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Abstract

Are some daily job stressors good for employees? The challenge-hindrance stressor framework (CHSF) attempts to shed light
on this question by categorizing stressors according to their ability to facilitate (challenge stressors) or inhibit (hindrance
stressors) growth and achievement. According to the CHSF, challenge stressors should be associated with increased per-
formance, but also with increased strain which subsequently hurts performance. Conversely, hindrance stressors should be
associated with reduced performance both directly and indirectly via strain. Prior meta-analytic investigations have focused
on more stable job stressors (using cross-sectional or longitudinal primary studies), and found contradicting resulted in sup-
port of the CHSF predictions. In the current meta-analysis, we tested the validity of the CHSF using a more dynamic view
of stressors, by applying it to short-term, daily experiences of stressors, strains, and performance outcomes. Results from 78
unique samples indicated that at the within-person level, hindrance stressors have both a direct and an indirect (via strain)
short-term effect on performance. Challenge stressors have a positive direct effect on performance but a negative indirect
effect via strain. Furthermore, we examined two performance indicators separately: task performance and organizational
citizenship behaviors (OCB). The results revealed that challenge stressors have a stronger positive association with OCB
than with task performance. Hindrance stressors exhibited the opposite pattern, a stronger negative association with task
performance than with OCB. The results of this study suggest that all daily stressors result in strain, which negatively relates
to performance, though challenge stressors also have some positive effects on daily performance.
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Introduction regardless of the specific type of stressor, high levels of

job stressors predict high levels of strains such as anxiety,

There has been a longstanding interest in how stressful
working conditions, or stressors (defined here as perceived
workplace conditions or demands that require coping
efforts) relate to employee well-being and performance,
with numerous meta-analyses examining these relationships
(Pindek et al., 2017). Meta-analytic evidence suggests that
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emotional exhaustion, and physical symptoms (LePine et al.,
2005; Podsakoff et al., 2007). However, the associations
between job stressors and positively valenced outcomes
such as job performance have been less consistent, and a
key theory used to explain the unique pattern of relationships
between job stressors and negative versus positive outcomes
has been the challenge-hindrance stressor framework
(CHSF; LePine, 2022). This framework, first introduced by
Cavanaugh et al. (2000), distinguishes between challenge
stressors, defined as work-demands that can facilitate
growth and achievement (e.g., workload, job complexity,
and responsibility), and hindrance stressors, defined as work-
demands that constrain growth and achievement (e.g., role
conflict, mistreatment, and organizational constraints or
“red tape”). Challenge stressors are theorized to facilitate
performance directly, but also hurt performance indirectly by
increasing strain levels, whereas hindrance stressors should
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inhibit performance both directly and indirectly via strain
(LePine et al., 2005; Podsakoff et al., 2023).

The popularity and impact of the CHSF over the past
several decades is widely acknowledged among scholars
(O'Brien & Beehr, 2019), and an early meta-analysis pro-
vided support for it (LePine et al., 2005). However, the
CHSEF has been criticized for mixed and inconsistent find-
ings, including in a recent meta-analysis that replicated its
proposed direct effects on performance for hindrance stress-
ors, but found near-zero relationships for challenge stressors
(Mazzola & Disselhorst, 2019). This has led scholars to call
for a reshaping of the existing paradigm (Horan et al., 2020).
Some scholars have argued that the discrepancies, at least in
part, can be attributed to boundary conditions such as social
support or control (O'Brien & Beehr, 2019). Others have
pointed to the issue of relying on a priori categorizations of
whether a stressor is a challenge or a hindrance rather than
directly measuring individuals’ appraisals of the stressors
they encounter as challenging or hindering (Horan et al.,
2020). Though we agree there are likely important roles for
boundary conditions as well as individuals’ appraisals, in the
current study we advance a different argument. Instead of
answering calls to reshape the existing paradigm, we high-
light a key component of the CHSF that has been largely
overlooked: the dynamic nature of stressful work conditions.

The CHSF, like many work stress theories, builds a con-
ceptual framework in which an employee first perceives and
appraises a situation as stressful, which in turn initiates a
response such as emotional strain or reduced performance.
Despite this episodic account of the stress process in theory
(i.e., episodic exposure to a stressor leading to short-term strain
and short-term reduced performance), most studies examining
the associations between challenge and hindrance stressors and
their outcomes assume that long-term or repeated exposure
to stressors will result in long-term consequences. As such,
these studies have largely used cross-sectional or longitudinal
designs that assess individuals’ relatively stable levels of job
stressors, well-being, and performance, with questions often
capturing their general work experiences. Although this accu-
mulation is a reasonable assumption both theoretically and
empirically (e.g., Ford et al., 2014), it is not the most direct
interpretation or test of the theory. Fortunately, there have been
a growing number of studies employing daily diary designs
that adopt a more episodic approach to studying the job stress
process (Ohly et al., 2010; Spector & Pindek, 2016). These
studies assess the experience of stressors and outcomes such
as strains or performance on a series of consecutive workdays,
allowing for a comparison of within-person experiences and an
examination of potential short-term outcomes that are better
aligned with stress theories. Thus far, however, meta-analyses
have primarily analyzed CHSF at a between-person level of
analysis, despite the fact that its tenets are best interpreted and
investigated using a within-person framework.
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Therefore, the current meta-analysis seeks to highlight a
neglected aspect to the growing dialogue around CHSF by
investigating whether its tenets are supported in studies that
adopt a more episodic/dynamic view of work experiences:
namely, daily diary studies. Specifically, we examine the
direct and indirect (via strain) short-term relationships
between the two types of stressors (challenge and hindrance)
and performance at the within-person level. An additional
goal of this meta-analysis is to examine these relationships
using a comparison of two dimensions of positive employee
performance: task performance and organizational
citizenship behaviors (OCBs; Borman & Motowidlo, 1997).
We focus on these two performance variables because
they are widely studied, central facets of job performance
(Podsakoff et al., 2023), and because these two dimensions
are closely related to the conceptual underpinnings of the
challenge and hindrance stressors constructs as situations
that either facilitate or inhibit growth and achievement. This
meta-analysis therefore explores an important yet neglected
aspect in refining the CHSF: the direct and indirect (via
strain) within-person short-term effects of challenge and
hindrance stressors.

The Challenge Hindrance-Stressor Framework

Since its introduction over twenty years ago, the CHSF has
become a highly influential theoretical framework within
the job stress literature. It was first proposed by Cavanaugh
et al. (2000) and is rooted in the transactional model of stress
(Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), which argues that appraisals are
key in determining whether a situation is stressful, and how
individuals subsequently respond. The CHSF also draws
on work by Selye (1976) distinguishing “negative” from
“positive” stress (i.e., “distress vs. “eustress”).

The CHSF offers a parsimonious and highly practical
distinction between its two categories of stressors. Challenge
stressors are purported to present an opportunity for
growth and personal accomplishment and should therefore
have a positive effect on employee outcomes. Hindrance
stressors, on the other hand, are posited to thwart goal
accomplishment, and should therefore have a detrimental
effect on employee outcomes. Of important note is the
fact that these categorizations assume that certain types of
work experiences are generally appraised by employees as
threatening valued goals (i.e., “hindrances”), whereas other
circumstances are generally appraised as opportunities to
accomplish valued goals (i.e., “challenges”). Importantly,
most of the empirical studies using this framework have
been conducted at the between-person level. The CHSF’s
approach of a priori categorizing stressors as hindrance or
challenge stressors, although practical, has been criticized
as being overly simplistic. For example, in a cross-sectional
study, Webster et al. (2011) directly measured employee
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appraisals and found that workload (a challenge stressor) and
role ambiguity (a hindrance stressor) were perceived as both
a challenge and a hindrance simultaneously. Another study
found that organizational constraints (a hindrance stressor)
fostered both challenge and hindrance appraisals, and these
appraisals explained the near-zero overall association between
constraints and performance (Pindek & Spector, 2016a).
Moreover, there are inconsistencies regarding the stressor-
performance relationship: a recent meta-analysis (Mazzola
& Disselhorst, 2019) employed an added methodological
constraint, limiting included studies to those with stressors
identified as challenge or hindrance stressors in the CHSF.
They found near-zero associations between challenge stressors
and both task performance and OCB, thus failing to replicate
earlier meta-analytic findings (LePine et al., 2005).

Although there are conflicting arguments as well as
findings regarding the stressor-performance relationship, the
associations between stressors (challenge or hindrance) and
strains are more consistent. Two meta-analyses by LePine
et al. (2005) and Podsakoff et al. (2007) provide evidence
for positive relationships between challenge stressors and
strains (both physical and psychological). With regard
to positively valenced outcomes, Podsakoff et al. (2007)
failed to find a significant relationship between challenge
stressors and job satisfaction and affective organizational
commitment, though significant negative relationships were
found between hindrance stressors and those job attitudes.
The more recent meta-analysis by Mazzola and Disselhorst
(2019) largely replicated these results. Therefore, the
stressor-strain relationship appears to be consistent for both
challenge and hindrance stressors.

Interestingly, the debate on the usefulness of the CHSF,
together with the inconsistent findings for the stressor-
performance relationships and the more consistent findings
for the stressor-strain relationships, has been based mostly
on findings from primary studies that are cross-sectional or
longitudinal (Spector & Pindek, 2016). However, the rise of
daily diary designs examining short-term stress responses
has finally afforded the opportunity to meta-analytically
investigate the dynamic effects of challenge and hindrance
stressors on performance (both directly and indirectly via
strain). The daily diary design is more closely aligned with
the underlying episodic perspective that characterizes the
CHSF and is thus better suited to evaluate whether the tenets
of the theory regarding relationships with outcome variables
are supported.

The Dynamic Aspect of the Challenge
Hindrance-Stressor Framework

Daily diary studies include measures that repeat every
day, allowing researchers to partition the overall varia-
tions among observations into within-person variance

(representing higher or lower daily levels compared to the
individual’s own mean) and between-person variance (rep-
resenting higher or lower overall levels for an individual
compared to the sample’s mean). These two components are
mathematically orthogonal (Enders & Tofighi, 2007) and
represent theoretically different meanings. For example, a
high between-person workload level indicates that there is
usually a lot to do for a specific person at their job, whereas
a high within-person workload level indicates that it is a
particularly busy day for them. Stress theories often describe
processes using a language that can be applied to both lev-
els, but applications of these theories have for the most part
been conducted at the between-person level (Pindek et al.,
2019). Because of its origins in the transactional model of
stress (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), the CHSF is based on
the idea that individuals first perceive a particular demand
or circumstance and appraise it as stressful, and in turn
this appraisal leads to negative or positive work outcomes
(Cavanaugh et al., 2000). When perceiving and appraising
the situation as stressful, individuals also assess whether
the situation has the potential to promote personal gain or
growth (i.e., a challenge stressor), or if it mainly has the
potential to inhibit such growth (i.e., a hindrance stressor).
This additional appraisal affects the type of coping — that
is, whether it entails an increase or decrease of effort which
can lead to an increase or decrease in performance (LePine
et al., 2005). These ideas are applicable when an individ-
ual appraises their typical level of stressors. For example,
a nurse who typically has a high workload and is usually
required to work at an intense pace may experience strain
outcomes such as exhaustion, but also experience skill devel-
opment, personal growth (e.g., self-efficacy), and better per-
formance overall. At the within-person level, a nurse who is
working a particularly busy shift is required to work quicker
and harder than normal. On that shift, this nurse may expe-
rience more exhaustion than usual, but may also increase
their effort to meet this demand. It is not clear to what extent
employees acclimate to their typical levels of stressors, but
there is likely some adaptation (see Burgess et al., 2022),
at least when this level is not extreme. Nevertheless, it is
likely that upward deviations from the typical level of chal-
lenge or hindrance would be experienced as a challenge or
hindrance (respectively). Using our example, the nurse who
typically has a high workload may have grown accustomed
to it (at least when it is not extreme), but on days with an
especially high workload that present a complex challenge,
they may experience noticeable increases in both strain and
performance, the expected pattern for challenge stressors.
It is important to note that some primary studies have rec-
ognized the value of applying the CHSF to the within-person
level (e.g., Tadi¢ et al., 2015). Additionally, a meta-analysis
on the stressor-strain relationship in diary studies (Pindek
et al., 2019) revealed that challenge and hindrance stressors
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both have positive relationships with strain, which are simi-
lar in magnitude. However, the within-person stressor-per-
formance relationship that is at the heart of the CHSF has
not yet been the focus of a meta-analysis, and the magni-
tude of the relationships are not yet known (Podsakoff et al.,
2023). Nevertheless, the direction of these effects is hypoth-
esized here in alignment with the CHSF: a positive effect
for challenge stressors and a negative effect for hindrance
stressors. Therefore, we pose the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis la: There is a positive association between
challenge stressors and performance at the within-person
level.
Hypothesis 1b: There is a negative association between
hindrance stressors and performance at the within-person
level.

The Indirect Stressor-Performance Effect Via Strain

Although the CHSF was originally used to support direct
relationships between the two types of stressors and various
negative (e.g., strain) and positive (e.g., performance)
outcomes, in their meta-analysis, LePine et al. (2005)
suggested that stressors have both a direct effect on
performance and an indirect effect via strain and motivation.
This was also a prominent feature of the CHSF in a recent
review (Podsakoff et al., 2023), which included a long list
of variable categories as mediators in the model, some
negatively valenced (i.e., psychological strains, physical
strains) and others positively valenced (motivational
processes, employee attitudes, and positive emotions). In the
current meta-analysis, we use strains to model the indirect
effect on performance. We define strains broadly, including
both negatively and positively valenced variables. This is
consistent with a prior meta-analysis of the stressor-strain
relationship at the within-person level (Pindek et al., 2019),
which found a positive association between daily stressors
(challenge and hindrance) and a broadly-defined category
of strains.

The negative impact of strains on performance is often
understood through a resource-based perspective, as strain
involves a loss of resources that can cause employees to dis-
engage from their jobs in order to conserve mental resources
(see Siu et al., 2013). Another way to explain the negative
effects of strains on performance is simply that strains such
as fatigue and exhaustion reduce the energy that could oth-
erwise have been directed towards task performance (Cohen,
1980; LePine et al., 2005). The theorizing and pattern of
results from the LePine et al. (2005) meta-analysis suggest
that hindrance stressors have a negative effect on perfor-
mance both directly and indirectly by increasing levels of
strain. Challenge stressors, on the other hand, should have a
more complicated relationship with performance: a positive
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direct effect on performance due to the potential to facili-
tate growth and achievement, but a negative indirect effect
because of the increase in strain levels. Although the pattern
of relationships in LePine et al.’s (2005) original meta-anal-
ysis was based on studies conducted at the between-person
level, the underlying CHSF tenets are similarly, if not more,
applicable at the within-person level. Therefore, we propose
the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 2: There is a negative association between
strains and performance at the within-person level.
Hypothesis 3a: There is a positive direct association and
a negative indirect association via strain between chal-
lenge stressors and performance at the within-person
level.

Hypothesis 3b: There is a negative direct association and
a negative indirect association via strain between hin-
drance stressors and performance at the within-person
level.

An Exploratory Examination of Performance Types

When examining employee job performance, it has been
argued that task performance and OCB are conceptually and
empirically distinct, albeit strongly related aspects of job
performance (Hoffman et al., 2007). In their meta-analysis,
Hoffman et al. (2007) found that OCB consistently related
more strongly to attitudes than did task performance. This is
perhaps not surprising, considering that OCB is somewhat
more discretionary than task performance. These two
aspects of positive performance were discussed in another
meta-analysis focused on the stressor-OCB relationship
(Eatough et al., 2011). That meta-analysis, conducted at the
between-person level, examined two hindrance stressors,
role ambiguity and conflict, and one challenge stressor,
overload. They found a negative relationship between both
hindrance stressors and OCB, and no relationship between
the challenge stressor and OCB. These results were recently
replicated in another meta-analysis (Mazzola & Disselhorst,
2019), where a similar pattern emerged for OCB and task
performance.

Based on the CHSF, it is hard to predict whether the
effects of daily challenge and hindrance stressors on
performance would differ by the type of performance.
With regard to challenge stressors, on the one hand, on
a day with high levels of challenge stressors, employees
may feel they can do more than their job prescribes, which
aligns with a resource-building perspective (Hobfoll,
1989; Hobfoll et al., 2018) and the definition of challenge
stressors as facilitating growth and achievement. This line
of thinking suggests a stronger positive effect on daily OCB
than on task performance. Conversely, some challenge
stressors (e.g., workload) may leave the employee with
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little time to do anything beyond what is strictly defined
as their tasks for the day, suggesting a stronger effect for
task performance.

As for hindrance stressors, which are defined as
constraining growth and achievement, a conservation of
resources perspective (Hobfoll, 1989; Hobfoll et al., 2018)
suggests that an employee who has to deal with a high
level of hindrance stressors on a specific day may focus
only on the parts of the job that absolutely need to be done
(task performance) and refrain from investing resources in
additional aspects of the job (OCB). This rationale points
to a more detrimental impact on daily OCB than on task
performance. On the other hand, some hindrance stressors
(e.g., organizational constraints) are considered barriers for
in-role performance (Pindek & Spector, 2016b), despite
the fact that they sometimes have null or even positive
associations with OCB (Spector et al., 2010). This suggests
stronger negative effects of hindrance stressors on task
performance.

As evidenced in the discussion above, an additional
layer of complexity arises when considering that there can
be substantial differences between specific stressors within
each category of challenge or hindrance. For example,
Eatough et al. (2011) found that one hindrance stressor,
role ambiguity, was more strongly associated with task
performance than with OCB, but another hindrance stressor,
role conflict, showed the opposite pattern. Given the lack
of clear theoretical and empirical support for one pattern
over another, we address these relationships as a research
question rather than a directed hypothesis:

RQ1: How will the effects of challenge and hindrance
stressors on performance differ by the type of perfor-
mance (task versus OCB)?

Method
Transparency and Openness

We describe our sampling plan, all data exclusions, and all
manipulations in the study. Data were analyzed using R,
version 4.2.2 (R Core Team, 2020) and the package “psy-
chmeta”, version 2.6.5 (Dahlke & Wiernik, 2019). All data
and analysis code are available at https://osf.io/t7xeq/?view_
only=bb718fcbdd6f455393f571314fe5dd4a.

Literature Search

We used several strategies for our search. Our main system-
atic search was conducted in PsycInfo on the 4th of Sep-
tember 2020 and was updated on 4th of November 2021,
using the same search terms. This search included all results,

books, dissertations, and academic journals until that date.
The following key search terms and phrases were used:
daily diary OR diary study OR experience sampling OR
within person AND work OR organization OR employee.
The 2020 search yielded a total of 1,916 articles; the 2021
search yielded an additional 379 articles. Combining both
searches, 2,295 articles were screened initially, using the
title and abstract. Of those, 201 full texts were reviewed
based on our inclusion criteria.

We then conducted a second search in the Web of Science
interface, limited to November 4th, 2021, for consistency
with the main search. We included all databases within the
Web of Science interface, and therefore used additional
search terms with an AND operator, to make the search
results more manageable. We created a long list of terms
based on the variable names in the included studies from the
main search, separated by the OR operator (e.g., "Challenge
Stressors” OR "Emotional Demands" OR "Hindrance
Stressors" OR "Interpersonal conflict" OR "Interruptions"
etcetera). The full list is available in the associated OSF
repository.

In addition, we searched through conference proceedings
(Academy of Management and Society for Industrial and
Organizational Psychology) from 2020 onwards. We iden-
tified nine relevant papers or symposia and contacted the
authors for the correlations. Two conference presentations
have since been published (and included) and two additional
studies were included based on the information sent by the
authors.

Finally, we conducted forward and backward searches
on four papers that are central to the current meta-analysis
(LePine, 2022; Mazzola & Disselhorst, 2019; Pindek et al.,
2019; Podsakoff et al., 2023). Beyond papers that were
already included based on the main and second literature
searches, the forward and backward searches resulted in one
additional dissertation that was included.

Inclusion Criteria

To be included in this meta-analysis, primary studies
had to be in English and meet four inclusion criteria: (1)
participants had to be employees, (2) the study had to
use a within-person “daily diary” or experience sampling
method design, (3) both a job stressor and/or a strain
and performance variable must have been measured on a
daily/repeated basis, and (4) both within- and between-
person correlations between job stressor and/or strain and
performance were reported. If correlations were missing, we
contacted the corresponding author for them.

Studies were excluded if they were not a daily diary
design (e.g., weekly-, event-level, or experimental studies).
We also excluded studies if the performance variable was
measured before the stressor/strain within the day, and if the
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strain was measured prior to work (indicating it may be a
home strain rather than a work strain). We did not include
variables commonly conceptualized as job resources (e.g.,
job autonomy, social support, or job crafting). We also
excluded work-family conflict, as it involves both the work
and nonwork domains. We focused on task performance
and OCB, the two job performance aspects highlighted
by Podsakoff et al. (2023) but excluded other types of
desirable performance outcomes (e.g., safety performance,
creative performance). We also exclude counterproductive
work behaviors, which can be categorized either as a
behavioral strain (e.g., Pindek et al., 2019) or as a (negative)
performance measure, and are therefore difficult to model
here. Similarly, the CHSF model in Podsakoff et al.’s
(2023) review lists only specific withdrawal behaviors
(e.g., turnover, which is not relevant for diary studies)
and not general CWB as relevant outcomes of the model.
Nevertheless, the results of the analyses using CWB as an
outcome are included in the online supplemental material.
In total, 74 articles (78 unique samples) including 230
relevant correlations (81 for stressor-performance and
149 for strain-performance) met our inclusion criteria.

An overview of the selection process used to identify the
relevant samples is presented in Fig. 1.

Coding of Studies

All primary studies were double coded. The second and
third authors independently coded all primary articles for
this study. The coding instructions consisted of specific
directions for coding each variable in the meta-analysis
along with examples. The training included independently
coding the same set of 10 primary studies and a following
discussion to ensure an accurate understanding of the
coding materials. Following that training, each coder
independently coded the remaining articles. Any discrepant
coding was resolved in a discussion with the remaining
authors.

The following information was coded for each study:
between-person and within-person sample size and cor-
relations among relevant variables (stressors and perfor-
mance and/or strains and performance), and the Cronbach’s
alpha for the variables. Between-person level correlations
are based on variables aggregated to the person-level, and

Fig. 1 Flow diagram of the
selection process

Total number of records identified through
PsycInfo = 2,295, Web of Science = 494

Identification

A

Duplicate studies excluded from Web of
Science= 95

4

Number of records remaining
in Web of Science after
removing duplicates = 399

Studies excluded based on Title or Abstract

4

PsycInfo = 1,520, Web of Science = 335

Screening

Number of records remaining
after initial screening
PsycInfo= 775, Web of
Science = 64

Studies excluded = 614

Empirical but not daily diary (80); Relevant
variables not measured (420); Qualitative

or Literature Review (40); Non-Employee
Sample (34); Meta-analysis (2); Duplicates

Eligibility

Number of records remaining
after screening Psyclnfo =
201, Web of Science = 24

(20); Other (17)

Studies excluded during coding process =

151

4

Variables not relevant (82); Measurement
not relevant (16); Author contacted with no
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Included

Studies included after full

response (56)

review PsycInfo = 54, Web of
Science = 17, additional
studies from manual searches
=3
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within-person level correlations are based on variables that
are centered around each person’s mean.

The within- and between-person sample size were both
coded. In some cases, a range was provided for the sample
size. In these cases, we used the lower bound of the sample
size. The median within-level N was 811 and the median
between-level N was 127. The median number of days in the
diary studies was 10.

The samples had 57% females on average, originated
from various countries (Australia, Austria, Brazil, Belgium,
Canada, China, Germany, Israel, Netherlands, South Korea,
Sweden, United Kingdom, United States). Samples were
either occupation specific (e.g., call center employees, hotel
employees, nurses) or general employees, typically recruited
using snowball sampling. Most studies were published in
peer-reviewed journals (only nine studies were dissertations
that were not yet published, of those, five contribute to the
stressor-performance data and seven to the strain-perfor-
mance data).

Stressors were categorized as either challenge or hin-
drance stressors in line with prior meta-analyses (e.g.,
LePine et al., 2005; Mazzola & Disselhorst, 2019) and
reviews (e.g., Podsakoff et al., 2023). Examples of chal-
lenge stressors include problem-solving demands, work/
job demands, job complexity, workload/time pressure,
and deep acting. Examples of hindrance stressors include
abusive supervision, interpersonal conflict, bullying/social
exclusion, constrains/interruptions, injustice/mistreatment/
incivility, surface acting, emotional dissonance, self-control
demands, illegitimate tasks, role/task conflict, job insecurity,
negative events, social stressors, unpleasant work conditions,
unfinished tasks.

For strains, we focused on psychological/affective strains,
including negative affect/mood, boredom, anger, depression,
emotional exhaustion, cynicism, and rumination, as well as
engagement and job satisfaction, both reverse-scored, in line
with previous meta-analyses (e.g., Pindek et al., 2019). We
excluded physical strain because those were only reported
in two samples.

Lastly, performance was categorized into two indicators:
task performance and OCB (self-reported). For the purpose
of creating the meta-analytic correlations matrix that is
used for the path analysis, we also coded the relationships
between challenge and hindrance stressors, and between task
performance and OCB (at the within-person level) based
only on the samples that were coded for the stressor-perfor-
mance and strain-performance analyses.

Meta-Analytic Procedure
We employed the Hunter and Schmidt (2004) psycho-

metric meta-analytic approach, which uses sample sizes
as weights for each effect size. We used the number of

participants as the sample size at the between-person
level, and the number of recorded points/days of data as
the within-person sample size. For example, if a study had
a sample of 100 employees who completed 5 days of daily
measures with no missing data, the between-person sample
size was 100 and the within-person sample size was 500. If
there were missing days for participants, the within-person
sample size was smaller. This is how within-person sample
sizes are treated in the primary studies, as reflected in both
the reported correlation matrixes as well as the more com-
prehensive models that are included in those studies. The
Hunter and Schmidt (2004) approach follows a random-
effects model, thus assuming there can be more than one
true population value among the included studies (Hunter
& Schmidt, 2000; Schmidt et al., 2009). This approach
also typically includes corrections for measurement error,
disattenuating observed correlations and estimating the
“true” population estimates. However, because almost all
of the included studies reported Cronbach’s alpha while
disregarding the multilevel nature of the data, correcting
for unreliability in this case would not have produced a
precise estimate of the true effect size. Nevertheless, the
results of the analyses using corrected coefficients are
included in the online supplemental material. Finally, we
handled non-independent effects from the same sample by
creating latent composites using the package “psychmeta”.

We report mean observed correlations and their stand-
ard deviations (7 and SD, ), residual standard deviations of
r (SD,), 95% confidence intervals around r (95% CI), and
80% credibility intervals around 7 (80% CR) that reflect
heterogeneity in the population effects.

For the path analyses, we first created a meta-analytic
correlation matrix, and then used Mplus (Muthén &
Muthén, 1998-2012) with a Maximum Likelihood estima-
tor to test the entire model at once. We tested the hypothe-
sized model (Model 1, see Fig. 2), and an additional model
that examined task performance and OCB as separate out-
comes (Model 2, see Fig. 3). Testing entire models at once
allowed us to account for intercorrelations between all var-
iables and to isolate the unique (nonshared) effects of each
hypothesized path (Shockley et al., 2017). The path analy-
ses were only conducted at the within-person level, as that
is the main level of interest in this study. The meta-analytic
correlation matrix was created using (1) estimates calcu-
lated for the main meta-analysis; (2) additional estimates
calculated from the same samples, that were not included
in the main meta-analysis (i.e., correlation between chal-
lenge and hindrance stressors, and correlations between
task performance and OCB); and (3) estimates from the
Pindek et al. (2019) meta-analysis of the stressor—strain
relationship in diary studies (i.e., the correlations between
each type of stressor and strain). The harmonic means for
Models 1 (N=20,291) and 2 (N=13,435) were used for
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the path analyses. Estimating all possible paths resulted in
just-identified models.

Results
Main and Moderator Effects

The results of the main meta-analysis are presented in
Tables 1 and 2 for the within- and between-levels of
analysis, respectively. The within-person level analysis
is the focus of this paper, and the between-level results
are reported for comparison. In keeping with the tradi-
tional 0.05 threshold for significance when interpreting
our results, we consider a meta-analytic estimate as sig-
nificantly different from zero if its 95% CI excludes zero,
and two estimates as different from each other if each one
falls outside the CI of the other.

As seen in Table 1, there was no overall association
between stressors (combining challenge and hindrance)
and performance (task and OCB) at the within-person level
(r=-=0.02,95% CI [-0.08, 0.04]), but there was a size-
able credibility interval (80% CR [—0.29, 0.25]), suggesting
there can be potential moderators for this relationship and
justifying our main analyses by categories. Indeed, there
was a small positive association between challenge stress-
ors and performance (r=0.09, 95% CI [0.02, 0.16]), and
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-.09 (direct), -.05 (indirect)

a non-significant negative association between hindrance
stressors and performance (r= —0.08, 95% CI [-0.15,
0.00]) at the within-person level, providing support for
Hypotheses Ia but not for /b. When examining the results
by different performance measures (i.e., OCB and task per-
formance, combining both stressor types), there were no sig-
nificant associations, demonstrating the importance of the
challenge-hindrance distinction. Furthermore, in support
of Hypothesis 2, there was a significant negative associa-
tion between strains and performance at the within-person
level (r=—0.19, 95% CI [-0.23,—0.14]), and a sizeable
credibility interval (80% CR [—0.41, 0.03]), justifying addi-
tional analyses by categories. When examining the results
by different performance types, though all were significantly
different from zero, the association between strain and task
performance (r= —0.23, 95% CI [-0.29,—-0.18]) was
stronger than the association with OCB (r= —0.12, 95%
CI[-0.17,—0.06]), with each estimate outside of the CI of
the other estimate.

The results at the between-person level are presented in
Table 2. At this level, challenge stressors had a small posi-
tive association with performance (r=0.13, 95% CI=[0.03,
0.23]), whereas hindrance stressors had a negative but non-
significant association with performance (r= —0.09, 95%
CI=[-0.18, 0.01]). There was a significant negative asso-
ciation overall between strains and performance (r= —0.28,
95% CI=[-0.35,-0.21]).
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Table 1 Within-person level

) Correlation variables k N r SD, SD, 95% CI,. 80% CR ,
stressor-performance and strain-
performance meta-analytic Stressor-performance
correlations General 46 3562 —02 21 2 [-.08,.04]  [-.29,.25]
By stressor
Challenge 31 19 937 .09 .19 .18 [ .02,.16] [-.15,.33]
Hindrance 26 22 431 —.08 .19 .18 [-.15,.00] [-.32,.16]
By performance type
Task 37 26 370 -.07 .20 .19 [-.13,.00] [-.32,.18]
OCB 14 11707 .09 17 .16 [-.01,.19] [-.13,.31]
Strain-performance
General 62 52271 -.19 17 17 [-.23,-.14] [—.41,.03]
By performance type
Task 42 36789 -.23 17 .16 [-.29,—-.18] [—.45,-.02]
OCB 32 25 481 -.12 .16 .16 [-.17,—.06] [-.32,.09]
k Number of studies contributing to meta-analysis; N Total sample size; ¥ Mean observed correlation;
SD, Observed standard deviation of r; SD,,; Residual standard deviation of r; CI , Confidence interval
around r; CR , Credibility interval around r
Table 2 Between-person level X N 7 ) D 95% CI 80% CR
stressor-performance and strain- | i ! |
performance meta-analytic Stressor-performance
correlations General 46 5906 00 28 27 [~ .09, .08] [ .35, 34]
By stressor
Challenge 31 3615 13 27 25 [ .03,.23] [-.20, .46]
Hindrance 26 3720 -.09 24 23 [-.18,.01] [-.39, .22]
By performance type
Task 37 4818 —.06 25 24 [-.14,.02] [-.37,.25]
OCB 14 1 664 17 .29 27 [ .00, .33] [-.20, .53]
Strain-performance
General 62 7632 -.28 27 .26 [-.35,-.21] [-.61,.05]
By performance type
Task 42 5481 -.34 25 24 [—.42,-.26] [-.66,—.03]
OCB 32 3447 —-.16 .26 24 [-.25,-.07] [-.47,.15]

k Number of studies contributing to meta-analysis; N Total sample size; ¥ Mean observed correlation;

SD, Observed standard deviation of r; SD

Residual standard deviation of r; CI , Confidence interval

res

around r; CR | Credibility interval around r

To answer Research Question I and further disentangle
the effects of the type of stressors (challenge or hindrance)
and type of performance (task or OCB) at the within-per-
son level, we report these additional analyses in Table 3.
As can be seen, challenge stressors had a significant posi-
tive association with OCB (r=0.15, 95% CI=[0.05, 0.26]),
but no association with task performance (r=0.05, 95%
CI=[-0.03, 0.12]), though these two estimates were not
significantly different from each other. Conversely, hin-
drance stressors had a significant negative association with
task performance (r=—0.12, 95% CI=[-0.19,-0.05]),
but no association with OCB (r=0.05, 95% CI=[-0.09,

0.19]), and these two estimates were significantly different
from each other.

Timing of Measurements

As an additional analysis, we compared concurrent effects
(i.e., when the stressor/strain variable and the performance
variable were measured at the same time point within the
day) with lagged effects (i.e., when the stressor/strain vari-
able was measured at an earlier time point within the day,
and the performance variable was measured later that day).
The results are presented in Table 4. There were fewer
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Table 3 Within-person level

Correlation variables k r SD, SD,, 95% CI,. 80% CR ,.
stressor-performance meta- :
analytic correlations by types of Task performance
stressors and performance Challenge 25 15865 05 18 .17 [-.03, .12] [-.18, 28]
Hindrance 22 18 276 -.12 17 .16 [-.19,—-.05] [—.34, .10]
OCB
Challenge 10 7163 15 15 15 [ .05, .26] [-.05, .36]
Hindrance 7 7657 .05 15 .14 [-.09, .19] [—.16, .26]

k Number of studies contributing to meta-analysis; N Total sample size; ¥ Mean observed correlation;

SD, Observed standard deviation of r; SD

.os Residual standard deviation of r; CI . Confidence interval

around r; CR = Credibility interval around r

lagged effects than concurrent ones, and the lagged effects
were not significant for challenge stressor-performance
(k=12, N=17,284, r=0.04, 95% CI=[-0.07, 0.14]), hin-
drance stressor-performance (k=7, N=5,207, r=0.05,
95% CI=[-0.07, 0.17]), or strain-performance (k=15,
N=15,723, r=-0.10,95% CI=[-0.19, 0.00]).

Path Analysis

The meta-analytic correlation matrix is presented in Table 5,
and the results from the two full models that were estimated,
including the path estimates, are presented in Table 6 and
Fig. 2 (Model 1—hypothesized) and 3 (Model 2—exam-
ining task performance and OCB as separate outcomes).
These models included all direct and indirect paths, and
all paths were significant and in the expected directions
(now supporting Hypotheses 1b). Specifically, in line with
Hypothesis 3a, and based on Model 1, the indirect path via
strain from challenge stressors to performance was nega-
tive (b= —0.04, SE=0.002, p <0.001), whereas the direct
effect was positive (b=0.16, SE=0.01, p <0.001). In
line with Hypothesis 3b, the indirect path via strain from

hindrance stressors to performance was negative (b= —0.05,
SE=0.002, p<0.001), and the direct effect was also negative
(b= -0.06, SE=0.01, p<0.001). The results from Model
2 were largely similar, with additional findings regarding
the differences between challenge and hindrance stressors
in how they are associated with task performance and OCB.
Specifically, challenge stressors had a significantly stronger
direct effect on OCB (b=0.18, p<0.001, 95% CI=[0.16,
0.19]) than on task performance (b=0.13, p<0.001, 95%
CI=[0.11, 0.14]), as the 95% CIs do not overlap. Con-
versely, hindrance stressors had a significantly stronger
direct effect on task performance (b= —0.09, p <0.001, 95%
CI=[-0.11,-0.07]) than on OCB (b=0.05, p <0.01, 95%
CI=[0.03, 0.07]).

As a robustness check, we compared our results for the
negatively and positively valenced strains, because we
included (reversed coded) positive variables as strain. We
first compared the direct strain-performance relationship
between positive (e.g., job satisfaction) and negative (e.g.,
emotional exhaustion) strains and found that the strain-per-
formance relationship was significantly stronger for the posi-
tively valenced variables (reversed sign: k=36, N=32,021,

Table 4 Subgroup analysis by X N F D D 95% CI 80% CR
timing of measurements ! e ! !
Challenge-performance
All 31 19937 .09 .19 .18 [ .02,.16] [-.15,.33]
Concurrent 20 12 828 12 .19 .19 [ .03,.21] [-.13,.37]
Lagged 12 7284 .04 17 17 [-.07,.14] [-.19, .26]
Hindrance-performance
All 26 22 431 —.08 .19 .18 [-.15,.00] [-.32,.16]
Concurrent 21 18514 —.10 .20 .19 [—.19,—.01] [—.36, .16]
Lagged 7 5207 .05 13 12 [-.07,.17] [-.13,.23]
Strain-performance
All 62 52271 -.19 17 17 [-.23,—-.14] [—.41,.03]
Concurrent 56 44 345 -.20 17 17 [—.24,-.15] [—.41,.02]
Lagged 15 15723 -.10 17 .16 [-.19,.00] [-.32,.12]

k Number of studies contributing to meta-analysis; N Total sample size; ¥ Mean observed correlation;

SD, Observed standard deviation of r; SD,

res

around r; CR , Credibility interval around r
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Table 5 Within-person level

; . . Challenge Hindrance Strain Task performance
meta-analytic correlation matrix
Hindrance .26
N (k) 10,071 (14)
Strain 232 27
N (k) 18,760 (21) 34,220 (37)
Performance .09 —.08 -.19
N (k) 19,937 (31) 22,431 (26) 52,271 (62)
Task performance .05 -.12 -.23
N (k) 15,865 (25) 18,276 (22) 36,789 (42)
OCB 15 .05 -.12 .26
N (k) 7163 (10) 7657 (7) 25,481 (32) 9251 (11)

Correlations in matrix represent 7, the number below each correlation reflects total sample size, and the
number of samples (k) is in parentheses. * Estimates are from the Pindek et al. (2019) meta-analysis. Model
1 used Performance with a harmonic mean of 20,291. Model 2 used Task performance and OCB with a

harmonic mean of 13,435

Table 6 Within-person level

meta-analytic path-analysis Basedon
estimates Path b SEE 95% CI
Model 1

Direct effects
Challenge stressor—> Strain A7 .01 [.16, .19]
Hindrance stressor—> Strain 23" .01 [.21, .24]
Strain—> Performance —21" .01 [—.22,—-.19]
Challenge stressor—> Performance 16™ .01 [.14, .17]
Hindrance stressor—> Performance —.06™ .01 [—.08,—.05]

Indirect effects
Challenge stressor—> Strain—> Performance —.04" .002 [—.04,—.03]
Hindrance stressor—> Strain- > Performance —.05" .002 [—.05,—.04]

Model 2

Direct effects
Challenge stressor—> Strain A7 .01 [.16,.19]
Hindrance stressor—> Strain 23" .01 [.21, .24]
Strain—> Task performance — 24" .01 [—.25,-.22]
Strain—> OCB -17" .01 [-.19,-.16]
Challenge stressor—> Task performance 13" 01 [11,.14]
Hindrance stressor—> Task performance —.09" .01 [—.11,—-.07]
Challenge stressor—>OCB 18" 01 [.16, .19]
Hindrance stressor—> OCB 05" 01 [.03,.07]

Indirect effects
Challenge stressor—> Strain—> Task performance —.04™ .002 [—.05,—.04]
Challenge stressor—> Strain—> OCB -.03" .002 [-.03,-.03]
Hindrance stressor—> Strain- > Task performance —.05" .003 [—.06,—.05]
Hindrance stressor—> Strain- > OCB —-.04" .002 [—.04,—.03]

CI Confidence interval. “p <.001

r=—0.30, 95% CI=[-0.36,—0.25]) than for the nega-
tively valenced ones (k=44, N=39,278, r=—0.09, 95%
CI=[-0.13,-0.05]), though both were significant. Next,
we examined the path analyses separately for negatively and

positively valenced variables and found that both resulted
in path analyses in which all the paths are significant, sup-
porting our hypotheses. These results are available in the
associated OSF repository.
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Publication Bias and Outliers

Publication bias was tested by comparing the results from
published versus unpublished studies. We also conducted
a sensitivity analysis using the leave-one-out method. Fur-
thermore, we examined the correlations between correla-
tion coefficients and their associated sample size (Begg
& Mazumdar, 1994; Schmidt & Hunter, 2015). Finally,
we examined the results after removing sample size outli-
ers. Samples ranged in their within-person N from 126 to
2913, but only three studies had a within-person N of over
2000, and we considered these to be sample size outliers.
It is noteworthy that the largest within-person N (2913)
originated from an unpublished study.

In order to compare the results from published versus
unpublished studies, we examined challenge stressors,
hindrance stressors, and strains separately. The strain-
performance relationship was nearly identical for 55 pub-
lished (r= —0.19, 95% CI [—0.24,—0.14]) versus seven
unpublished studies (r=—0.18, 95% CI [—0.26,— 0.09]).
The estimated challenge stressor-performance relationship
was nearly identical for the 28 published (r=10.09, 95% CI
[0.02, 0.16]) and the three unpublished studies (r=0.09,
95% CI [—0.33, 0.51]). However, the estimate for the three
unpublished studies for hindrance stressors (r= —0.32, 95%
CI [-0.72, 0.09]) was outside the CI for the 23 published
studies (r= —0.03, 95% CI [—0.10, 0.03]). This result was
driven by a sample size outlier, as discussed below.

The leave-one-out method performs a meta-analysis on
each subset of studies created by removing one sample. The
results of the current meta-analysis ranged between r=0.07
and r=0.11 for challenge stressors-performance relation-
ship, and between r= —0.18 and r= —0.19 for the strain-
performance relationship, indicating there is little impact
from dropping each one study. However, there was a some-
what wider range for the hindrance stressor-performance
relationship, between r= —0.03 and r= —0.09. The Pearson
correlation coefficient between effect sizes and their cor-
responding sample sizes were not significant for challenge
stressors (r=0.08, p=0.62, k=40), hindrance stressors
(r=-0.17, p=0.32, k=36), or strains (r=0.00, p=0.99,
k=149). Because the correlation was small or near zero
for challenge stressors and strains, we concluded that there
is no evidence for publication bias. Nevertheless, this test
is underpowered for small meta-analyses and the correla-
tions between sample size and effect size was small-medium
sized for hindrance stressors and performance. Therefore,
we examined this correlation after removing the sample size
outlier and found that the correlation was now opposite in
sign (r=0.14, p=0.42, k=35). We therefore concluded that
this effect was driven by the sample size outlier.

In order to conduct the sample size outlier analysis,
we examined hindrance stressors (which had one sample
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size outlier), and strains (which had two sample size outli-
ers) separately, comparing the main reported results with
the results obtained after removing the sample size out-
liers (there were no sample size outliers in the challenge
stressor data). The main results for hindrance stressors
(main: r=—0.08, 95% CI [-0.15, 0.00], without the out-
lier: r=—0.03, 95% CI [—-0.10, 0.03]) and strains (main:
r=-0.19, 95% CI [-0.23, —0.14], without outliers:
r=—0.18, 95% CI [-0.23,—-0.13]) did not change sub-
stantially, and the interpretation of the results remained the
same.

Discussion

The current meta-analysis examined the CHSF using a
within-person perspective. The CHSF has received a sig-
nificant amount attention in the literature and has been the
subject of several meta-analyses (e.g., LePine et al., 2005;
Mazzola & Disselhorst, 2019), but prior research has largely
focused on between-person differences, neglecting the more
dynamic short-term effects that are typically captured in
daily diary designs. The current meta-analysis revealed
that, in line with the CHSF, daily challenge stressors have
a positive direct association with daily performance, but a
negative indirect association via strain. Hindrance stressors
have a negative direct and indirect (via strain) association
with performance.

Theoretical Implications

As the debate surrounding the usefulness of the CHSF at the
between-person level continues, the current study addressed
a critical, though often overlooked, question: how well the
theory holds up to systematic empirical synthesis at the
within-person level. We found general support for the main
tenets of the CHSF when used to categorize stressors a priori
at the within-person level. That is, when an employee experi-
ences a higher level of hindrance stressors on a specific day,
they will also experience lower performance, both directly
and indirectly via strain. For a day with higher levels of chal-
lenge stressors, there will be both a positive direct effect on
performance as well as a negative indirect effect via strain.
This pattern of results is a precise reflection of the CHSF
theorizing and in line with one prior meta-analysis at the
between-person level (LePine et al., 2005), but is in contrast
to another recent meta-analysis which failed to replicate this
pattern (Mazzola & Disselhorst, 2019). Perhaps this is due
to our focus on the within-person level, whereby the levels
of daily stressors are in reference to that person’s average
(across the span of the study) rather than a general appraisal
of the stressor level where the reference point in unknown
(Pindek et al., 2022). Most studies on employees’ work
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experiences to date have been conducted at the between-
person level. A key feature of this level is that individu-
als belong to a social group, allowing for social compari-
sons (Festinger, 1954). Comparisons to others within this
group are likely in stressful situations that tend to be high
on uncertainty and frustration, and these comparisons can
change how individuals perceive and adapt to their stressful
job environments (Buunk & Ybema, 1997). Perhaps these
comparisons underlie the importance of appraisals of the
stressors they encounter as challenging or hindering at the
between-person level (e.g., Black & Britt, 2023; Greulich
et al., 2023). Our finding at the within-person level suggests
that daily fluctuations in stressors, based on comparisons
within the individual, play an important role in the CHSF—a
role beyond the general person levels which are likely influ-
enced by comparison to others.

In addition, when we examined concurrent versus lagged
(within the day) effects of stressors and strains on perfor-
mance, we found that concurrent effects were stronger than
lagged effects. Interestingly, in our meta-analysis none of the
examined lagged effects were significant. While this result
is based on a small number of samples, it does point to a
more complicated process than what is captured only by
the CHSF. For one, it is possible that the effects of episodic
exposure to stressors are generally very short-term and dissi-
pate quickly. This of course does not mean these short-term
effects are not important, as prior evidence suggests that
the effects of chronic stressors build up through cumulative
exposure (Ford et al., 2014). Another potential explanation
is that different stressors or strains have different temporal
patterns. As an example, the within-person (daily) stressor-
strain relationship has a different temporal pattern depending
on the type of strain, whereby the stressor-emotional strain
association is stronger when the measures are lagged than
when they are concurrent, but the opposite pattern emerges
for stressor- behavioral/physical strain (Pindek et al., 2019).
Similarly, the temporal patterns of the stressor-performance
and strain-relationship may not be uniform across differ-
ent specific stressors, and different types of strains and
performance.

As an additional contribution to our understanding of how
challenge and hindrance stressors affect different aspects of
performance, the current meta-analysis examined two indi-
cators of performance: task and OCB. The results revealed
that at the within-person level, challenge stressors have a
somewhat stronger (positive) association with OCB than
with task performance (where the relationship is not signifi-
cant), although this difference is not significant. Conversely,
hindrance stressors have a significantly stronger (negative)
association with task performance than with OCB. This pat-
tern for challenge stressors provides additional credence to
the resource building perspective (Hobfoll, 1989; Hobfoll
et al., 2018), which stipulates that when levels of challenge

stressors are higher than typical, employees may feel higher
levels of growth and achievement, leading them to do more
than just their tasks and ultimately gain more resources.
However, the pattern for hindrance stressors did not follow
the idea that conservation of resources results in a focus on
task performance and a reduction in OCB. Perhaps this is
because at least some hindrance stressors inhibit task per-
formance but still allow for or even encourage OCB (Spec-
tor et al., 2010). Another possible explanation for the null
effect on OCB is that different people cope differently with
hindrance stressors: some employees may decrease their
OCB levels along with their decreased task performance to
conserve resources, whereas others engage in more OCB as
a means of compensating for their underperformance (see
Koopman et al., 2016). This is an area where future research
is warranted.

Limitations and Future Directions

This meta-analysis has several limitations. First, the rela-
tively small number of samples prevented us from examining
certain types of strains (physical and behavioral) and perfor-
mance (creative and safety). We also could not examine the
stressor-performance and strain-performance relationships
using a more fine-grained approach, by examining specific
stressors, specific strains, and specific occupational groups.
Different combinations of these factors may result in differ-
ent result patterns. Some specific combinations of stressors,
strains, and occupational groups are particularly interesting.
For example, future studies could examine physical strain in
occupations with physical demands (e.g., nursing), where a
physical strain could prevent the employee from perform-
ing well.

A second limitation is the generalizability of our results
to regions of the world that are not represented among the
countries where data was collected for our included sam-
ples (e.g., countries in Africa). This is important because
the nature and prevalence of job stressors and strains can
be different depending on employees’ cultural or national
backgrounds (e.g., Liu et al., 2007). In order to overcome
this limitation in the future, we encourage researchers to
conduct more primary studies that use a daily diary design
in underrepresented countries.

A third limitation of the current meta-analysis is that it
is not suited to directly test causality or even the direction
of effects. Although most theories propose that situational
factors such as stressors are perceived, which in turn results
in decrements to well-being and performance, poor perfor-
mance is likely another stressor in and of itself that holds
potential implications for strain and OCB (Pindek, 2020). In
this meta-analysis, we only included studies where the meas-
urement of stressor (or strain) was concurrent with or pre-
ceded the measurement of performance. With the available
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samples, we were able to uncover that the concurrent asso-
ciations were stronger than the lagged associations. This has
implications for researchers who are planning the measure-
ment points within each day when designing their daily dia-
ries. Unfortunately, there were too few studies with such a
time separation between measurements to allow for a more
in-depth examination that also accounts for different strains
and performance variables. Future studies could examine the
potential cycle of stressors and strains leading to changes in
performance, that consequently lead to further changes in
stressors. These cycles are likely different for hindrance and
challenge stressors. Considering underperformance as a hin-
drance stressor, the underperformance as a stressor frame-
work (Pindek, 2020) explains how underperformance can
result in additional strain, but future studies could expand
on this by examining if it also leads to additional hindrance
stressors. For example, if a service employee encounters a
constraint that leads to strain, and consequently provides
lower service quality that day (i.e., underperforms), would
this employee then face additional hindrance stressors such
as increased customer incivility (e.g., Arvan et al., 2020)?
Moreover, daily challenge stressors may lead to additional
challenge stressors because of the increase in performance.
For example, a nurse with a higher workload one day, lead-
ing to a better performance level, may receive a high work-
load again the next day, not only because the level of under-
staffing remains similar in the department, but also because
they successfully met their higher demands the day before.

A fourth limitation stems from the design of diary studies.
Our focus was on the within-person level. The included stud-
ies also reported the between-person level, which reflects the
aggregate of the daily measurement points. However, this
average is not a good assessment for longer-term between-
person differences, and any conclusions about more stable
effects are limited to what is stable over a week or two.
These estimates are ill-suited to reflect longer work cycles
that characterize many jobs (e.g., yearly tax season for
accountants, yearly peak times in hospitals for healthcare
professionals etc.). Therefore, this meta-analysis cannot ade-
quately inform us on the between-person level, and for this
reason, we did not compare the results for the within-person
level with those of the between-person level.

A fifth limitation stems from using the within-person
samples sizes reported in primary studies for weighing each
sample. Although the reported within-person samples sizes
are the best existing solution for this purpose, we acknowl-
edge that the within-person sample size is comprised of non-
independent data points which may bias the results. We call
for the development of procedures that can correct for this
biasing effect.

Finally, we could not provide precise population esti-
mates based on corrections for unreliability (true-score
correlation, or p) because most primary studies did not

@ Springer

provide within-person estimates of the reliability of their
measures. For this reason, we focused on the uncorrected
correlations in this meta-analysis. Nevertheless, when
examining the uncorrected and corrected results, as can
be seen in the online supplemental material, the result
pattern is similar. Importantly, within-person level alpha
reliability estimates tend to be smaller than between-per-
son estimates (sometimes much smaller; Nezlek, 2017)
and therefore, the likely effect of the omission of infor-
mation in primary studies is that in the corrected results
our artifact distribution resulted in under-correcting the
estimates. The true population estimates are therefore
likely larger. Future diary studies should provide multi-
level reliability estimates.

Practical Implications and Conclusion

The results from this meta-analysis can alert practitioners
to the importance of being mindful of daily fluctuations in
stressors, and the effects these stressors have on the well-
being and performance of their employees. In terms of
the effects on well-being, employers may think that daily
challenge stressors are overall beneficial because employ-
ees visibly rise to the challenge (increased performance),
but they should be aware that at the same time (and likely
less visibly) those employees are experiencing higher strain
levels that can accumulate over time, potentially leading to
negative results for employees’ well-being as well as their
performance.

Furthermore, this study does not imply that only within-
person differences are important. It is as important as ever to
strive for a less stressful work environment for one’s employ-
ees. Although the within-person effects seen in this study are
not directly affected by the level of more stable, person-level,
job stressors, they can be moderated by them (see for exam-
ple Zhou et al., 2015). Moreover, the within-person effects
are complementary to the already known between-person
effects that are based on the more stable, person-level, job
stressors. Therefore, improving the job design and environ-
ment so that individuals experience fewer job stressors (par-
ticularly hindrance stressors) is beneficial to employers and
employees alike.

Finally, while this meta-analysis did not assess the role
of resources and recovery, those variables are inherent to
the work (and non-work) environment in which the primary
studies were conducted. Employers should not assume that
daily fluctuations are the same for everyone, but rather work
to increase the resources available to employees, as those
can change employees’ sensitivity to job stressors (e.g.,
Beattie & Griffin, 2014). They should also make sure there
are enough recovery opportunities, for example by avoid-
ing demands that interfere with the hours after work or the
weekend (e.g., Fritz & Sonnentag, 2005). Such resources
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can act as buffers for the within-person effects of stressors
seen in this study.

In conclusion, this meta-analysis provided full support
for the CHSF at the within-person level, whereby each
daily stressor level represents the daily level compared to
the person’s average level. The results indicated that chal-
lenge stressors have a positive direct effect on performance
but a negative indirect effect via strain, whereas hindrance
stressors have a negative effect both directly and indirectly
via strain. This study demonstrates the validity of the CHSF
and the great importance of using a within-person approach
to examining the effects of job stressors on employee strain
and performance.

Funding Open access funding provided by University of Haifa.

Data Availability All data and analysis code are available at https://osf.
io/r7xeq/?view_only=bb718fcbdd6f455393f5713 14fe5dd4a.

Declarations

Conflicts of Interests/Competing Interest The authors have no relevant
financial or non-financial interests to disclose.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attri-
bution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, adapta-
tion, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long
as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source,
provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes
were made. The images or other third party material in this article are
included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated
otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in
the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will
need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a
copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

References

References marked with an asterisk indicate studies
included in the meta-analysis.

*Abdel Hadi, S., Bakker, A. B., & Hiusser, J. A. (2021). The role
of leisure crafting for emotional exhaustion in telework dur-
ing the COVID-19 pandemic. Anxiety, Stress, & Coping,
34(5), 530-544. https://doi.org/10.1080/10615806.2021.
1903447

Arvan, M. L., Shimon, Y., Pindek, S., Kessler, S. R., & Spector, P.
E. (2020). Examining temporal precedence between customer
mistreatment and customer-directed counterproductive work
behavior. International Journal of Stress Management, 27(3),
281-291. https://doi.org/10.1037/str0000153

*Baethge, A., Miiller, A., & Rigotti, T. (2016). Nursing performance
under high workload: A diary study on the moderating role of
selection, optimization and compensation strategies. Journal of
Advanced Nursing, 72(3), 545-557. https://doi.org/10.1111/jan.
12847

* Barclay, L. J., & Kiefer, T. (2019). In the aftermath of unfair events:
Understanding the differential effects of anxiety and anger. Jour-
nal of Management, 45(5), 1802-1829. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0149206317739

Beattie, L., & Griffin, B. (2014). Day-level fluctuations in stress and
engagement in response to workplace incivility: A diary study.
Work & Stress, 28(2), 124—142. https://doi.org/10.1080/02678
373.2014.898712

Begg, C. B., & Mazumdar, M. (1994). Operating characteristics of
a rank correlation test for publication bias. Biometrics, 50(4),
1088-1101. https://doi.org/10.2307/2533446

Black, K. J., & Britt, T. W. (2023). Stress as a badge of honour: Relation-
ships with performance, health, and well-being. Work & Stress,
37(2), 222-247. https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2022.2129511

*Bohlmann, C., Rudolph, C. W., & Zacher, H. (2021). Effects of proac-
tive behavior on within-day changes in occupational well-being:
The role of organizational tenure and emotion regulation skills.
Occupational Health Science, 5(3), 277-306. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s41542-021-00089-2

Borman, W. C., & Motowidlo, S. J. (1997). Task performance and
contextual performance: The meaning for personnel selection
research. Human Performance, 10(2), 99—-109. https://doi.org/
10.1207/s15327043hup1002_3

*Bormann, K. C. (2017). Linking daily ethical leadership to follow-
ers’ daily behaviour: The roles of daily work engagement and
previous abusive supervision. European Journal of Work and
Organizational Psychology, 26(4), 590-600. https://doi.org/
10.1080/1359432X.2017.1331217

Burgess, M. G., Brough, P., Raper, M. J., & Chan, X. W. (2022).
Assessing a dynamic stress process before and after a stressor:
A natural experimental test of the repeated exposure hypoth-
esis. International Journal of Stress Management. https://doi.
org/10.1037/str0000268

*Burmeister, A., Alterman, V., Fasbender, U., & Wang, M. (2022).
Too much to know? The cognitive demands of daily knowledge
seeking and the buffering role of coworker contact quality.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 107(8), 1303—1322. https://
doi.org/10.1037/apl0000925

Buunk, B. P., & Ybema, J. F. (1997). Social comparisons and occu-
pational stress: The identification-contrast model. In B. P.
Buunk & F. X. Gibbons (Eds.), Health, coping, and well-being:
Perspectives from social comparison theory (pp. 359-388).
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Publishers.

*Casper, A., Sonnentag, S., & Tremmel, S. (2017). Mindset matters:
The role of employees’ stress mindset for day-specific reac-
tions to workload anticipation. European Journal of Work and
Organizational Psychology, 26(6), 798-810. https://doi.org/
10.1080/1359432X.2017.1374947

Cavanaugh, M. A., Boswell, W. R., Roehling, M. V., & Boudreau,
J. W. (2000). An empirical examination of self-reported work
stress among U.S. managers. Journal of Applied Psychology,
85(1), 65-74. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.1.65

*Chauhan, K. (2017). Social media use at work [Unpublished doc-
toral dissertation]. University of Texas Arlington.

*Cho, S., & Kim, S. (2022). Does a healthy lifestyle matter? A daily
diary study of unhealthy eating at home and behavioral out-
comes at work. Journal of Applied Psychology, 107(1), 23-39.
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000890

*Chuang, Y., Chiang, H., & Lin, A. (2019). Helping behaviors
convert negative affect into job satisfaction and creative per-
formance: The moderating role of work competence. Per-
sonnel Review, 48(6), 1530-1547. https://doi.org/10.1108/
PR-01-2018-0038

Cohen, S. (1980). Aftereffects of stress on human performance and
social behavior: A review of research and theory. Psychological
Bulletin, 88(1), 82. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.88.1.82

@ Springer


https://osf.io/r7xeq/?view_only=bb718fcbdd6f455393f571314fe5dd4a
https://osf.io/r7xeq/?view_only=bb718fcbdd6f455393f571314fe5dd4a
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1080/10615806.2021.1903447
https://doi.org/10.1080/10615806.2021.1903447
https://doi.org/10.1037/str0000153
https://doi.org/10.1111/jan.12847
https://doi.org/10.1111/jan.12847
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206317739
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206317739
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2014.898712
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2014.898712
https://doi.org/10.2307/2533446
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2022.2129511
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41542-021-00089-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41542-021-00089-2
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327043hup1002_3
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327043hup1002_3
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2017.1331217
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2017.1331217
https://doi.org/10.1037/str0000268
https://doi.org/10.1037/str0000268
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000925
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000925
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2017.1374947
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2017.1374947
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.1.65
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000890
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-01-2018-0038
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-01-2018-0038
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.88.1.82

1122

Journal of Business and Psychology (2024) 39:1107-1125

Dahlke, J. A., & Wiernik, B. M. (2019). psychmeta: An R package
for psychometric meta-analysis. Applied Psychological Meas-
urement, 43(5), 415-416. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146621618
795933

*De Gieter, S., Hofmans, J., & Bakker, A. B. (2018). Need satisfaction
at work, job strain, and performance: A diary study. Journal of
Occupational Health Psychology, 23(3), 361-372. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0cp0000098

*Dettmers, J., Wendt, C., & Biemelt, J. (2020). Already exhausted
when arriving at work? A diary study of morning demands, start-
of-work-day fatigue and job performance and the buffering role
of temporal flexibility. European Journal of Work and Organi-
zational Psychology, 29(6), 809-821. https://doi.org/10.1080/
1359432X.2020.1810666

*Du, D., Bakker, A. B., & Derks, D. (2020). Capitalization on posi-
tive family events and task performance: A perspective from the
work—home resources model. Journal of Occupational Health
Psychology, 25(5), 357-367. https://doi.org/10.1037/0cp0000259

Eatough, E. M., Chang, C.-H., Miloslavic, S. A., & Johnson, R. E.
(2011). Relationships of role stressors with organizational citi-
zenship behavior: A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychol-
0gy, 96(3), 619-632. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021887

Enders, C. K., & Tofighi, D. (2007). Centering predictor variables in
cross-sectional multilevel models: A new look at an old issue.
Psychological Methods, 12(2), 121-138. https://doi.org/10.1037/
1082-989X.12.2.121

* Fay, D., & Hiittges, A. (2017). Drawbacks of proactivity: Effects
of daily proactivity on daily salivary cortisol and subjective
well-being. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 22(4),
429-442. https://doi.org/10.1037/0cp0000042

Festinger, L. (1954). A theory of social comparison processes.
Human Relations, 7(2), 117-140. https://doi.org/10.1177/
00187267540070020

*Ford, M. T., Wang, Y., Jin, J., & Eisenberger, R. (2018). Chronic
and episodic anger and gratitude toward the organization: Rela-
tionships with organizational and supervisor supportiveness
and extrarole behavior. Journal of Occupational Health Psy-
chology, 23(2), 175-187. https://doi.org/10.1037/0cp0000075

Ford, M. T., Matthews, R. A., Wooldridge, J. D., Mishra, V., Kakar,
U. M., & Strahan, S. R. (2014). How do occupational stressor-
strain effects vary with time? A review and meta-analysis of
the relevance of time lags in longitudinal studies. Work &
Stress, 28(1), 9-30. https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2013.
877096

* Forjan, D. N., Tuckey, M. R., & Li, Y. (2020). Problem solving and
affect as mechanisms linking daily mindfulness to task perfor-
mance and job satisfaction. Stress and Health, 36(3), 338-349.
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2931

*Foulk, T. A., Lanaj, K., Tu, M.-H., Erez, A., & Archambeau, L.
(2018). Heavy is the head that wears the crown: An actor-centric
approach to daily psychological power, abusive leader behav-
ior, and perceived incivility. Academy of Management Journal,
61(2), 661-684. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2015.1061

*Frank, E. L., Matta, F. K., Sabey, T. B., & Rodell, J. B. (2022). What
does it cost you to get there? The effects of emotional journeys on
daily outcomes. Journal of Applied Psychology, 107(7), 1203—
1226. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000908

*Fritz, C., Caughlin, D. E., & Auten, D. (2022). When a good day
makes for a good night: Antecedents of sleep and morning states.
Journal of Business and Psychology, 37(6), 1235-1253. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10869-022-09793-4

Fritz, C., & Sonnentag, S. (2005). Recovery, health, and job perfor-
mance: Effects of weekend experiences. Journal of Occupational
Health Psychology, 10(3), 187-199. https://doi.org/10.1037/
1076-8998.10.3.187

@ Springer

*QGabriel, A. S., Lanaj, K., & Jennings, R. E. (2021). Is one the loneli-
est number? A within-person examination of the adaptive and
maladaptive consequences of leader loneliness at work. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 106(10), 1517-1538. https://doi.org/10.
1037/apl0000838

*Gerpott, F. H., Rivkin, W., & Unger, D. (2022). Stop and go, where is
my flow? How and when daily aversive morning commutes are
negatively related to employees’ motivational states and behav-
ior at work. Journal of Applied Psychology, 107(2), 169-192.
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000899

Greulich, B., Konig, C.J., & Fischer, N. (2023). How relative is stress?
The influence of social comparisons when responding to work
stress surveys. Journal of Personnel Psychology. Advance online
publication. https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000330

*Guarana, C. L., Barnes, C. M., & Ong, W. J. (2021). The effects
of blue-light filtration on sleep and work outcomes. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 106(5), 784—796. https://doi.org/10.1037/
apl0000806

*Harrington, N. T. (2020). Rudeness and Recovery: The effect of micro-
breaks in reducing negative consequences of workplace incivil-
ity (Publication No. 28093173). [Doctoral dissertation, Univer-
sity of North Carolina at Charlotte]. ProQuest Dissertations &
Theses Global. https://www.proquest.com/dissertations-theses/
rudeness-recovery-effect-micro-breaks-reducing/docview/24657
70893/se-2

*Haun, V. C., Niibold, A., & Rigotti, T. (2020). Being mindful at
work and at home: A diary study on predictors and conse-
quences of domain-specific mindfulness. Journal of Occupa-
tional Health Psychology, 25(5), 315-329. https://doi.org/10.
1037/0cp0000263

Hobfoll, S. E. (1989). Conservation of resources: A new attempt
at conceptualizing stress. American Psychologist, 44(3), 513—
524. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.44.3.513

Hobfoll, S. E., Halbesleben, J. R. B., Neveu, J.-P., & Westman, M.
(2018). Conservation of resources in the organizational con-
text: The reality of resources and their consequences. Annual
Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational
Behavior, 5(1), 103-128. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-
orgpsych-032117-104640

Hoffman, B. J., Blair, C. A., Meriac, J. P., & Woehr, D. J. (2007).
Expanding the criterion domain? A quantitative review of the
OCSB literature. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(2), 555—
566. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.2.555

*Hofmans, J., Debusscher, J., Déci, E., Spanouli, A., & De Fruyt,
F. (2015). The curvilinear relationship between work pressure
and momentary task performance: The role of state and trait
core self-evaluations. Frontiers in Psychology, 6, 1-11. https://
doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01680

*Holman, D. (2016). How does customer affiliative behaviour shape
the outcomes of employee emotion regulation? A daily diary
study of supermarket checkout operators. Human Relations,
69(5), 1139-1162. https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726715600230

Horan, K. A., Nakahara, W. H., DiStaso, M. J., & Jex, S. M. (2020).
A review of the challenge-hindrance stress model: Recent
advances, expanded paradigms, and recommendations for
future research [Review]. Frontiers in Psychology, 11, 560346.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.560346

*Huang, J. L., Chiaburu, D. S., Zhang, X., Li, N., & Grandey, A. A.
(2015). Rising to the challenge: Deep acting is more beneficial
when tasks are appraised as challenging. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 100(5), 1398-1408. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038
976

Hunter, J. E., & Schmidt, F. L. (2000). Fixed effects vs. random effects
meta-analysis models: Implications for cumulative research
knowledge. International Journal of Selection and Assessment,
8(4), 275-292. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2389.00156


https://doi.org/10.1177/0146621618795933
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146621618795933
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000098
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000098
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2020.1810666
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2020.1810666
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000259
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021887
https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.12.2.121
https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.12.2.121
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000042
https://doi.org/10.1177/00187267540070020
https://doi.org/10.1177/00187267540070020
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000075
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2013.877096
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2013.877096
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2931
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2015.1061
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000908
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-022-09793-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-022-09793-4
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.10.3.187
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.10.3.187
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000838
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000838
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000899
https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000330
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000806
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000806
https://www.proquest.com/dissertations-theses/rudeness-recovery-effect-micro-breaks-reducing/docview/2465770893/se-2
https://www.proquest.com/dissertations-theses/rudeness-recovery-effect-micro-breaks-reducing/docview/2465770893/se-2
https://www.proquest.com/dissertations-theses/rudeness-recovery-effect-micro-breaks-reducing/docview/2465770893/se-2
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000263
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000263
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.44.3.513
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032117-104640
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032117-104640
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.2.555
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01680
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01680
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726715600230
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.560346
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038976
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038976
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2389.00156

Journal of Business and Psychology (2024) 39:1107-1125

1123

Hunter, J. E., & Schmidt, F. L. (2004). Methods of meta-analysis: Cor-
recting error and bias in research findings (2nd ed.). Sage.

*Hur, W.-M., Shin, Y., & Moon, T. W. (2020). How does daily perfor-
mance affect next-day emotional labor? The mediating roles of
evening relaxation and next-morning positive affect. Journal of
Occupational Health Psychology, 25(6), 410—425. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0cp0000260

*Hurst, C. (2010). Tell them something good: The well-being and
behavioral outcomes of disclosing positive news to coworkers
(Publication No. 3521404). [Doctoral dissertation, University of
Florida] ProQuest Dissertations & Theses Global. https://www.
proquest.com/dissertations-theses/tell-them-something-good-
well-being-behavioral/docview/1035336835/se-2

*Hurwitz-Michaely, A. (2021). From self-threat to big dreams - An
extended view of pride at work (Publication No. 28323195)
[Doctoral dissertation, New York University]. ProQuest Dis-
sertations & Theses Global. https://www.proquest.com/disse
rtations-theses/self-threat-big-dreams-extended-view-pride-at/
docview/2516280877/se-2

*Johnson, R. E., Lanaj, K., & Barnes, C. M. (2014). The good and
bad of being fair: Effects of procedural and interpersonal justice
behaviors on regulatory resources. Journal of Applied Psychol-
0gy, 99(4), 635-650. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035647

*Kim, Y. (2016). Antecedents and consequences of self-conscious emo-
tions in the workplace: Guilt, shame, and pride. [Unpublished
doctoral dissertation]. University of Minnesota. https://hdl.han-
dle.net/11299/200320

*Kirchberg, D. M., Roe, R. A., & Van Eerde, W. (2015). Polychronicity
and multitasking: A diary study at work. Human Performance,
28(2), 112-136. https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.2014.976706

*Koopman, J., Lanaj, K., & Scott, B. A. (2016). Integrating the bright
and dark sides of OCB: A daily investigation of the benefits and
costs of helping others. Academy of Management Journal, 59(2),
414-435. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2014.0262

*Koopman, J., Rosen, C. C., Gabriel, A. S., Puranik, H., Johnson, R.
E., & Ferris, D. L. (2020). Why and for whom does the pressure
to help hurt others? Affective and cognitive mechanisms linking
helping pressure to workplace deviance. Personnel Psychology,
73(2), 333-362. https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12354

*Kronenwett, M., & Rigotti, T. (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(5), 444—466. https://doi.org/10.1108/
IJMP-11-2019-0618

*Lanaj, K. (2013). Application of ego depletion theory to leader help-
ing: The dark side of reactive helping (Publication No. 3561609).
[Doctoral dissertation, Michigan State University]. ProQuest
Dissertations & Theses Global. https://www.proquest.com/disse
rtations-theses/application-ego-depletion-theory-leader-helping/
docview/1364619690/se-2

*Lanaj, K., Johnson, R. E., & Wang, M. (2016). When lending a hand
depletes the will: The daily costs and benefits of helping. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 101(8), 1097-1110. https://doi.org/10.
1037/apl0000118

*Lanaj, K., Gabriel, A. S., & Chawla, N. (2021). The self-sacrificial
nature of leader identity: Understanding the costs and benefits
at work and home. Journal of Applied Psychology, 106(3), 345—
363. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000505

Lazarus, R. S., & Folkman, S. (1984). Stress, appraisal, and coping.
Springer Publishing Company.

LePine, M. A. (2022). The challenge-hindrance stressor framework:
An integrative conceptual review and path forward. Group &
Organization Management, 10596011221079970. https://doi.org/
10.1177/10596011221079970

LePine, J. A., Podsakoff, N. P., & LePine, M. A. (2005). A meta-ana-
lytic test of the challenge stressor-hindrance stressor framework:

An explanation for inconsistent relationships among stressors and
performance. Academy of Management Journal, 48(5), 764-775.
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMJ.2005.18803921

Liu, C., Spector, P. E., & Shi, L. (2007). Cross-national job stress:
A quantitative and qualitative study. Journal of Organizational
Behavior, 28(2), 209-239. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.435

*Ma, J., Peng, Y., & Wu, B. (2021). Challenging or hindering? The
roles of goal orientation and cognitive appraisal in stressor-per-
formance relationships. Journal of Organizational Behavior,
42(3), 388-406. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2503

Mazzola, J. J., & Disselhorst, R. (2019). Should we be “challenging”
employees?: A critical review and meta-analysis of the challenge-
hindrance model of stress. Journal of Organizational Behavior,
40(8), 949-961. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2412

*McClean, S. T., Koopman, J., Yim, J., & Klotz, A. C. (2021). Stum-
bling out of the gate: The energy-based implications of morn-
ing routine disruption. Personnel Psychology, 74(3), 411-448.
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12419

*Mitchell, M. S., Greenbaum, R. L., Vogel, R. M., Mawritz, M. B., &
Keating, D. J. (2019). Can you handle the pressure? The effect
of performance pressure on stress Appraisals, self-regulation,
and behavior. Academy of Management Journal, 62(2), 531-552.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2016.0646

Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B. O. (1998-2012). Mplus User’s Guide.
Seventh Edition. Muthén & Muthén.

*Myrden, S. E., & Kelloway, E. K. (2015). Leading to customer loy-
alty: A daily test of the service-profit chain. Journal of Ser-
vices Marketing, 29(6/7), 585-598. https://doi.org/10.1108/
JSM-01-2015-0058

Nezlek, J. B. (2017). A practical guide to understanding reliability in
studies of within-person variability. Journal of Research in Per-
sonality, 69, 149-155. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2016.06.020

*Nohe, C., Michel, A., & Sonntag, K. (2014). Family-work conflict
and job performance: A diary study of boundary conditions and
mechanisms. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 35(3), 339—
357. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1878

O’Brien, K. E., & Beehr, T. A. (2019). So far, so good: Up to now,
the challenge—hindrance framework describes a practical and
accurate distinction. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 40(8),
962-972. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2405

*Ohly, S., & Fritz, C. (2010). Work characteristics, challenge appraisal,
creativity, and proactive behavior: A multi-level study. Journal
of Organizational Behavior, 31(4), 543-565. https://doi.org/10.
1002/job.633

Ohly, S., Sonnentag, S., Niessen, C., & Zapf, D. (2010). Diary stud-
ies in organizational research. Journal of Personnel Psychology,
9(2), 79-93. https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000009

*Pachler, D., Kuonath, A., Specht, J., Kennecke, S., Agthe, M., & Frey,
D. (2018). Workflow interruptions and employee work outcomes:
The moderating role of polychronicity. Journal of Occupational
Health Psychology, 23(3), 417-427. https://doi.org/10.1037/
0ocp0000094

*Parke, M. R., Weinhardt, J. M., Brodsky, A., Tangirala, S., & DeVoe,
S. E. (2018). When daily planning improves employee per-
formance: The importance of planning type, engagement, and
interruptions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 103(3), 300-312.
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000278

*Petrou, P., Baas, M., & Roskes, M. (2020). From prevention focus to
adaptivity and creativity: The role of unfulfilled goals and work
engagement. European Journal of Work and Organizational
Psychology, 29(1), 36-48. https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.
2019.1693366

*Petrou, P. (2021). When do daily unattained tasks boost job perfor-
mance? The moderating role of employee reflexivity and mind-
fulness. The International Journal of Human Resource Manage-
ment, 1-22. https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2021.1945653

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000260
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000260
https://www.proquest.com/dissertations-theses/tell-them-something-good-well-being-behavioral/docview/1035336835/se-2
https://www.proquest.com/dissertations-theses/tell-them-something-good-well-being-behavioral/docview/1035336835/se-2
https://www.proquest.com/dissertations-theses/tell-them-something-good-well-being-behavioral/docview/1035336835/se-2
https://www.proquest.com/dissertations-theses/self-threat-big-dreams-extended-view-pride-at/docview/2516280877/se-2
https://www.proquest.com/dissertations-theses/self-threat-big-dreams-extended-view-pride-at/docview/2516280877/se-2
https://www.proquest.com/dissertations-theses/self-threat-big-dreams-extended-view-pride-at/docview/2516280877/se-2
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035647
https://hdl.handle.net/11299/200320
https://hdl.handle.net/11299/200320
https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.2014.976706
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2014.0262
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12354
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-11-2019-0618
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-11-2019-0618
https://www.proquest.com/dissertations-theses/application-ego-depletion-theory-leader-helping/docview/1364619690/se-2
https://www.proquest.com/dissertations-theses/application-ego-depletion-theory-leader-helping/docview/1364619690/se-2
https://www.proquest.com/dissertations-theses/application-ego-depletion-theory-leader-helping/docview/1364619690/se-2
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000118
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000118
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000505
https://doi.org/10.1177/10596011221079970
https://doi.org/10.1177/10596011221079970
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMJ.2005.18803921
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.435
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2503
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2412
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12419
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2016.0646
https://doi.org/10.1108/JSM-01-2015-0058
https://doi.org/10.1108/JSM-01-2015-0058
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2016.06.020
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1878
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2405
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.633
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.633
https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000009
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000094
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000094
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000278
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2019.1693366
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2019.1693366
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2021.1945653

1124

Journal of Business and Psychology (2024) 39:1107-1125

Pindek, S. (2020). Failing is derailing: The underperformance as a
stressor model. Frontiers in Psychology, 11, 1617. https://doi.
org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.01617

Pindek, S., Arvan, M. L., & Spector, P. E. (2019). The stressor—strain
relationship in diary studies: A meta-analysis of the within and
between levels. Work & Stress, 33(1), 1-21. https://doi.org/10.
1080/02678373.2018.1445672

Pindek, S., Kessler, S. R., & Spector, P. E. (2017). A quantitative and
qualitative review of what meta-analyses have contributed to our
understanding of human resource management. Human Resource
Management Review, 27(1), 26-38. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
hrmr.2016.09.003

Pindek, S., & Spector, P. E. (2016a). Explaining the surprisingly weak
relationship between organizational constraints and performance.
Human Performance, 29(3), 191-208.

Pindek, S., & Spector, P. E. (2016b). Organizational constraints: A
meta-analysis of a major stressor. Work & Stress, 30(1), 7-25.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2015.1137376

Pindek, S., Zhou, Z. E., Kessler, S. R., Krajcevska, A., & Spector, P. E.
(2022). The lingering curvilinear effect of workload on employee
rumination and negative emotions: A diary study. Work & Stress,
36(3), 292-311. https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2021.2009055

Podsakoff, N. P., Freiburger, K. J., Podsakoff, P. M., & Rosen, C.
C. (2023). Laying the foundation for the challenge—hindrance
stressor framework 2.0. Annual Review of Organizational Psy-
chology and Organizational Behavior, 10(1), 165-199. https://
doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-080422-052147

Podsakoff, N. P., LePine, J. A., & LePine, M. A. (2007). Differential
challenge stressor-hindrance stressor relationships with job atti-
tudes, turnover intentions, turnover, and withdrawal behavior: A
meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(2), 438—454.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.2.438

*Prem, R., Paskvan, M., Kubicek, B., & Korunka, C. (2018). Exploring
the ambivalence of time pressure in daily working life. Interna-
tional Journal of Stress Management, 25(1), 35-43. https://doi.
org/10.1037/str0000044

R Core Team. (2020). R: A language and environment for statisti-
cal computing. R Foundation for Statistical Computing. https://
www.R-project.org/

*Reizer, A., Brender-Ilan, Y., & Sheaffer, Z. (2019). Employee moti-
vation, emotions, and performance: A longitudinal diary study.
Journal of Managerial Psychology, 34(6), 415-428. https://doi.
org/10.1108/JMP-07-2018-0299

*Rivkin, W., Diestel, S., Stollberger, J., & Sacramento, C. (2023). The
role of regulatory, affective, and motivational resources in the
adverse spillover of sleep in the home domain to employee effec-
tiveness in the work domain. Human Relations, 76(2), 199-232.

*Rodell, J. B., & Judge, T. A. (2009). Can “good” stressors spark “bad”
behaviors? The mediating role of emotions in links of challenge
and hindrance stressors with citizenship and counterproductive
behaviors. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94(6), 1438-1451.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016752

*Rosen, C. C., Simon, L. S., Gajendran, R. S., Johnson, R. E., Lee, H.
W., & Lin, S.-H. (2019). Boxed in by your inbox: Implications
of daily e-mail demands for managers’ leadership behaviors.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 104(1), 19-33. https://doi.org/
10.1037/apl0000343

*Sayre, G. M., Grandey, A. A., & Almeida, D. M. (2021). Does sleep
help or harm managers’ perceived productivity? Trade-offs
between affect and time as resources. Journal of Occupational
Health Psychology, 26(2), 127-141. https://doi.org/10.1037/
ocp0000192

*Scharp, Y. S., Breevaart, K., & Bakker, A. B. (2021). Using playful
work design to deal with hindrance job demands: A quantitative
diary study. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 26(3),
175-188. https://doi.org/10.1037/0cp0000277

@ Springer

Schmidt, F. L., & Hunter, J. E. (2015). Methods of meta-analysis: Cor-
recting error and bias in research findings (3rd ed.). https://doi.
org/10.4135/9781483398105

Schmidt, F. L., Oh, L.-S., & Hayes, T. L. (2009). Fixed-versus ran-
dom-effects models in meta-analysis: Model properties and an
empirical comparison of differences in results. British Journal of
Mathematical and Statistical Psychology, 62(1), 97-128. https://
doi.org/10.1348/000711007X255327

Selye, H. (1976). The stress concept. Canadian Medical Association
Journal, 115(8), 718-718. http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/
articles/PMC1878840/

*Serrano, S. A. (2015). Work engagement or workaholism: What's the
difference? An empirical investigation of the similarities and
differences in climate, performance, and recovery (Publication
No. 3714102) [The Claremont Graduate University] ProQuest
Dissertations & Theses Global. https://www.proquest.com/disse
rtations-theses/work-engagement-workaholism-whats-difference/
docview/1700216533/se-2

*Sheridan, S., & Ambrose, M. L. (2022). My cup runneth over: A daily
study of the energy benefits for supervisors who feel appreciated
by their subordinates. Journal of Management, 48(2), 440-471.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206320967104

Shockley, K. M., Shen, W., DeNunzio, M. M., Arvan, M. L., & Knud-
sen, E. A. (2017). Disentangling the relationship between gender
and work—family conflict: An integration of theoretical perspec-
tives using meta-analytic methods. Journal of Applied Psychol-
ogy, 102(12), 1601-1635. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000246

Siu, O.-L., Lu, C.-Q., & Spector, P. E. (2013). Direct and indirect rela-
tionship between social stressors and job performance in Greater
China: The role of strain and social support. European Journal
of Work and Organizational Psychology, 22(5), 520-531. https://
doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2012.665606

*Smith, R. W., Kim, Y.-J., & Carter, N. T. (2020). Does it matter where
you’re helpful? Organizational citizenship behavior from work
and home. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 25(6),
450-468. https://doi.org/10.1037/0cp0000181

*Sonnentag, S., & Starzyk, A. (2015). Perceived prosocial impact,
perceived situational constraints, and proactive work behavior:
Looking at two distinct affective pathways: Affective Pathways
to Proactive Work Behavior. Journal of Organizational Behavior,
36(6), 806—824. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2005

Spector, P. E., Bauer, J. A., & Fox, S. (2010). Measurement artifacts in
the assessment of counterproductive work behavior and organi-
zational citizenship behavior: Do we know what we think we
know? Journal of Applied Psychology, 95(4), 781-790. https://
doi.org/10.1037/a0019477

Spector, P. E., & Pindek, S. (2016). The future of research methods
in work and occupational health psychology. Applied Psychol-
ogy: An International Review, 65(2), 412-431. https://doi.org/
10.1111/apps.12056

*Spence, J. R., Ferris, D. L., Brown, D. J., & Heller, D. (2011). Under-
standing daily citizenship behaviors: A social comparison per-
spective. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 32(4), 547-571.
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.738

Tadi¢, M., Bakker, A. B., & Oerlemans, W. G. M. (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(4), 702-725. https://doi.org/
10.1111/joop.12094

*Tang, P. M., Yam, K. C., & Koopman, J. (2020). Feeling proud but
guilty? Unpacking the paradoxical nature of unethical pro-
organizational behavior. Organizational Behavior and Human
Decision Processes, 160, 68—86. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.
2020.03.004

*Taylor, M. (2020). Human energy in the workplace: An investiga-
tion of daily energy management strategies, job stressors and


https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.01617
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.01617
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2018.1445672
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2018.1445672
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2016.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2016.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2015.1137376
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2021.2009055
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-080422-052147
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-080422-052147
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.2.438
https://doi.org/10.1037/str0000044
https://doi.org/10.1037/str0000044
https://www.R-project.org/
https://www.R-project.org/
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-07-2018-0299
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-07-2018-0299
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016752
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000343
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000343
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000192
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000192
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000277
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781483398105
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781483398105
https://doi.org/10.1348/000711007X255327
https://doi.org/10.1348/000711007X255327
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1878840/
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1878840/
https://www.proquest.com/dissertations-theses/work-engagement-workaholism-whats-difference/docview/1700216533/se-2
https://www.proquest.com/dissertations-theses/work-engagement-workaholism-whats-difference/docview/1700216533/se-2
https://www.proquest.com/dissertations-theses/work-engagement-workaholism-whats-difference/docview/1700216533/se-2
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206320967104
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000246
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2012.665606
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2012.665606
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000181
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2005
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019477
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019477
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12056
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12056
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.738
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12094
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12094
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2020.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2020.03.004

Journal of Business and Psychology (2024) 39:1107-1125

1125

employee outcomes. Dissertations and Theses. Paper 5625.
https://doi.org/10.15760/etd. 7497

*ten Brummelhuis, L. L., ter Hoeven, C. L., & Toniolo-Barrios, M.
(2021). Staying in the loop: Is constant connectivity to work good
or bad for work performance? Journal of Vocational Behavior,
128, 103589. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2021.103589

*Tepper, B. J., Dimotakis, N., Lambert, L. S., Koopman, J., Matta,
F. K., Man Park, H., & Goo, W. (2018). Examining follower
responses to transformational leadership from a dynamic, per-
son—environment fit perspective. Academy of Management Jour-
nal, 61(4), 1343-1368. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2014.0163

*Trougakos, J. P, Beal, D. J., Cheng, B. H., Hideg, 1., & Zweig, D.
(2015). Too drained to help: A resource depletion perspective
on daily interpersonal citizenship behaviors. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 100(1), 227-236. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038082

*Vogel, R. M., Rodell, J. B., & Agolli, A. (2022). Daily engagement
and productivity: The importance of the speed of engagement.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 107(9), 1579—-1599. https://doi.
org/10.1037/apl0000958

*Wang, X., Kim, T.-Y., & Li, H. (2022). Why and for whom cyber
incivility affects task performance? Exploring the intrapersonal
processes and a personal boundary condition. Asia Pacific Jour-
nal of Management. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-022-09865-2

Webster, J. R., Beehr, T. A., & Love, K. (2011). Extending the
challenge-hindrance model of occupational stress: The role
of appraisal. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 79(2), 505-516.
https://doi.org/10.1016/.jvb.2011.02.001

*Woolum, A., Foulk, T., Lanaj, K., & Erez, A. (2017). Rude color
glasses: The contaminating effects of witnessed morning rude-
ness on perceptions and behaviors throughout the workday. Jour-
nal of Applied Psychology, 102(12), 1658-1672. https://doi.org/
10.1037/ap10000247

*Xing, L., Sun, J., & Jepsen, D. (2021). Feeling shame in the work-
place: Examining negative feedback as an antecedent and per-
formance and well-being as consequences. Journal of Organi-
zational Behavior, 42(9), 1244-1260. https://doi.org/10.1002/
job.2553

*Xu, X., Elliott, B., Peng, Y., Jalil, D., & Zhang, W. (2021). Help or
hindrance? A daily diary study on the workaholism—performance
relation. International Journal of Stress Management, 28(3),
176-185. https://doi.org/10.1037/str0000176

*Yang, L.-Q., Simon, L. S., Wang, L., & Zheng, X. (2016). To branch
out or stay focused? Affective shifts differentially predict organi-
zational citizenship behavior and task performance. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 101(6), 831-845. https://doi.org/10.1037/
apl0000088

*Yoon, S., McClean, S. T., Chawla, N., Kim, J. K., Koopman, J.,
Rosen, C. C., Trougakos, J. P., & McCarthy, J. M. (2021). Work-
ing through an “infodemic”: The impact of COVID-19 news con-
sumption on employee uncertainty and work behaviors. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 106(4), 501-517. https://doi.org/10.1037/
apl0000913

*Yu, L., & Dufty, M. K. (2021). The whiplash effect: The (moderating)
role of attributed motives in emotional and behavioral reactions
to abusive supervision. Journal of Applied Psychology, 106(5),
754-773. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000810

*Zhan, Y., Zhou, J., Cheng, H., & Mu, R. (2021). Feeling gratitude and
depletion: The ambivalent consequences of receiving help in the
workplace. International Journal of Environmental Research and
Public Health, 18(4), 2039. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph1804
2039

Zhou, Z. E., Yan, Y., Che, X. X., & Meier, L. L. (2015). Effect of
workplace incivility on end-of-work negative affect: Examining
individual and organizational moderators in a daily diary study.
Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 20(1), 117-130.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038167

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

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.15760/etd.7497
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2021.103589
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2014.0163
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038082
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000958
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000958
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-022-09865-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2011.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000247
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000247
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2553
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2553
https://doi.org/10.1037/str0000176
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000088
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000088
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000913
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000913
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000810
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18042039
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18042039
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038167

	A Dynamic View of the Challenge-Hindrance Stressor Framework: a Meta-Analysis of Daily Diary Studies
	Abstract
	Introduction
	The Challenge Hindrance-Stressor Framework
	The Dynamic Aspect of the Challenge Hindrance-Stressor Framework
	The Indirect Stressor-Performance Effect Via Strain
	An Exploratory Examination of Performance Types

	Method
	Transparency and Openness
	Literature Search
	Inclusion Criteria
	Coding of Studies
	Meta-Analytic Procedure

	Results
	Main and Moderator Effects
	Timing of Measurements
	Path Analysis
	Publication Bias and Outliers

	Discussion
	Theoretical Implications
	Limitations and Future Directions
	Practical Implications and Conclusion

	References


