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Abstract
As employees’ personal lives are increasingly splintered by work demands, the boundary between work and nonwork domains 
is becoming ever more blurred. Grounded within a self-regulatory approach and the executive control function of inhibitory 
control, we operationalize and examine nonwork role re-engagement (NWRR)—the extent to which individuals can redirect 
attentional resources back to nonwork tasks following work-related intrusions. In phases 1 and 2, we develop and refine a 
psychometrically sound unidimensional measure for NWRR aligned with the self-regulatory processes of self-control and 
interference control underlying inhibitory control. In phase 3, we confirm the factor structure with a new sample. In phase 
4 we validate the measure using the samples from phases 2 and 3 to provide evidence of criterion-related, convergent, and 
discriminant validity. NWRR was related to important well-being and work-related outcomes above and beyond existing 
self-regulatory and boundary management constructs. We offer theoretical and practical implications and an agenda to guide 
future research, as attentional agility becomes increasingly relevant in a home life replete with interruptions from work.

Keywords Attention · Boundary management · Executive control · Inhibitory control · Interruption · Intrusion · Scale 
development · Self-regulation · Work-family conflict

In a 24/7 economy in which technology has enabled work 
to be done anywhere and anytime, employees have grown 
accustomed to interruptions from work when not at work. 
With the COVID-19 pandemic thrusting a large proportion 
of the global workforce into work-from-home scenarios 
came a pervasive loss of the formal boundary between work 
and home. In particular, unexpected interruptions, or bound-
ary violations (Ashforth et al., 2000), from work during 
nonwork hours require temporary transitions from nonwork 
roles back to the work role. Boundary theory suggests these 

micro-role transitions are mentally and physically taxing, as 
one must shift mindsets and behaviors to disengage from one 
role and re-engage in another (Ashforth et al., 2000). Bound-
ary research has predominantly focused on the immediate 
aftermath of work-related intrusions—disengaging from 
nonwork roles to engage in the work-related intrusion (e.g., 
responding to after-hours job contacts; Piszczek, 2017). The 
present study examines what must happen subsequently—
disengagement from work and re-engagement in nonwork 
roles—which requires redirecting attentional resources back 
to the original nonwork tasks.

Despite the regularity of work-related intrusions, there is 
still much to learn about the attentional challenges that work-
related intrusions present for nonwork life. In accordance 
with a self-regulatory lens, we propose executive function-
ing as the underlying mechanism that facilitates domain-
switching (Hamilton et al., 2011; Muraven & Baumeister, 
2000). Because attending to work-related intrusions requires 
such “gear switching,” self-regulatory resources are con-
sumed, hindering one’s ability to switch back to nonwork 
tasks. We suggest that individual differences in executive 
control resources affect the ability to re-engage in nonwork 
tasks.
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Grounded in a self-regulatory approach (Diamond, 
2013; Muraven & Baumeister, 2000), the present research 
contributes to the work-family literature and boundary the-
ory. To date, much of the research on work-related interrup-
tions has focused on how individuals manage after-hours 
work communications (e.g., Boswell et al., 2016), per-
ceptions or reactions to boundary violations (e.g., Hunter 
et al., 2019) and outcomes of boundary crossing behav-
ior (e.g., Carlson et al., 2015). What is unstudied is the 
individual difference capability of redirecting attentional 
resources during this process, which may be an important 
linking mechanism that helps explain the adverse effects 
of boundary violations on individuals. Thus, the develop-
ment of a self-regulatory construct grounded in cognitive 
psychology can clarify an important and underdeveloped 
boundary management process—the underlying attentional 
capacity needed to continually cross work-nonwork bound-
aries in a world in which one must inevitably do so.

We develop a psychometrically sound measure of non-
work role re-engagement, defined as the extent to which 
attentional resources (behaviors, cognitions, emotions) can 
be redirected back to nonwork tasks following work-related 
intrusions. The executive function of inhibitory control is 
a self-regulatory process that can help individuals redirect 
attentional resources as it represents the ability to selec-
tively attend and focus while suppressing attention to other 
stimuli (Beal et al., 2005; Diamond, 2013). Accordingly, 
explication and assessment of nonwork role re-engagement 
can help develop an understanding of individuals’ capacity 
to redirect attentional resources back to nonwork roles fol-
lowing intrusions from work. Somewhat similar reasoning 
motivated the theorizing and recent development of a work 
interruption resiliency construct and measure (Zide et al., 
2017) focused on interrupted work tasks. Our proposed 
construct and measure bookends this construct by address-
ing work as interrupting the nonwork space.

Just as occurrences of family demands interrupting work 
may negatively impact the work role (e.g., impaired concen-
tration, increased attention lapses; Demerouti et al., 2007; 
Lapierre et al., 2012; Nohe et al., 2014), dealing with work-
related intrusions during nonwork time may hinder individu-
als’ ability to resume and focus on nonwork tasks, and may 
impair the performance of nonwork tasks (e.g., keeping their 
child safe during play, meaningfully engaging in a conversa-
tion with one’s spouse; Leroy & Schmidt, 2016). Moreover, 
an inability to successfully pivot back to nonwork life may 
mark an unhealthy preoccupation with work and thereby 
strain employee well-being (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2015). To 
this end, we aim to: (1) operationalize the construct of non-
work role re-engagement, (2) develop and refine a measure 
of nonwork role re-engagement, and (3) validate the measure 
across two different samples.

Nonwork Role Re‑Engagement: 
A Self‑Regulatory Construct

Underlying and informing our conceptualization of non-
work role re-engagement (NWRR) are boundary manage-
ment theory (Ashforth et al., 2000) and self-regulatory pro-
cesses (Diamond, 2013; Leroy & Schmidt, 2016; Muraven & 
Baumeister, 2000). Boundary management theory addresses 
the ways in which individuals actively manage boundaries 
to uphold order in their interdependent work-nonwork lives 
(Ashforth et al., 2000; Nippert-Eng, 1996). Flexible work 
boundaries allow work to be done anywhere and anytime. 
Permeable nonwork boundaries allow individuals to be 
physically in nonwork domains while psychologically or 
behaviorally involved in work. Flexible work boundaries 
coupled with permeable nonwork boundaries allow work 
to intrude on nonwork life, and intrusions often require 
employees to pivot between roles. Attentional agility to 
intrusions, however, remains unexamined, thereby hinder-
ing our understanding of the relevant mechanistic pathways.

Self-regulatory processes likewise underlie NWRR (Dia-
mond, 2013; Hamilton et al., 2011; Leroy & Schmidt, 2016; 
Muraven & Baumeister, 2000). While a deep discussion of 
these theories is space prohibitive, we take the position that 
individuals vary in executive control resources that help 
them exert self-control in the face of adverse conditions 
such as external stimuli that lure attention (e.g., messages 
from a manager) or create attentional residue (when thoughts 
about one task persist and intrude while performing another; 
Leroy, 2009). The idea that individuals differ in the degree to 
which they can navigate these attentional challenges is sup-
ported by Hamilton et al. (2011), who found “that switch-
ing mindsets is an executive function that consumes self-
regulatory resources and therefore renders people relatively 
unsuccessful in their self-regulatory endeavors” (p. 21).

A core executive control function thought to underlie 
NWRR is the inhibitory control of attention, which “ena-
bles us to selectively attend, focusing on what we choose 
and suppressing attention to other stimuli” (p. 137). Inhibi-
tory control represents the ability to control one’s behav-
ior, thoughts, or emotions to override external stimuli so 
that one may do what is needed at the moment (Diamond, 
2013); without it, individuals would be continually gripped 
by work-related intrusions, pulling them away from per-
sonal life. The idea that acts of self-control, such as inhibi-
tory control, rely on limited attentional resources counters 
scholars’ arguments and prior evidence that repeated acts 
of self-control are not necessarily depleting (e.g., Carter & 
McCullough, 2013, 2014; Carter et al., 2015; Dang, 2018). 
However, these prior studies were focused on sequential 
tasks within the same (i.e., work) domain, and thus may not 
apply to cross-domain task interruptions. Switching from a 
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nonwork task to a work task and then back to the original 
nonwork task may be more taxing and require very different 
mindsets, behaviors, and emotions than two sequential work 
tasks. Thus, inhibitory control guided the development of 
the NWRR construct and measure, helping to explicate the 
three personal resources required to redirect attention back 
to nonwork life—behaviors, cognitions, and emotions.

Inhibitory control may appear via self-control (or 
response inhibition), which involves staying on task despite 
distractions, thereby allowing one to behaviorally and men-
tally re-engage in the original nonwork task post-intrusion. 
It may also appear via interference control which includes 
suppressing concerns related to external stimuli, especially 
if unwanted, and the ability to pivot cognitive and emotional 
resources away from what was previously relevant (i.e., 
work-related intrusions). Hence, interference control allows 
individuals to suppress work-related concerns post-intrusion, 
thereby redirecting cognitive and emotional resources and 
smoothing the way for re-engagement in nonwork tasks. As 
self-control and interference control can vary across indi-
viduals (Diamond, 2013), we conceptualize NWRR as a per-
sonal capacity. Further, given the three resource components 
of the underlying executive control functions, we conceptu-
alize NWRR as multi-dimensional. Behavioral and cogni-
tive resources are expected to be redirected via self-control, 
which involves the ability to behaviorally and mentally 
re-engage in nonwork tasks post-intrusion. Cognitive and 
emotional resources are expected to be redirected via inter-
ference control, which represents the ability to regain focus 
on nonwork tasks and suppress intrusion-related concerns or 
worries, thus emotionally reconnecting with nonwork life.

NWRR is a unique and important construct for studying 
the aftermath of work-related intrusions. NWRR is distinct 
from mindfulness, a self-regulatory construct that involves 
being receptively attentive to, aware of, and focused on pre-
sent experiences (Brown & Ryan, 2003), and may serve as 
a cognitive-emotional segmentation strategy (Michel et al., 
2014) that enhances the ability to remain present. However, 
mindfulness does not address active and intentional recovery 
after attention resource fracture. Therefore, mindfulness and 
NWRR are distinct self-regulatory constructs, both useful for 
boundary management, yet for different parts of the process. 
Likewise, NWRR is also distinct from psychological detach-
ment, a boundary management construct that addresses dis-
engaging oneself mentally from work (Sonnentag & Bayer, 
2005). Psychological detachment is broader than NWRR 
because it is not dependent on work-related intrusions. Indi-
viduals may desire to disengage from work for various reasons 
and at various times (e.g., when commuting home), regardless 
of whether they experience work-related intrusions. Detach-
ment is also more limited because it focuses on disengagement 
but not re-engagement—and also does not address behavior.

The Present Research

The goal of the present study is to develop and validate a 
measure of nonwork role re-engagement (NWRR), so as 
to offer a focused self-regulatory construct that addresses 
a specific phase of the interrole transition process. Addi-
tionally, the present study was designed to demonstrate 
NWRR’s utility by testing its relationship with meaningful 
outcomes, above and beyond existing similar self-regulatory 
and boundary management constructs. Operationalization 
of and provision of a measurement tool for NWRR adds 
value to the work-life literature such that it can assess the 
extent to which individuals’ nonwork lives are fractured by 
work-related intrusions and their capacity to transition back 
to nonwork life. Further, NWRR may help explain why indi-
viduals are negatively impacted by work-related intrusions.

To create the new measure, we follow collective best prac-
tices for scale development and evaluation (Hinkin, 1998; Wor-
thington & Whittaker, 2006; Wright et al., 2017). First, we gen-
erated and refined a pool of items associated with the three types 
of attentional resources (behavioral, cognitive, and emotional) 
hypothesized as necessary for inhibitory control. Then, we con-
ducted studies with two different samples to verify the factor 
structure and validate and establish the nomological network 
(Cronbach & Meehl, 1955) of the newly developed NWRR 
measure. To develop the nomological network, we examined 
criterion-related, convergent, and discriminant validity of the 
scale, with our specific hypotheses outlined below.

Criterion‑Related Validity

Criterion-related validity was tested by examining the relation-
ships of NWRR with the following meaningful work and non-
work outcomes. Attending to work-related intrusions and then 
fully disengaging from intrusions to re-engage in nonwork life 
is an effortful process consuming executive control resources. 
Individuals with the ability to redirect their attentional resources 
back to nonwork tasks following intrusions are likely to experi-
ence better well-being and hold more positive work attitudes 
than those lacking this attentional agility.

Regarding well-being, we believe NWRR can help 
reduce feelings of work-to-nonwork conflict (WLC), which 
occurs when the demands of the work role and nonwork 
roles compete (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). When work 
intrudes on nonwork time, individuals may feel they have 
inadequate time and emotional resources to meet their non-
work obligations, thereby contributing to time-based and 
strain-based WLC. In support of this premise, boundary 
violations at home (i.e., work-related intrusions) and transi-
tioning between different life roles have been associated with 
WLC (Carlson et al., 2015; Hunter et al., 2019). Following 
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intrusions from work, re-engagement in nonwork tasks may 
help reduce feelings of inadequate resources to meet non-
work obligations, thereby perceiving a lower threat to their 
nonwork roles (Carlson et al., 2015; Hunter et al., 2019).

Work-related intrusions are stressors that require a con-
tinual investment of personal resources to the work role, 
which may also lead to feelings of job burnout (e.g., Lin 
et al., 2013). Emotional exhaustion is the aspect of burn-
out most relevant to the present study. Individuals who are 
emotionally exhausted feel overextended because of inten-
sive physical, affective, and cognitive strain (Maslach et al., 
2001). Underscoring this reasoning, after-hours work-related 
interruptions and a lack of psychological detachment from 
work have been associated with emotional exhaustion (Chen 
& Karahanna, 2018; Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007; Sonnentag 
et al., 2010). Thus, individuals who have the capability to 
fully re-engage in their nonwork roles following intrusions 
may be able to better conserve their attentional resources for 
nonwork life and thus be less prone to feeling overextended 
and strained.

Hypothesis 1: NWRR negatively relates to (a) time-based 
WLC, (b) strain-based WLC, and (c) emotional exhaus-
tion.

The benefits of NWRR may extend beyond well-being 
to positively affect work attitudes, similar to detachment 
(Shimazu et al., 2016). Yet, NWRR differs from detachment 
in that it can help individuals not just disengage from work-
related intrusions, but also more appropriately allocate the 
expenditure of personal resources. Feelings of work engage-
ment are highly dependent on the amount of energy, time, 
and emotional resources one has available to dedicate to 
the work role. Work-related intrusions may deplete these 
resources during nonwork hours, leaving fewer resources 
available for the work day. Yet, NWRR may improve work 
engagement by conserving these personal resources and thus 
making them available when needed, i.e., during the work 
day. Additionally, because NWRR may help individuals feel 
successful in both work and nonwork roles, it may increase 
feelings of career satisfaction. Supporting this premise, prior 
research (e.g., Martins et al., 2002), including a recent meta-
analysis (Hoobler et al., 2013), has provided support for a 
negative relationship between WLC and career satisfaction.

Hypothesis 2: NWRR positively relates to (a) work 
engagement and (b) career satisfaction.

Convergent and Discriminant Validity

Convergent and discriminant validity provide evidence that 
a construct is related to but also distinct from theoretically 

relevant constructs. As discussed earlier, we expected 
NWRR to be positively related to a similar self-regulatory 
construct—mindfulness—and a similar boundary manage-
ment construct—psychological detachment.

Hypothesis 3: NWRR positively relates to (a) mindfulness 
and (b) psychological detachment.

Yet we also suspected that NWRR is distinct from the 
above constructs, based on the previous discussion, and pre-
dict that NWRR is related to the well-being and work out-
comes discussed earlier, above and beyond mindfulness and 
psychological detachment. To further demonstrate NWRR’s 
utility in the work-family literature, we also tested whether 
NWRR predicts the proposed criterion variables above and 
beyond existing boundary strength and boundary violation 
constructs.

First, we suspect NWRR is distinct from two related 
boundary strength constructs and thus helps enhance well-
being and work-related outcomes above and beyond these 
variables: family flexibility-ability and family flexibility-
willingness. When an individual is willing and able to loosen 
their nonwork (or family) boundaries, they maintain weak 
boundaries around their personal life, thereby enabling and 
even provoking work-related intrusions. In contrast, NWRR 
refers to one’s ability to redirect attentional resources back to 
nonwork tasks following work-related intrusions. So NWRR 
is a personal self-regulatory capacity that may help individu-
als cope with work-related intrusions that result from the 
existence of weak nonwork boundaries.

We also expect NWRR is a distinct part of the boundary 
violation process, separate from the experience of work-
related intrusions themselves and the subsequent interrole 
transitioning process they require, and therefore uniquely 
related to well-being and work outcomes. Work-related 
intrusions are daily invasive events that accumulate to work-
family conflict (Ashforth et al., 2000). Work-related intru-
sions are likely to trigger inter-domain role switching (i.e., 
the number of physical and cognitive transitions made from 
one domain to another; Matthews et al., 2010), such that 
individuals switch from their nonwork roles/tasks to their 
work role/tasks. Following the intrusions and upon comple-
tion of any ensuing interrole transitions, NWRR is a self-
regulatory capacity that may make it possible for individuals 
to redirect their attentional resources away from intrusions 
and back toward the original nonwork tasks.

In summary, we examined the incremental validity that 
NWRR accounts for in the examined criterion variables 
above and beyond mindfulness, psychological detachment, 
two boundary strength constructs (family flexibility-ability 
and family flexibility-willingness; Matthews et al., 2010) 
and two boundary violation constructs (work-related intru-
sions and nonwork-to-work role transitions; Matthews et al., 
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2010). This test also provides evidence for discriminant 
validity.

Hypothesis 4: NWRR will account for variance above and 
beyond that of mindfulness, psychological detachment, 
family flexibility-ability, family flexibility-willingness, 
work-related intrusions, and nonwork-to-work role tran-
sitions in (a) time-based WLC, (b) strain-based WLC, 
(c) emotional exhaustion, (d) work engagement, and (e) 
career satisfaction.

Method

The NWRR scale development and validation process con-
sisted of four phases (e.g., Shockley et al., 2016). In phase 1, 
our goal was to develop and refine the scale while ensuring 
adequate coverage of the content domain. First, we generated 
a pool of items associated with the three types of attentional 
resources (behavioral, cognitive, and emotional) hypothe-
sized as necessary for inhibitory control. Then, we evalu-
ated the content adequacy of the scale and further reduced 
the items based on subject matter expert (SME) feedback, a 
pilot test with a small group of employees, and theoretical 
meaningfulness. For phase 2, we administrated the refined 
pool of items to a sample of employees (i.e., sample 1) from 
a variety of occupations and industries to further reduce the 
items and verify the factor structure of the newly developed 
NWRR measure. In phase 3, we administered the NWRR 
scale to a new sample of employees (i.e., sample 2) with the 
goal of verifying the factor structure with a different sample 
from that used in phase 2. Finally, the goal of phase 4 was 
to test for validity and develop the nomological network of 
variables surrounding NWRR using samples 1 and 2.

Phase 1: Item Development and Refinement

Item Pool Development

We took a deductive approach to item generation (Hinkin, 
1998) based on principles of content coverage and aiming 
to avoid construct deficiency (and, later, construct satura-
tion). Adopting a self-regulatory perspective, we provide 
theoretical justification for each item based on alignment 
with the three attentional resources required for the core 
executive function of inhibitory control—the ability to con-
trol one’s behavior, thoughts, or emotions to override exter-
nal stimuli (Diamond, 2013). When developing items, we 
were cognizant that intrusions vary and that situational cir-
cumstances may influence NWRR. However, as the present 
research is focused on the development and validation of a 
new construct and measure, we generated items that could 
assess NWRR by asking about individuals’ general ability 

to re-engage in nonwork tasks following work-related intru-
sions. Thus, the following lead-in preceded each item (with 
slight variations in wording depending on the item): “Fol-
lowing an intrusion from work during my nonwork hours, 
I am typically able to….” We generated a pool of 31 items 
to assess the extent to which one is typically able to redirect 
behaviors, cognitive resources (e.g., thoughts), and emotions 
back to nonwork tasks following intrusions from work.

The first group of items covered behavioral resources, 
representing the extent to which individuals possess behavio-
ral self-control such that, following work-related intrusions, 
they can redirect their behaviors and physical resources 
away from the intrusions thereby allowing re-engagement 
in the original nonwork tasks. The items assessed a general 
ability to switch from work-related intrusions back to the 
original nonwork tasks and the ability resume the nonwork 
tasks, particularly at the same point from which the task was 
interrupted.

The second group of items covered emotional resources. 
A subset of these items represented the extent to which indi-
viduals possesses interference control such that, following 
work-related intrusions, they can suppress intrusion-related 
worries thereby redirecting emotional resources back to non-
work tasks. Another subset of these items represented the 
extent to which individuals possess emotional self-control 
such that, following work-related intrusions, they can redi-
rect emotions in the service of controlling their behavior, 
allowing re-engagement in original nonwork tasks. The 
items assessed a general ability to emotionally detach from 
work-related intrusions and emotionally reconnect with non-
work life post-intrusion.

The third group of items covered cognitive resources, 
representing the extent to which individuals possess inter-
ference control such that, following work-related intrusions, 
they can pivot attentional resources away from intrusions 
and suppress intrusion-related concerns, thereby redirecting 
cognitive resources and smoothing the way for re-engage-
ment in nonwork tasks. A subset of items assessed a general 
ability to mentally disengage from work-related intrusions 
and regain focus on nonwork tasks. A second subset of items 
assessed the extent to which one is able to re-focus on non-
work tasks without being preoccupied with intrusions.

Item Refinement

Adopting the approach recommended by Anderson and 
Gerbing (1991), five SMEs unaffiliated with the study 
reviewed the conceptual definition of NWRR and each pro-
posed dimension (behavioral, cognitive, emotional). Item 
decisions were based on substantive agreement, substantive 
validity, and item clarity ratings, as well as qualitative feed-
back regarding the extent to which an item aligned with the 
conceptual definition of NWRR, item redundancy, and poor 
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wording (vague, too lengthy, etc.). Substantive agreement 
(SA) represents the proportion of raters assigning an item 
to its intended dimension. Items were considered valid and 
were retained with 75% rater agreement. Substantive validity 
(SV) represents the extent to which raters assign an item to 
its intended dimension more than to any other dimension, 
with higher scores representing higher SV. All items were 
retained based on these results. SMEs also rated the clarity 
of each item (1 = very unclear to 4 = very clear). Items with 
a mean clarity > 3 were retained. One item was removed 
based on this standard. We deleted eight items based on 
SME qualitative feedback—seven items that seemed to 
measure emotional reactions to intrusions rather than emo-
tional reconnection to nonwork tasks, and one item measur-
ing the decision of which task (work vs. nonwork) to focus 
on post-intrusion, rather than re-engagement in the original 
nonwork task.

To further test for item clarity, we ran a pilot test with 
ten full-time salaried employees who frequently experience 
work-related intrusions. Participants rated each item on clar-
ity using a seven-point scale (1 = very unclear to 7 = very 
clear) as well as offering open-ended feedback on each 
item. Items with average clarity ratings > 5 were retained. 
All items met this standard.

Following the content validity procedures, we reviewed 
the remaining 22 items for clarity, item redundancy, theo-
retical meaningfulness, and representation of the content 
domain. From a content perspective, we retained items 
measuring the discrete process of re-engaging in nonwork 
tasks following intrusions from work, items aligning with 
the two underlying self-regulatory processes of inhibitory 
control—self-control and interference control (Diamond, 
2013), and items aligned with one of the three attentional 
resources (behavioral, cognitive, or emotional) required for 
inhibitory control. For redundant items, we kept items that 
best captured the specific behavioral, cognitive, and emo-
tional processes of re-engaging in nonwork tasks following 
work-related intrusions. Thus, it was critical that the item 
referenced the original nonwork tasks. Additionally, among 
redundant items we retained items capturing deep cognitive 
and/or emotional engrossment with work-related intrusions 
that may prevent redirection of attentional resources back to 
nonwork tasks. Thus, we were more interested in entrenched 
preoccupation with intrusions rather than merely thinking 
about intrusions or feeling distracted by intrusions. Based on 
these criteria, we removed 12 items, with 10 items remaining 
at the end of phase 1.

Phases 2–4: Scale Refinement and Validation 
Process

To refine and validate our new measure, we collected two 
samples of survey data from working adults, with phase 2 

based on sample 1, phase 3 based on sample 2, and phase 4 
based on samples 1 and 2. The NWRR scale and validation 
measures were administered to each sample. In phase 2, we 
conducted factor analysis with sample 1 data to further refine 
the new NWRR measure and establish whether the three 
proposed dimensions were empirically distinct subscales. 
In phase 3, we verified the scale factor structure using con-
firmatory factor analysis with sample 2 data. For phase 4, 
we used sample 1 and 2 data to examine whether NWRR 
is a personal capacity that varies across persons and test 
for criterion, convergent, and discriminant validity, thereby 
helping to develop the nomological network of variables sur-
rounding NWRR.

Participants and Procedures

Participants from sample 1 were working adults recruited 
using Mechanical Turk (MTurk). All participants met 
MTurk’s “master qualification,” a system-assigned designa-
tion for high-quality respondents (see Cheung et al., 2017). 
Participants also had to pass supplemental screener ques-
tions to determine their eligibility (full-time non-MTurk job, 
working only one job). We excluded employees whose expe-
riences with intrusions might be atypical, including those 
working from home > 1 day/week, small business owners, 
and self-employed, temporary, or contract workers. Partici-
pants were compensated 2 USD. We received surveys from 
202 respondents; 14 were removed due to widespread miss-
ing data.

Sample 1 (N = 188) was predominantly male (62%), Cau-
casian (73%) and college-educated (66%), with a mean age 
of 38 years (SD = 10.8). Forty-six percent were married, and 
the majority had no children (65%). They worked in a variety 
of industries, had an average tenure of 8 years (SD = 7.04), 
worked an average of 42 h/week (SD = 4.09), and 53% were 
in managerial roles. Seventy-six percent (n = 146) agreed or 
strongly agreed with the statement, “I consider being con-
tacted by my job during my nonwork hours as an intrusion 
into my personal life,” suggesting that the NWRR construct 
is relevant and its measurement is valuable to understand-
ing attentional challenges in the aftermath of work-related 
intrusions.

Sample 2 participants were working adults recruited 
using Prolific. The same demographic questions were 
asked in a Qualtrics screening survey to filter out ineligi-
ble participants. However, as the data were collected dur-
ing the COVID-19 pandemic, participants were required to 
have worked at home < 2 days/week prior to the onset of 
the pandemic. Only those who met basic eligibility criteria 
(full-time workers, age > 22, living in the USA) were able 
to see the post for the screening survey. Of the 600 Pro-
lific users who responded to the screening survey, 324 were 
deemed eligible and invited to the main study. Of those, 274 
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provided complete data (response rate of 84.6%). None of 
the respondents failed both attention check questions. Seven 
respondents were removed because they were considered 
“speeders,” and three were removed because they were not 
full-time workers based on their self-reported weekly work 
hours. Thus, complete data for sample 2 were collected from 
264 respondents.

Forty-six percent of sample 2 was female, with an aver-
age age of 34 (SD = 8.4). Most were Caucasian (75%), mar-
ried (55%), and had a spouse/partner working full-time 
(68%). Forty-three percent had children living at home. 
They worked in a variety of industries, 55% were manag-
ers, average organizational tenure was 5.7 years (SD = 5.6), 
and they worked an average of 42 h/week (SD = 5.5). As 
expected, although all respondents were working from 
home < 2 days/week prior to COVID-related mandates to 
work from home, more than 50% worked from home five 
days/week (M = 3.5, SD = 2.2) at the time of the study (dur-
ing the pandemic). Eighty-three percent reported after-hours 
job contacts at least a couple of times a week; thus, most 
were likely to experience work-related intrusions—and for 
41% of respondents, these after-hours job contacts were 
more frequent compared to pre-COVID period. Also, 68% 
of respondents agreed or strongly agreed with the statement, 
“I consider being contacted by my job during my nonwork 
hours as an intrusion into my personal life,” further attest-
ing to the value and relevance of considering and measuring 
NWRR.

Measures

A five-point Likert scale was used for all measures 
(1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree) unless otherwise 
noted. Reliability coefficients for all measures are listed in 
Table 3.

The nonwork role re-engagement items developed for this 
study were administered to samples 1 and 2. The ten items 
retained from phase 1 were administered to sample 1. The 
final 8-item version of the scale was administered to sample 
2 (the process of reducing the ten items to eight is described 
below). Three example items are as follows (stem: “Follow-
ing an intrusion from work during my nonwork hours, I am 
typically able to”): (1) resume the personal task/activity I 
was involved in prior to the intrusion, (2) regain focus on 
the personal task/activity I was involved in prior to the intru-
sion, and (3) emotionally detach from the intrusion in order 
to resume the nonwork task/activity I was involved in prior 
to the intrusion.

For the criterion-related validity measures, work-to-life 
conflict (WLC) was assessed with the same measures in 
samples 1 and 2. All other criterion measures were meas-
ured in sample 2 only. WLC was assessed with Carlson 
et  al.’s (2000) three-item measure of time-based WLC 

(e.g., “My work keeps me from my family/personal activi-
ties more than I would like”) and three-item measure of 
strain-based WLC (e.g., “Due to all the pressures at work, 
sometimes when I come home I am too stressed to do the 
things I enjoy”). With an eye toward parsimony, emotional 
exhaustion was assessed with the 3-item shortened OLBI 
(sample item, “After my work, I usually feel worn out and 
weary”, Thanacoody et al., 2014), and work engagement 
was measured with a 3-item scale (sample item, “I am 
immersed in my work”; Matthews et al., 2020). Career 
satisfaction was assessed with four items (e.g., “I am sat-
isfied with the progress I have made toward meeting my 
career goals”; Greenhaus et al., 1990).

The convergent validity measures—mindfulness and psy-
chological detachment—were assessed in samples 1 and 2. 
For mindfulness, in sample 1 we used Brown and Ryan’s 
(2003) 12-item mindfulness measure (e.g., “I find it difficult 
to stay focused on what’s happening in the present”). For 
sample 2, with an eye toward parsimony, we used a short-
ened 5-item version of Brown and Ryan’s measure focused 
on attentional awareness (Höfling et al., 2011). Psychologi-
cal detachment was measured in both samples with a four-
item scale from Sonnentag and Fritz’s (2007) Recovery 
Experience Questionnaire (e.g., “I distance myself from my 
work”).

All other discriminant validity measures were assessed in 
sample 2. To measure the flexibility of nonwork boundaries, 
we adapted Matthews et al.’s (2010) 5-item family flexibility-
ability scale (e.g., “If the need arose, I could work late without 
affecting my family and personal responsibilities”) and three 
items from their family flexibility-willingness scale (e.g., “I 
am willing to change plans with my friends and family so that 
I can finish a job assignment”). We measured work-related 
intrusions with one item (“Intrusions from work during my 
nonwork hours impede on my personal life”). To measure non-
work-to-work role transitions, we adapted three items from the 
family-to-work transition scale (e.g., “How often in the past 
three months have you changed plans with your family to meet 
work-related responsibilities?”; 0 = never to 5 = 5 or more days 
per week; Matthews et al., 2010).

Our test of common method variance in sample 2 included 
a marker and a measured cause variable as recommended as 
best practice (Williams & McGonagle, 2016). The marker 
variable was community satisfaction (“In general, I am satis-
fied with my community, e.g., the city, town, or place where 
I live”; Toth et al., 2002). The measured cause variable was 
adapted from the abbreviated PANAS (Thompson, 2007; Wat-
son et al., 1988), which includes five negative affective items: 
upset, hostile, ashamed, nervous, afraid. Given the COVID-
19 climate at the time of the study, we added “distressed” as 
a sixth item (e.g., “Indicate the extent you have felt this way 
during the past 30 days: distressed”; 1 = very slightly or not at 
all to 5 = extremely).
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Results

Phase 2 Results

We took a multi-step approach to item reduction and estab-
lishment of a factor structure for our newly developed 
NWRR measure. First, the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin meas-
ure of sampling adequacy and Bartlett’s test of spheric-
ity (p < 0.001) both suggested that the NWRR measure 
could be factor analyzed. Then, we used parallel analysis 
(PA) to help make factor retention decisions (Hayton et al., 
2004; O’Connor, 2000). Lastly, we used exploratory fac-
tor analysis (EFA) for item loading determinations using 
maximum likelihood estimation and direct oblimin rota-
tion, as factors were expected to be correlated.

Using a random half of sample 1 data (n = 94), the first 
stage of factor analysis was conducted on the ten NWRR 
items. Both statistical and theoretical reasoning guided our 
item retention decisions, with the objective of identifying the 
items most clearly representative of the content domain for 
NWRR. For factor loading decisions, we applied the com-
monly used cutoff of 0.40 (Ford et al., 1986). Additionally, 
high item communalities are considered important for deter-
mining factor structure and evaluating items for retention, 
as communality represents the proportion of item variance 
accounted for by the factors (Hinkin, 1998; Tabachnick & 
Fidell, 2001). Items with low communalities (< 0.40) were 
considered not highly correlated with one or more of the fac-
tors in the solution (Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). From 
a theoretical perspective, we ensured the remaining items 
covered the content domain such that all three hypothesized 
attentional resources were covered and all remaining items 
were representative of NWRR’s underlying executive con-
trol function of inhibitory control (Diamond, 2013).

PA revealed only one factor (see Table 1), and EFA 
eigenvalues and rotated factor loadings suggested one fac-
tor explaining 68% of total item variance and item loadings 
ranging from 0.587 to 0.924 (see Table 2). Based on EFA 
results, we removed two items with communality scores 
below the recommended cutoff, and these two items also 
had the lowest factor loadings. The remaining eight items 
still adequately covered the content domain for NWRR.

Using the second half of sample 1 data (n = 94), we 
repeated the factor analysis with the eight items to ensure a 
clear factor structure matrix explaining a high percentage of 
total item variance (Hinkin, 1998). PA suggested a one-fac-
tor solution (see Table 1), and EFA eigenvalues and rotated 
factor loadings suggested a one-factor solution, explaining 
79% of total item variance and with loadings ranging from 
0.722 to 0.972 (see Table 2). All eight items were retained.

Although the remaining items still cover the three 
originally hypothesized attentional resources, a one-factor 

solution suggests that inhibitory control is the critical 
executive control function that gives individuals the capac-
ity to redirect various attentional resources so they may 
re-engage in nonwork tasks following work-related intru-
sions. Moreover, the two underlying self-regulatory pro-
cess of inhibitory control—self-control and interference 
control—are adequately covered by the eight remaining 
items.

Phase 3 Results

In phase 3, we verified the one-factor structure of the 
8-item NWRR scale in sample 2 (N = 264) using con-
firmatory factor analysis (CFA) in AMOS. The λ values 
for all items exceeded the recommended cutoff of 0.40 
(Hair et al., 1998), ranging from 0.614 to 0.912, and sig-
nificantly loaded onto the factor (p < 0.001). As recom-
mended (Djurdjevic et al., 2017; Hu & Bentler, 1999), 
we examined how well the one-factor structure fit our 
data using the comparative fit index (CFI) and root mean 
square error of approximation (RMSEA; CFI = 0.930, 
RMSEA = 0.159). The CFI value meets Kline’s (2005) 
criteria (> 0.90). While the RMSEA value falls outside 
of Kline’s recommended range (0.05–0.08), this is likely 
due to sample size and model complexity, as opposed to 
model misspecification or flawed data (Hu & Bentler, 
1998; Lai & Green, 2016). Moreover, consistent with 
best practice recommendations (e.g., Kline, 2010), we 
considered the goodness of fit indices holistically, rather 
than relying on one single index or combinatorial rule to 
determine acceptable fit. Given the CFI value indicated 
good fit and the RMSEA value is likely influenced by 
our relatively small sample and small number of vari-
ables (Fan & Sivo, 2007; Kenny & McCoach, 2003; 
Kenny et al., 2015; Nye & Drasgow, 2011), we concluded 
the model has acceptable fit. We also confirmed that 

Table 1  Parallel analyses for 10-item and 8-item NWRR factor extraction

Note: Factors were retained when eigenvalues from the raw data 
exceed the mean and 95th percentile eigenvalues from 1000 random 
datasets. Factors meeting extraction criteria are italicized and bolded

Factor/root Raw data 
eigenvalue

Random data 
eigenvalue

Random data eigen-
value 95th percentile

10-item
  1 6.60 1.55 1.70
  2 0.52 1.37 1.49
  3 0.25 1.24 1.33

8-item
  1 6.20 1.46 1.62
  2 0.43 1.28 1.38
  3 0.11 1.15 1.24
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the one negatively worded item (“…too preoccupied to 
concentrate on the personal task/activity I was involved 
in prior to the intrusion”) was carefully worded so as 
to assure appropriate interpretation by respondents, as 
recommended by Hinkin (1998). Moreover, the factor 
loading and communality value for this item were both 
above the recommended cutoff (0.40). The final scale 
items are listed in the Appendix.1

Rather than being differentiated by the type of attentional 
resources required to re-engage in nonwork tasks, the unidi-
mensional NWRR construct represents a single core execu-
tive function—inhibitory control—with the final scale items 
adequately representing the two self-regulatory processes 
underlying inhibitory control, for which more than one type 
of attentional resource may be responsible: Self-control (i.e., 
response inhibition)—the ability to re-engage in the origi-
nal nonwork tasks despite work-related intrusions requires 
behavioral and/or cognitive resources, and interference 
control—the ability to suppress concerns related to intru-
sions and pivot attentional resources back to nonwork tasks 
requires cognitive and/or emotional resources.

Phase 4 Results

We tested validity and developed the nomological net for 
NWRR using samples 1 and 2. See Table 3 for intercor-
relations and Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficients for 
all validation measures. In regards to our conceptualization 
of NWRR as a personal capacity, results generally sug-
gest NWRR is an individual trait that varies across persons 
and is not necessarily related to specific situational fac-
tors. Based on data from samples 1 and 2, NWRR was not 
significantly related to parental status (t =  − 0.026, ns and 
t = 0.742, ns, samples 1 and 2 respectively), management 
status (t =  − 0.418, ns and t = 1.027, ns, samples 1 and 2 
respectively), work hours (r =  − 0.114, ns and r =  − 0.098, 
ns, samples 1 and 2 respectively) or age (r = 0.065, ns and 
r = 0.053, ns, samples 1 and 2 respectively). NWRR did 
not differ by gender in sample 1 (t =  − 0.733, ns), but 
did differ by gender in sample 2 (t = 2.193, p = 0.029) 
with men reporting higher NWRR. This difference may 
reflect an effect of men in sample 2 having significantly 
higher mindfulness (t = 3.09, p = 0.002) or the widely 
reported gendered impact of the COVID-19 pandemic 
fallout on women’s work and home responsibilities and 
support systems (e.g., BetterUp, 2020). Indeed, women 
in sample 2 reported significantly higher strain-based 
WLC (t =  − 3.408, p = 0.001) and emotional exhaustion 
(t =  − 4.299, p < 0.001).

Table 2  Exploratory factor analysis structure matrix (maximum likelihood, direct oblimin) for 10-item and 8-item NWRR 

Note. Bolded items were retained; others were deleted based on low communalities, low factor loadings, and evidence of adequate content 
domain coverage by the remaining items
† Reverse-coded

Item 10-item 
factor load-
ing

8-item fac-
tor loading

Following an intrusion from work, I am typically able to…
  1. Switch back to the personal task or activity I was involved in prior to the intrusion 0.919 0.971
  2. Resume the personal task or activity I was involved in prior to the intrusion 0.901 0.972
  3. Pick up where I left off with the personal task or activity I was involved in prior to the intrusion 0.924 0.945
  4. Physically re-engage in the personal task or activity I was involved in prior to the intrusion 0.833 0.938
  5. Regain focus on the personal task or activity I was involved in prior to the intrusion 0.857 0.779
  6. Mentally re-engage in the personal task or activity I was involved in prior to the intrusion 0.839 0.769
  7. Mentally detach from the intrusion in order to resume the personal task or activity I was involved in prior to the 

intrusion
0.587

  8. Emotionally detach from the intrusion in order to resume the nonwork task or activity I was involved in 
prior to the intrusion

0.768 0.722

Following an intrusion from work, I am typically…
  9. Too preoccupied to concentrate on the personal task or activity I was involved in prior to the intrusion.† 0.735 0.831

Following an intrusion from work, I typically…
  10. Continue to worry about the intrusion 0.596

Eigenvalues 6.85 6.37
Cumulative variance 68.54 79.57

1 For the final 8-item NWRR scale, users may consider slightly 
rewording the lead-in and item text so the same lead-in text can be 
used for all eight items (“Following an intrusion from work during 
my nonwork hours, I am typically…”).
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Bivariate correlations evidenced criterion-related valid-
ity, supporting H1 and H2. NWRR was negatively related 
to time-based WLC (r =  − 0.46, − 0.36, p < 0.001, samples 
1 and 2 respectively), strain-based WLC (r =  − 0.51, − 0.46, 
p < 0.001, samples 1 and 2 respectively), and emotional 
exhaustion (r =  − 0.46, p < 0.001, sample 2). NWRR was 
positively related to work engagement (r = 0.26, p < 0.001, 
sample 2) and career satisfaction (r = 0.21, p < 0.001, sample 
2).2Bivariate correlations also evidenced convergent validity 
with mindfulness and psychological detachment in samples 
1 and 2, fully supporting H3. NWRR was positively related 
to mindfulness (r = 0.27, 0.21, p < 0.001, samples 1 and 2 
respectively) and psychological detachment (r = 0.40, 0.37, 
p < 0.001, samples 1 and 2 respectively).

To test hypothesis 4, we examined the incremental valid-
ity of NWRR above and beyond mindfulness, psychological 
detachment, two boundary strength variables (family flex-
ibility-ability and family flexibility-willingness), and two 
boundary violation variables (work-related intrusions and 
nonwork-to-work role transitions). Hierarchical regression 
models were estimated for each outcome. Significance was 
based on changes in R2 from step one where all convergent 
validity variables were included to step two where NWRR 
was added to the model. We found full support for H4, with 
changes in R2 ranging from 0.02 to 0.07 (see Table 4). Model 
1 shows that NWRR displayed significant incremental effects 
on time-based WLC (β =  − 0.15, p = 0.017, ΔR2 = 0.02), 
strain-based WLC (β =  − 0.25, p < 0.001, ΔR2 = 0.05), emo-
tional exhaustion (β =  − 0.32, p < 0.001, ΔR2 = 0.07), work 
engagement (β = 0.24, p < 0.001, ΔR2 = 0.04), and career 
satisfaction (β = 0.15, p = 0.031, ΔR2 = 0.02), above and 
beyond existing self-regulatory and boundary management 
constructs as indicated by significant changes in R2.

Common Method Variance

To test for common method variance (CMV) and its poten-
tial biasing effects in sample 1, we conducted CFAs using 
the unmeasured latent method factor approach (Williams & 
McGonagle, 2016). After evaluating a five-factor measure-
ment model (with NWRR, time-based WLC, strain-based 
WLC, mindfulness, and psychological detachment) and 
establishing acceptable fit (CFI = 0.94, RMSEA = 0.07), we 

Table 4  Multiple regression analyses examining incremental effects of NWRR over existing self-regulatory and boundary management con-
structs

Note. N = 264. Standardized beta coefficients are reported. Δ in R2 represents the change from Step 1, which included all convergent validity 
variables, to Step 2, which included NWRR 
Mindful., mindfulness; PD, psychological detachment; FFA, family flexibility-ability; FFW, family flexibility-willingness; WRI, work-related 
intrusions; NWRT, nonwork role transitions; NWRR, nonwork role re-engagement; WLC, work-to-nonwork conflict
* p < .05; **p < .01

Time-based WLC Strain-based WLC Emotional exhaustion Work engagement Career satisfaction

Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2

Model 1
  Mindful  − .15**  − .13*  − .34**  − .30**  − .29**  − .25** .33** .30** .31** .29**
  PD  − .10 .05  − .15**  − .07  − .18**  − .07  − .09  − .17** .08 .03
  FFA  − .23**  − .22**  − .22**  − .19**  − .13*  − .10 .10 .07 .10 .08
  FFW .17** .18**  − .02  − .01 .06 .07 .11 .10 .11 .10
  WRI .31** .27** .23** .16** .29** .20**  − .13*  − .06  − .04 .00
  NWRT .21** .19** .13* .10  − .02  − .06 .10 .12* .13 .14*
  NWRR  − .15*  − .25**  − .32** .24** .15*

df 257 256 257 256 257 256 257 256 257 256
F change 18.07** 5.797** 21.85** 18.77** 14.59** 26.38** 13.15** 14.66* 9.44** 4.70*
Overall R2 .30 .31 .34 .38 .25 .32 .24 .28 .18 .20
ΔR2 .02* .05** .07** .04** .02*

2 To rule out the alternative explanation that the outcome variables 
predict NWRR, we used data from sample 2 to regress NWRR on 
all outcome variables simultaneously. Time-based WLC was related 
to NWRR (β =  − .17, p = .013), but strain-based WLC was not 
(β =  − .11, p = .267). Emotional exhaustion was related to NWRR 
(β =  − .27, p = .002), but the coefficient was weaker than when tested 
as an outcome. Career satisfaction and work engagement were not 
related to NWRR (β = .08, p = .271, β = .05, p = .441). To provide fur-
ther support that NWRR can positively impact well-being, we exam-
ined the correlations of both forms of WLC and emotional exhaustion 
with the intrusion impediment item (“Intrusions from work during 
my nonwork hours impede on my personal life”) using data from 
sample 2. The impediment item was positively correlated with time-
based WLC, strain-based WLC, and emotional exhaustion (r = .369, 
r = .362, r = .353, p < .01, p < .01, respectively).
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added an orthogonal latent common method factor (CMF) to 
the basic measurement model to test for presence and equal-
ity of method effects. The CMF accounted for an average of 
26.57% of the variance in the substantive indicators, which 
is just above the recommended median amount of method 
variance (25%; Williams et al., 1989) and well below the 
cut-off of 70% (Fuller et al., 2016).

To test for CMV in sample 2, we followed two recom-
mended approaches (Williams & McGonagle, 2016) to 
improve on the limitations of the unmeasured latent con-
struct approach. The marker variable approach involves an 
indirect measure of the variable presumed to underlie the 
CMV. We selected community satisfaction as our marker 
variable as it may capture sources of CMV related to affect-
driven response tendencies likely to impact NWRR measure-
ment (and other substantive variables in the present study, 
e.g., WLC), but does not directly measure this response ten-
dency. The measured cause variable approach helps detect 
direct sources of method effects by including the measure-
ment of a method latent variable presumed to be a source of 
CMV (Simmering et al., 2015). Negative affect is a potential 
source of CMV that, if present, should be controlled for in 
the present study, as NWRR has an affective component and 
we assessed affect-based outcomes (e.g., emotional exhaus-
tion, career satisfaction).

We evaluated the full 12-factor measurement model 
(NWRR, five criterion-validity variables, and six dis-
criminant validity variables) and established good fit 
(CFI = 0.902, RMSEA = 0.055). Then, we estimated two 
additional measurement models with the addition of the 
method variables. In the first model, we added community 
satisfaction as the marker variable, and in the second model 
we added negative affect as the measured cause variable. In 
each respective model, the method latent variable was linked 
to all of the study indicators, but was not allowed to correlate 
with the substantive latent variables. The marker method 
factor accounted for an average of 2.69% of the variance in 
the substantive indicators, and the measured cause factor 
accounted for an average of 9.47% of the variance in the 
substantive indicators, which are below the recommended 
cut-off (25%; Williams et al., 1989). These findings indicate 
CMV had little effect on our validity tests.

Discussion

The changing nature of work, combined with a national 
shift in ways of work in response to COVID-19, undoubt-
edly requires employees to be agile with their attentional 
resources, as an “always on” mentality causes work to bleed 
irrevocably into most employees’ personal lives, necessitat-
ing frequent crossing between increasingly blurred work-life 
boundaries (Cooper & Lu, 2019). Work-related intrusions 

require micro-role transitions, thus the ability to switch 
attentional gears will be a critical capacity for navigating 
today’s demanding and complex work-life interface and for 
thwarting negative impacts of role transitions on well-being 
and work attitudes. We developed a psychometrically and 
theoretically sound unidimensional measure of nonwork 
role re-engagement (NWRR), which can be utilized by 
work-family scholars in future boundary management stud-
ies. Additionally, the present research suggests NWRR is 
a unique, important and useful construct, as we provided 
evidence of criterion-related, convergent, and discriminant 
validity for our new measure with two different samples 
of employees. We did not find support for the originally 
proposed three-dimensional structure focused on the three 
types of attentional resources being redirected. Instead, the 
unidimensional structure suggests that inhibitory control is 
the single critical feature of NWRR with the two underly-
ing self-regulatory functions of self-control and interference 
control enabling individuals to redirect various attentional 
resources.

Our findings suggest that NWRR can help improve well-
being as well as attitudes toward work and careers, above 
and beyond existing similar self-regulatory and boundary 
management contracts. Thus, lacking NWRR may poten-
tially explain why work-related intrusions negatively impact 
well-being and work attitudes, while possessing NWRR may 
help individuals thwart any negative consequences. Our 
results suggest that it may be both restorative and profes-
sionally satisfying when you can pick up where you left off 
and mentally and emotionally plunge back into your non-
work life following intrusions from work. Reconnecting to 
nonwork life behaviorally, mentally, and emotionally may 
allow individuals to truly disengage from work-related intru-
sions, thereby reducing feelings of conflict between work 
and nonwork life, helping to restore mental and emotional 
energy for work and leisure, and generating positive feel-
ings toward one’s career. Our convergent validity evidence 
for mindfulness and psychological detachment suggests that 
NWRR may serve as a self-regulatory process that enhances 
the ability to actively and intentionally recover after atten-
tion resource fracture, ultimately helping individuals detach 
form work demands during nonwork hours and thereby 
potentially helping them perform well at work (Sonnentag 
& Fritz, 2015; Sonnentag et al., 2010).

Theoretical Implications

Answering Allen et al.’s (2014) call for the incorporation 
of a self-regulation approach into boundary research, we 
apply theories and concepts from the cognitive psychol-
ogy literature to contribute to boundary theory and the 
work-family literature with the development of a construct 
that clarifies an important and underdeveloped stage of 
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the boundary management process. NWRR helps explain 
the extent to which individuals are capable of redirecting 
behaviors, mindsets, and emotions back to nonwork tasks 
following work-related intrusions and overriding any atten-
tion residue from the intruding work tasks on the original 
nonwork tasks. An improved understanding of the underly-
ing processes involved in the micro-role transitions that fol-
low work-related intrusions can help explain why boundary 
violations negatively affect employees and how individuals 
can circumvent these negative consequences. The underly-
ing self-regulatory processes of self-control and interference 
control can help individuals redirect attentional resources 
post-intrusion, thereby overcoming attention deficits and 
potentially enhancing well-being and work outcomes. Thus, 
a major implication of our research is providing a new and 
important measure that can be utilized by work-family schol-
ars. Additionally, our findings suggest that future studies 
examining the outcomes of work-related intrusions should 
include NWRR as a potential mediator or moderator in these 
relationships to better understand how intrusions translate 
into adverse versus positive outcomes for employees.

Our results support attention residue theory and the 
depletion effect, suggesting that an act of self-regulation—
re-engaging in a nonwork task following an interrupt-
ing work task—relies on redirecting limited attentional 
resources, countering claims and evidence that the deple-
tion effects does not exist for acts of self-control (Carter 
et al., 2015; Carter & McCullough, 2013, 2014; Dang, 2018; 
Lurquin et al., 2016). One explanation for why our results 
differed from prior studies is perhaps because we focused 
on interruptions that require abrupt task switching across 
very different life domains (work and personal life), which 
necessitates shifting between different behaviors, mindsets, 
and emotions, rather than sequential tasks within one life 
domain (e.g., work). Thus, task switching back and forth 
across different life domains may be a critical feature that 
can deplete attentional resources and therefore require the 
executive functions of inhibitory control. Our results are 
supported by Hamilton et al. (2011) who found that switch-
ing mindsets consumes self-regulatory resources.

We further build on boundary management theory by 
identifying outcomes of NWRR, implying that the redi-
rection of resources back to nonwork tasks can enhance 
well-being and work attitudes. These results build on Ham-
ilton et al.’s (2011) research by showing that there are ben-
eficial effects to being able to shift not only mindsets but 
also behaviors when trying to accommodate work-related 
intrusions during personal time. Our findings also expand 
attention residue theory (Leroy, 2009), which focused on 
how attention residue from different work tasks within the 
work domain negatively affects work performance (Leroy 
& Schmidt, 2016). We showed that a reduction of attention 

residue from work tasks intruding into nonwork domains 
benefits employee well-being.

Practical Implications

Although we conceptualized NWRR as a personal capacity, 
we recognize that is a dynamic trait that can be enhanced 
with training and practice. Because NWRR was linked to 
important well-being and work outcomes over and above 
existing self-regulatory and boundary management strate-
gies, we suggest that NWRR can serve as a boundary man-
agement strategy that may benefit both employees and organ-
izations. Organizations should help employees boost their 
inhibitory control so that they possess the attentional agility 
to transition away from work-related intrusions and seam-
lessly return to their personal lives, when needed or desired. 
Training should be designed to enhance both self-control 
and interference control among employees who frequently 
experience work-related intrusions, as these self-regulatory 
abilities can help improve work attitudes and well-being in 
the aftermath of intrusions. Improving self-awareness may 
be a viable avenue, as mindfulness was positively related to 
NWRR and can serve as cognitive-segmentation strategy 
and form of attentional control (Allen & Paddock, 2015; 
Bond et al., 2006; Michel et al., 2014). Thus, mindfulness 
training may help employees at least notice when they need 
to redirect attention back to nonwork tasks and become men-
tally and emotionally absorbed again in their nonwork life 
(e.g., return to caring for your child and reconnect with your 
child).

Our results countered claims and evidence that the deple-
tion effect does not exist for acts of self-control, with the 
ability to re-engage in nonwork tasks following interrupting 
work tasks relying on the redirection of limited attentional 
resources. Therefore, we recommend that organizations and 
managers lean on strategies to build employees’ self-regula-
tion capacities and reserves of executive control resources so 
as to improve their ability for re-engaging in nonwork life. 
Indeed, Kossek and Perrigino (2016) argued that supervisors 
play a critical role in creating a supportive work-family envi-
ronment, positioning supervisors as an important resource 
for employees who are bombarded with work-related intru-
sions. Managers, and even co-workers, can be trained on 
after-hours communications (Boswell et al., 2016), which 
may help employees reserve executive control resources. For 
example, to the extent possible, intrusions during nonwork 
hours should be limited to only the most critical matters, 
such as work-related demands that are ubiquitously per-
ceived as legitimate. If intrusions are limited to only the 
most legitimate issues, employees may have the attentional 
resource capacity to attend to such intrusions and then still 
successfully switch back to nonwork life.
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Limitations and Future Research Agenda

An important limitation in the present study was the 
use of online sampling. Although there are concerns 
with online respondent pools (Porter et al., 2019), we 
used recommended cautions (e.g., attention checks) 
and screeners (see Cheung et al., 2017) which generally 
yield diverse samples representative of typical working 
adults (Crone & Williams, 2017; Goodman & Paolacci, 
2017; Peer et al., 2017). MTurk can yield high-quality 
data with comparable reliability to traditional methods 
(Buhrmester et al., 2011; Walter et al., 2019), making it 
appropriate for scale development purposes in particular 
(Porter et al., 2019; Walter et al., 2019).

The survey design warrants consideration of the 
potential for common method variance (CMV). How-
ever, NWRR is inherently internal to individuals, based 
on perception and internal attention, thoughts, and feel-
ings and thus self-report is most appropriate (Conway 
& Lance, 2010). Although others (e.g., partners) may 
be present at the time of work-related intrusions, it is 
the target individual who can provide the best estimate 
of their level of re-engagement. On the back end, our 
tests of CMV as well as varied strength and significance 
of correlations indicated that CMV was unlikely. Still, 
future research on NWRR may benefit from including 
spouse and child perceptions to study marital, family, 
and child outcomes.

The cross-sectional nature of our research precludes 
determinations of causality. Future research should 
measure NWRR longitudinally so as to allow for con-
sideration of time lags between predictors, intrusions, 
and outcomes. Future research should also address the 
need for more event-contingent study designs that fur-
ther expand understanding of in-the-moment work-family 
experiences (Allen & Martin, 2017). We consider NWRR 
as a dynamic self-regulatory capacity relevant to a trig-
gering intrusion event. Because each intrusion is unique, 
NWRR is likely dynamic to some extent, depending upon 
the employee’s holistic appraisal of the intrusion’s col-
lective characteristics, among other contextual variables 
(e.g., the nonwork activity being interrupted). Further, 
to determine any constraints on generalizability, future 
research could explore whether NWRR differs for per-
manently remote employees, as remote arrangements 
are rapidly becoming common with the acceleration of 
digital transformation resulting from COVID-19, Finally, 
predictors of NWRR and boundary conditions such as 
role segmentation preferences, after-hours availability 
pressure, or excessive availability for work (Cooper & 
Lu, 2019) should be explored.

Conclusion

The workscape continues to shift toward evermore blurred 
boundaries between work and nonwork domains, particu-
larly in the context of the recent COVID-19 pandemic. 
With this, work-related intrusions are increasingly ubiqui-
tous, and the need for organizations and individuals alike 
to understand the skills and abilities necessary to make 
such conditions successful is more important than ever. 
Grounded in a self-regulatory approach and the execu-
tive control resources therein, this work contributes to 
boundary management theory by introducing the concept 
of nonwork role re-engagement (NWRR), and developing 
and validating a psychometrically sound unidimensional 
measure of this individual capability. As we move into a 
new era of work, NWRR offers important predictive valid-
ity for employee well-being as well as for outcomes of 
concern to organizations.

Appendix. Final 8‑Item Nonwork Role 
Re‑Engagement (NWRR) Scale

Stem: “Following an intrusion from work during my non-
work hours, I am typically…”.

1. …able to switch back to the personal task/activity I was 
involved in prior to the intrusion.

2. …able to resume the personal task/activity I was 
involved in prior to the intrusion.

3. …able to pick up where I left off with the personal task/
activity I was involved in prior to the intrusion.

4. …able to physically re-engage in the personal task/activ-
ity I was involved in prior to the intrusion.

5. …able to regain focus on the personal task/activity I was 
involved in prior to the intrusion.

6. …able to mentally re-engage in the personal task/activ-
ity I was involved in prior to the intrusion.

7. …able to emotionally detach from the intrusion in order 
to resume the nonwork task or activity I was involved in 
prior to the intrusion.

8. …too preoccupied to concentrate on the personal task/
activity I was involved in prior to the intrusion.

Note: Responses are on a five-point Likert scale 
(1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree).  Item 8 is 
reverse-coded.
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