlap with perfectionistic concerns was controlled for

(e.g., Prestele & Altstötter-Gleich, 2018; Stoeber & Gaudreau,

2017; Stoeber, 2014). More specifically, such less detrimental

effects of perfectionistic strivings compared to perfectionistic con-

cerns were also reported for indicators of distress and detachment

in the workplace (see Harari, Swider, Steed, & Breidenthal, 2018 and

Ocampo, Wang, Kiazad, Restubog, & Ashkanasy, 2019 for recent

reviews). Although we aimed to assess a lack of psychological

detachment in a broader sense, that is, meaning both positive and

negative engagement in work-related activities during evening lei-

sure time, participants may have predominantly based their judg-

ments on negative activities. Future studies might include questions

for assessing what participants based their ratings of psychological

detachment on in order to control for this potential imbalance or to

specifically differentiate between rather negative problem-focused

and more positive solution-focused activities that might help

decrease strain during evening leisure time (cf. Ciarocco, Vohs, &

Baumeister, 2010). Beyond this single interaction effect, we did not

find the expected moderating effects of perfectionistic concerns

(DPC and PCC) on effects of job stressors on psychological detach-

ment and strain responses or the expected moderating effects of

perfectionistic strivings (DPS and PSC) on effects of job stressors on

psychological detachment.

However, our analyses revealed negative main effects of per-

fectionistic concerns but not perfectionistic strivings on strain

responses on both levels of analysis. This replicates prior findings

that have consistently supported unique negative effects of linking

DPC (see Hill et al., 2010; Stoeber & Gaudreau, 2017, for

overviews) and, in parallel, PCC (e.g., Prestele & Altstötter-Gleich,

2018; Stoeber & Gaudreau, 2017; Stoeber, 2014) with enhanced

distress, whereas DPS and PSC have frequently been reported to

be unrelated to distress, at least when the overlap with DPC or

PCC was controlled for. On the between-persons level, DPC were

consistently associated with enhanced fatigue and reduced sleep

quality in the morning across all four models. On the within-person

level, all direct effects of the two dimensions of perfectionistic cog-

nitions on strain were not different from null effects. However,

PCC but not PSC were associated with enhanced strain responses

indirectly via psychological detachment. Such indirect effects of

perfectionistic concerns on distress have previously reported dispo-

sitional perfectionism (DPC) via indicators of negative forms of cog-

nitive perseverative activities (e.g., Cox & Chen, 2015; Flaxman

et al., 2017; Frost et al., 1997) but have not been investigated on

the level of current perfectionistic thoughts, so far. This means that

on days when participants experienced more frequent thoughts

about mistakes and the negative consequences of such mistakes

during work, they also reported a lack of detachment during eve-

ning leisure time irrespective of the number of relevant job

stressors experienced that day (i.e., no moderation effect). This

result extended prior evidence on effects of DPC on average levels

of work-related worry and rumination (Flaxman et al., 2017, 2012)

and on associations between perfectionistic cognitions and negative

forms of perseverative thinking (not differentiating between PSC

and PCC; Flett, Hewitt, Blankstein, & Gray, 1998; Flett, Madorsky,

Hewitt, & Heisel, 2002) to specifically investigating fluctuations in

perfectionistic concerns in the form of current thoughts on the

within-person level. In contrast to our expectations and to evidence

on the role of trait perfectionism in the workplace (see Harari et al.,

2018 and Ocampo et al., 2019 for recent reviews), that consistently

reported detrimental effects of perfectionistic concerns not only on

indicators of strain and organizational behavior but also on motiva-

tional variables and detachment, we found no evidence that associa-

tions between the two dimensions of dispositional perfectionism

and psychological detachment were different from zero at the

between-persons level. This was surprising given Flaxman and col-

leagues' (Flaxman et al., 2017, 2012) results because they found

that DPC and DPS were associated with unique forms of cognitive

work-related behavior during evening leisure time (i.e., DPC with

work-related worry/rumination but not positive thinking about work

and DPS with positive thinking about work but not work-related

worry/rumination). Both forms should mean that one is not

“refraining from job-related activities and mentally disengaging from

work during time off the job” (i.e., detachment; Sonnentag & Fritz,

2015, p. 72). One important difference between the present study

and the studies reported by Flaxman and colleagues was that in our

final models, we controlled for average levels of daily job stressors.

Regarding the bivariate associations between dispositional perfec-

tionism and psychological detachment, we found evidence that DPS

and DPC were negatively associated with psychological detachment,

but this effect did not hold when the two dimensions of disposi-

tional perfectionism were included as predictors of detachment
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along with relevant job stressors and evening levels of fatigue in

one model. Thus, it might be the case that although DPS and DPC

are generally associated with impaired detachment during evening

leisure time, this effect is due to overlap between dispositional per-

fectionism, job demands, and strain experienced immediately

after work.

Overall, our results showed that the differentiation between

perfectionistic strivings and perfectionistic concerns on the levels

of both dispositional perfectionism and perfectionistic cognitions is

relevant for a better understanding of daily psychological detach-

ment and strain responses. Whereas perfectionistic concerns were

associated with enhanced strain responses on the levels of both

between-person differences in DPC (directly) and within-person

fluctuations in PCC (indirectly via psychological detachment), per-

fectionistic strivings were mostly unrelated to detachment and

strain as assessed in the present study. However, perfectionistic

strivings might be a relevant predictor of other specific variables in

daily working life (e.g., positive thinking about work, work engage-

ment; e.g., Flaxman et al., 2017; Stoeber & Damian, 2016) not

included in the SD model.

4.3 | Limitations and Recommendations for Future
Studies

One critical decision we had to make for our research design was

about the operationalization of the stressor part (i.e., job demands)

of the SD model. Whereas prior research on the perfectionism-

specific diathesis-stress model predominantly investigated broader

classes of achievement versus social stressors (e.g., Flett, Nepon,

Hewitt, & Fitzgerald, 2016), we decided to investigate two specific

job demands (i.e., unfinished tasks and role ambiguity) that should

be highly relevant in the context of perfectionism. However, the

advantage of the localization of narrowly defined stressors

(e.g., unfinished tasks) in contrast to assessing a large variety of

stressors under a common label (e.g., achievement stressors) comes

along with the risk of missing other stressors that might have been

equally or even more relevant on a specific work day, in a specific

work environment, or for a specific person. This might be one

explanation for the fact that we predominantly found main effects

of perfectionistic concerns (trait and state) but no interactions with

the narrowly defined stressors under investigation. Future studies

might assess a broader range of job demands or a combination of

broader and theoretically deduced specific demands in order to

obtain a more detailed picture of the specific job demands that

might interact with certain personality characteristics to predict

psychological detachment and strain responses.

It was beyond the scope of our study to assess fluctuations in

both daily job stressors and daily strain indicators with objective

measures. Although it is the subjective perception of stressors that

has immediate psychological consequences rather than objective

situational characteristics, diathesis-stress models propose that per-

sonality characteristics affect the interpretation of objective situa-

tional characteristics. This means that the interaction between job

stressors and personality characteristics might take place before a

participant interprets a situational characteristic as a job stressor.

More specifically, as participants high in perfectionistic concerns

should be hypersensitive to deviations from an ideal state, they

should more frequently report that they did not finish a task

(at least not to their satisfaction) or that they were not sure that

they did what was expected (i.e., role ambiguity). In order to reveal

this mechanism, future studies might choose other approaches to

the job stressors that employees face during their work days

(e.g., experimental manipulations or interventions, third-party

reports), which come along with their own diagnostic advantages

and disadvantages but might constitute a valuable supplement to

self-reported job stressors. Moreover, in addition to reports from

others about well-being (Fritz, Yankelevich, Zarubin, & Barger,

2010) or detachment (Sonnentag et al., 2010), future studies might

implement objective measures such as cardiovascular and endocri-

nological indicators as indicators of strain (see Dettmers, Vahle-

Hinz, Bamberg, Friedrich, & Keller, 2016; Radstaak, Geurts,

Brosschot, Cillessen, & Kompier, 2011).

Although the present research used a strong design with three

measurement occasions per day and up to 48 measurement points

per person, another limitation of our study is that due to model

complexity, we were able to estimate only average effects. From a

methodological point of view, it would be worthwhile to look at

the within-person and between-persons variability in the postulated

relations as well as at possible third variables at either the individ-

ual or organizational level that might account for such variability.

4.4 | Practical implications

The results of our study support the notion that both trait and

state perfectionistic concerns play an important role for self-

reported levels of strain and detachment in employees. Given that

perfectionism is often considered to be “rewarded” and “useful”

(Basco, 2000) in organizations, occupational health researchers

should promote more knowledge on the “dark side” of perfection-

ism – or at least the “failure-avoiding” aspect of the construct.

Taking into account meta-analytical evidence regarding the detri-

mental effects of perfectionism (Harari, et al., 2018), it might be a

fruitful endeavor for organizations to foster a culture of clear com-

munication regarding performance expectations and higher toler-

ance for mistakes. At the individual level, employees high in

perfectionism should carefully evaluate working hours and self-

expectations regarding work-related goals. Our findings showing

that PCC might negatively impact detachment seem worrying, given

that recovery is known to mitigate negative correlates of

perfectionism such as anxiety or burnout (Harari, et al., 2018).

Our results underscore the importance of bearing in mind per-

sonal characteristics when aiming at a supportive and healthy

climate in the organization. Individuals with high levels of PCC are

at risk for not being able to detach from work, resulting in high

levels of fatigue and low sleep quality. Organizations should pay

special attention to identifying employees at risk. Trainings
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combining more common stress management interventions with

strategies taken from evidence-based treatments of perfectionism

(see e.g. Egan, Wade, Shafran, & Antony, 2014) could benefit a

broad range of employees.

4.5 | Conclusion

This study contributes to research on psychological detachment in

the framework of the SD model by investigating the role of trait

perfectionism and state perfectionistic cognitions in the relations

between daily job stressors, detachment, and strain. We showed

that individual differences in perfectionism are directly related to

fatigue and sleep quality, whereas fluctuations in perfectionistic

concerns cognitions are associated with daily detachment—possibly

impairing recovery processes. Likewise, regarding the mediation

process proposed in the SD model, both the null findings and the

considerably smaller effect sizes call for future studies to make

even more precise predictions.
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