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Abstract:With an increasing use of work-related technologies after hours andmobile working, boundaries between work and personal life domains
blur more and more, impairing recovery. Qualitative studies have shown that individuals use various boundary work tactics to actively manage their
work–nonwork boundaries. However, it remains largely unknown how the use of such tactics contributes to recovery. This research differentiates
types of availability-related boundary work tactics and organizes them according to their underlying motives: preventive, restrictive, and rejecting
tactics. The results of a cross-sectional study (N = 249) and a validation study (N = 175) support the proposed motive-oriented structure of tactics
and show differential prediction of psychological detachment and relaxation. Implications for practice and future research are discussed.
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With an increasing use of information and communication
technologies (ICT) after hours, boundaries betweenwork and
personal lives more and more blur (Boswell et al., 2016;
Towers et al., 2006), particularly in current times of in-
creased remote and mobile working (Rudolph et al., 2021).
Although the blurring of boundaries offers greater flexibility,
it often leads to longer working hours (D. K. Allen & Shoard,
2005) as well as impaired recovery and well-being (Hu et al.,
2021; Thörel et al., 2022). Consequently, many professionals
face the challenge to actively manage the boundaries be-
tween their work and personal lives (Kossek, 2016). Several
qualitative studies have shown that professionals use various
boundary work tactics, i.e., certain actions or strategies to
activelymanagework–nonwork boundaries (T. D. Allen et al.,
2021; Sayah, 2013), which can be categorized based on their
content (e.g., communicative or technological, Kreiner et al.,
2009; Sayah, 2013). While these categorizations are helpful
to understand which diverse tactics individuals use, research
on boundary work tactics is currently limited because (1)
studies differ in how they categorize and treat specific tactics,
and (2) it remains largely unknown how these various tactics
relate to individuals’ recovery. This limits our understanding
of the efficacy of boundarywork tactics (Rudolph et al., 2021).

Addressing this limitation, our study aims at con-
tributing to our understanding of the effects of distinct
boundary work tactics on individuals’ recovery. Thereby,
we focus on tactics that address actively managing work
influences via ICT during leisure time. We refer to such
tactics as availability-related boundary work tactics.
Drawing on principles of boundary theory (Ashforth
et al., 2000; Clark, 2000) and the effort-recovery
model (Meijman & Mulder, 1998), we first propose a
new conceptual framework that helps to distinguish the
variety of tactics according to their underlying motives:
preventive, restrictive, and rejecting tactics. Second, we
provide first insights on how these motive-oriented
tactics relate to constructs in their nomological net in
a validation study with 175 participants. Finally, we add
initial insights on how the use of such tactics relates to
individuals’ work-related ICT use after hours and re-
covery experiences, using a cross-sectional study with
249 participants. Together, our research sheds light on
the structure as well as the effectiveness of distinct
availability-related boundary work tactics for main-
taining professionals’ recovery in times of boundary
blurring.
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Boundary Work Tactics and
Recovery

Theoretical Framework

According to boundary theory (Ashforth et al., 2000; Clark,
2000), individuals differ in how they prefer to and manage
the boundaries between different life domains, ranging on a
continuum from segmentation to integration. While seg-
menting boundaries involves setting clear and thick
boundaries between the roles of different domains, inte-
gration refers to boundaries that are more permeable and
flexible and crossedmore frequently (Ashforth et al., 2000).
Studies examining boundary management have either

examined how much individuals segment or integrate dif-
ferent life domains as their focal variable of interest, that is,
the degree of segmentation or integration (e.g., Powell &
Greenhaus, 2010; Reinke & Gerlach, 2022; Wepfer et al.,
2018). Alternatively, (mainly qualitative) studies have in-
vestigated how individuals manage their work–nonwork
boundaries, that is, which specific boundary work tactics
individuals purposefully apply to achieve the desired degree
of segmentation or integration (e.g., T. D. Allen et al., 2021;
Kreiner et al., 2009).
The Effort-Recovery Model (ERM, Meijman & Mulder,

1998) posits that work effort is related to an increased
psychophysiological activation. These short-term stress
reactions are reversible by engaging in recovery processes:
Recovery from work allows the individuals’ functional
systems to return to a baseline, both on a psychological and
physiological level. This implies that recovery processes can
only begin when individuals are no longer exposed to their
work demands (Meijman & Mulder, 1998). Yet with in-
creasing boundary blurring, recovery processes are more
likely to be interrupted by work and thus, work demands,
resulting into insufficient recovery (Hu et al. 2021; Thörel
et al., 2022). According to the ERM, this may lead to
detrimental consequences for the individuals’ physiological
and psychological health (Meijman & Mulder, 1998). It
follows that a certain degree of segmentation during leisure
time is necessary to start the recovery process and engage in
uninterrupted phases of recovery. Thus, to foster their
recovery, both segmenters and integrators should employ
certain boundary work tactics. However, the boundary
work tactics they employ might differ in regard of the level
of permeability they allow for, as some tactics build more
clear and thick boundaries than others (e.g., Sayah, 2013;

Towers et al., 2006). In the following, we review and or-
ganize prior research on such tactics.

Literature Review and Categorization of
Boundary Work Tactics

Concepts and scales are often misaligned in boundary
management research, resulting into some terminologi-
cal confusion (see Cobb et al., 2022 for a review). As
outlined by Cobb et al. (2022), many quantitative studies
have examined the degree of segmentation or integration
(referred to as enactment in Cobb et al., 2022). In con-
trast, qualitative studies were instrumental in creating
knowledge about boundary work tactics (e.g., T. D. Allen
et al., 2021; Fonner & Stache, 2012; Kreiner et al., 2009;
Lirio, 2017), providing different categorizations. For in-
stance, Kreiner et al. (2009) differentiate between be-
havioral, temporal, physical, and communicative tactics.
Additional tactics were identified subsequently (e.g.,
Cousins & Robey, 2015; Fonner & Stache, 2012), in part
based on Kreiner’s initial categorization (e.g., T. D. Allen
et al., 2021; Lirio, 2017) and in part focusing specifically
on work-related ICT use and mobile working (e.g., Lirio,
2017; Sayah, 2013), specifying and extending Kreiner
et al.’s (2009) broad behavioral subcategory leveraging
technology.
Common of most categorizations is their focus on the

tactics’ content: Tactics are categorized based on whether
individuals use time, space, communication, behavior, or
functions of ICT to manage work influences during leisure
time (e.g., T. D. Allen et al., 2021; Cousins & Robey, 2015;
Park et al., 2020). An example for a temporal tactic is to
limit the work-related use of ICT after hours to a certain
duration (Lirio, 2017), while using space as a tactic may
include to store away work-related ICT after hours (T. D.
Allen et al., 2021; Towers et al., 2006). An example for a
communicative tactic is to set expectations for one’s times
of (un)availability (e.g., T. D. Allen et al., 2021; Kreiner
et al., 2009). An example for a behavioral tactic is to utilize
the availability of other individuals such as colleagues
(Kreiner et al., 2009). Finally, technological tactics refer to
tactics that utilize device-related and program-related
functions of ICT, for example, to turn off work-related
push notifications after hours (Sayah, 2013; Schlachter,
2018). As one of the scarce studies linking different
boundary work tactics1 to outcomes, Carlson et al. (2016)
found that temporal, physical, and behavioral boundary

1 We point out that some of the enactment scales identified in Cobb et al. (2022) include items that can be regarded as tactics (e.g., communication
scale in Clark, 2000). To avoid mingling different concepts and terms, we decided to only report studies here that purposefully and conceptually
built on a framework of boundary work tactics.
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work tactics relate to family satisfaction and engagement.
In this study, tactics were examined from a rather general
level, without specifying concrete actions that the indi-
viduals pursued. Besides, Park et al. (2020) found that
among communicative tactics and one technological tactic
(individuals (not) receiving work e-mail alerts on their
phones), only the technological tactic predicted ICT de-
mands. While these results are promising, they are limited
in only examining general or selected specific tactics and
neglecting recovery as an outcome.
Furthermore, while the aforementioned focus on the

tactics’ content in prior categorizations helps to provide
insights on which tactics individuals use, we propose that
understanding the tactics’ effects on recovery requires to
consider the tactics’ underlying motives. Specifically, we
argue that different tactics serve different purposes, re-
flecting boundary work on the segmentation–integration
continuum (Ashforth et al., 2000): Some tactics com-
pletely prevent influences from work to personal life by
creating clear and impermeable boundaries, such as putting
away work-related devices during leisure time (Towers
et al., 2006). In contrast, other tactics only partly limit in-
fluences and thus allow for some permeability of
work–nonwork boundaries, such as reading work e-mails in
leisure time and selectively responding to them (Sayah,
2013). Thus, tactics in the same contentual category may
serve different motives: For example, the technological
tactic turning off work-related push messages after hours helps
to limit the perception of work-related communication and
thus to limit the unregulated presence of work topics orwork
demands in the personal domain. However, individuals who
employ this tactic may still actively read their work mes-
sages in leisure time. In contrast, the technology-related
tactic turning off work-related ICTs after hours completely
avoidswork influences during leisure time and createsmore
impermeable boundaries (Sayah, 2013), helping to achieve
stronger segmentation. Accordingly, considering that
stronger segmentation is more beneficial for recovery
(Wepfer et al., 2018), tactics with different motives might
likewise relate differently to individuals’ recovery, with
some tactics beingmore effective than others. Thus, to shed
light on the effects of different availability-related boundary
work tactics on recovery, we suggest that the tactics need to
be conceptually organized according to their underlying
motive instead of their content. Based on our compre-
hensive literature review, we derive three underlying mo-
tives that are (1) preventive, (2) restrictive, and (3) rejecting
and assign previously described tactics in the literature to
these motives. We provide an overview of the three motives
and their corresponding tactics in Table 1.
Preventive tactics refer to tactics that aim at preventively

limiting or rejecting work influences via ICT during leisure
time. These typically include actions that are initiated at

one time and then should be in place more permanently.
For example, individuals can inform colleagues that
communicating via phone is only acceptable in case of
emergency (Sayah, 2013) or use separate phones for work-
related and personal purposes (Cousins & Robey, 2015;
additional examples in Table 1). We assume that such
tactics help to preventively set stronger boundaries, cre-
ating the prerequisites to allow for fewer work influences
via ICT after hours a priori. Thus, this type of tactic might
be particularly relevant for individuals who prefer to
segment their work–nonwork boundaries.
Restrictive tactics aim at actively limiting work influences

during leisure time, but they do not completely prohibit
them, hence allowing for some permeability of
work–nonwork boundaries. In contrast to preventive tac-
tics, restrictive tactics involve actions that are taken more
flexibly, depending on the current situation the individual
is in. Individuals who employ restrictive temporal tactics
divide leisure time into phases and decide for themselves
when to engage in work-related activities. For example,
work-related ICT use after hours can be restricted to a
certain time period (Lirio, 2017; Sayah, 2013). Further-
more, technological tactics can help to limit (the percep-
tion of) work influences, for example, by turning off
automatic messaging tools after hours (Sayah, 2013;
Schlachter, 2018). In sum, work influences are not fun-
damentally avoided by these tactics, but they are limited.
This type of tactics might be particularly relevant for in-
dividuals who prefer to integrate work–nonwork bound-
aries to some degree. Similarly, these tactics might be
more suitable for individuals who deal with a high
workload that does not allow them to completely leave
work behind after hours.
Finally, we refer to rejecting tactics as strategies that

primarily pursue the goal of separating work from the
personal life domain by not engaging with work at all after
hours. The aim is to draw clear, impermeable boundaries
for a given leisure period. Compared to preventive tactics,
these strategies involve rather flexible actions that can be
adapted depending on the situation. For example, indi-
viduals can decide to not read any work-related messages
at the weekend or during their vacation (Kossek et al.,
2006; Sayah, 2013). Tactics are also employed to ensure
that work-related communication cannot be noticed
during leisure time, for example, by turning off work
phones or storing them away (Cousins & Robey, 2015;
Fonner & Stache, 2012; see Table 1). In sum, these tactics
aim at separating work and personal life more strictly.
Similar to preventive tactics, they should be mostly rele-
vant for individuals who prefer a clear segmentation. Yet,
while preventive tactics rather involve one-time actions,
rejecting tactics are applied repeatedly in everyday life to
foster segmentation.
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Table 1. Overview of availability-related boundary work tactics in leisure time organized by motive

Category Examples Source examples

Preventive tactics: strategies that preventively limit work-related influences via ICT during leisure time

Communicative tactics Communicate availability expectations via e-mail signature Schlachter, 2018

Display the work status (e.g., "absent") to colleagues Lirio, 2017

Communicate to work contacts that contact is only possible via cell phone
in case of emergency

Sayah, 2013

Communicate expectations and preferences for work-related ICT use to
customers, colleagues, managers

Boswell et al., 2016

Technological tactics Use different ICT for work-related matters than for personal matters Allen et al., 2021; Cousins &
Robey, 2015; Sayah, 2013;

Use different e-mail accounts or different telephone numbers for work-
related matters than for personal matters

Kreiner et al., 2009; Sayah,
2013

Restrictive tactics: strategies that restrict work influences via ICT during leisure time to some extent

Temporal tactics Turn off ICT on which work-related messages or calls are received within
leisure time at certain times, e.g., during social interaction, sport, dinner

Allen & Shoard, 2005; Sayah,
2013; Schlachter, 2018

Limit the work-related use of ICT after hours to a certain duration Lirio, 2017; Schlachter, 2018

Limit the work-related use of ICT after hours to certain time windows Sayah, 2013; Schlachter,
2018

Automatically update work-related e-mails only at specific times Schlachter, 2018

Prioritizing tactics Read, process, or accept work-related communications according to
urgency and priority, e.g., time-sensitive or urgent customer issues

Boswell et al., 2016; Colbert
et al., 2016; Sayah, 2013;
Towers et al., 2006

Read work-related e-mails and decide whether a reaction is necessary
based on urgency

Cousins & Robey, 2015

Answer work-related calls, but directly ask for the reason of the call and, if
there is little urgency, quickly end the call

Boswell et al., 2016; Sayah,
2013

Involve other people so that they take own work-related messages/calls
and forward only important ones

Kreiner et al., 2009

Use the display information to decide whether to accept work-related calls
during leisure time

Cousins & Robey, 2015;
Kreiner et al., 2009; Sayah,
2013

Technological tactics Limit the use of ICT for work-related matters to selected ICT (e.g., only on
smartphone, not on computer) to control ICT use through choice ofmedium

Lirio, 2017; Sayah, 2013

Turn off automatic updates/push messages of work-related
communication

Sayah, 2013

Mute work messages after hours Allen et al., 2021

Exclusively use e-mails for work-related communications, as this allows to
choose the time for processing the messages

Kreiner et al., 2009; Lirio,
2017

Rejecting tactics: strategies that entirely reject work influences via ICT during leisure time

Spatial tactics Put away ICT for work-related communication after work Allen et al., 2021; Kossek
et al., 2006; Towers et al.,
2006

Leave ICT for work-related communication at the workplace Cousins & Robey, 2015;
Fonner & Stache, 2012;
Sayah, 2013

Do not take ICT for work-related communication on vacation Allen & Shoard, 2005

Technological tactics Switch off ICT on which work-related messages or calls are received
outside working hours

Cousins & Robey, 2015;
Fonner & Stache, 2012

Block work-related notifications during leisure time Schlachter, 2018

Temporal tactics Do not check or read work-related e-mails during leisure time Kossek et al., 2006; Sayah,
2013

Ignore work-related calls during leisure time Sayah, 2013
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Hypothesis Development

In the following, we develop hypotheses for the relation-
ships between the three motive-oriented tactics, ICT use
after hours, and recovery. The tactics include a wide range
of actions to prevent, restrict, or reject work influences via
ICT during leisure time. Consequently, we argue that using
these tactics will help to reduce work-related ICT use in
leisure time. Previous research already points to a negative
relationship between boundary creation and ICT use at
home (Barber & Jenkins, 2014; Barber & Santuzzi, 2015).
Accordingly, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 1: The use of (a) preventive, (b) restrictive,
and (c) rejecting boundary work tactics is negatively
related with work-related ICT use after hours.

Following principles of boundary theory (Ashforth et al.,
2000; Clark, 2000) and the ERM model (Meijman &
Mulder, 1998), we propose that using tactics to prevent,
restrict, or reject work influences during leisure time helps
professionals to engage in uninterrupted phases of recov-
ery, allowing them to engage in recovery experiences
(psychological detachment, relaxation, mastery, and con-
trol; Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007). Prior research suggests that
psychological detachment, that is, mentally disengaging
from work after hours (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007), is posi-
tively affected by creating boundaries (Barber & Jenkins,
2014). Results from qualitative studies suggest that tactics
such as turning off work devices or muting work messages
may help to prevent continuous work-related thoughts and
thus, to mentally disconnect from work (T. D. Allen et al.,
2021; Sayah, 2013). Accordingly, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 2: The use of (a) preventive, (b) restrictive,
and (c) rejecting boundary work tactics is positively
related to psychological detachment.

Relaxation refers to a state of high positive affect and
low activation and can be fostered by specific relaxation
exercises and activities (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007). These
experiences are not possible when individuals are con-
stantly reminded of their work demands during leisure
time. Using boundary work tactics should enable to ex-
perience relaxation.

Hypothesis 3: The use of (a) preventive, (b) restrictive,
and (c) rejecting tactics is positively related to relaxation.

Experiences during leisure time that involve personal
challenges are described as mastery experiences, which
distract from the daily work routine and build compe-
tencies (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007). Again, we suggest that

work intruding leisure time can impede this distraction:
Using boundary work tactics that limit or eliminate work-
related influences should have a positive effect on mastery
experiences.

Hypothesis 4: The use of (a) preventive, (b) restrictive,
and (c) rejecting tactics is positively related to mastery.

Besides, control refers to being able to decide what to do
in one’s leisure time and when and how to engage in this
activity (Sonnentag& Fritz, 2007).Monitoringwork-related
messages after hours, which may involve current or up-
coming tasks, may cause professionals to feel an urge to
respond to these messages (Barber & Santuzzi, 2015). We
suggest that this limits the free choice of activities during
leisure time and accordingly, results in experiencing less
control. In contrast, all boundary work tactics should in-
crease the experience of control during leisure time.

Hypothesis 5: The use of (a) preventive, (b) restrictive,
and (c) rejecting boundary work tactics is positively
related to control.

Finally, since all three motive-oriented types of tactics
were described as effective by participants (e.g., Kreiner et al.,
2009; Sayah, 2013), we do not propose differential effects of
the tactics on recovery experiences, but rather explore them:

Research Question 1: Does the strength of the rela-
tionships of the three boundary work tactics with (a)
work-related ICT use after hours and (b) recovery
experiences differ?

Method

Sample
We conducted our main study in summer 2019. Partici-
pants were recruited via the authors’ professional and
personal networks as well as various professional social
media. In total, 249 professionals (50.2% female; mean age
38.75 years, SD = 12.29; 49.8% with managerial responsi-
bilities) participated in the online study. For 73.1% of the
participants, there were no children younger than 18 years
living with them. Participants’ current employment breaks
down as follows: employed (74.3%), working student
(10.8%), civil servant (8.0%), self-employed (6.5%), and
other (0.4%). To further validate the measure, checking
construct validity and the tactics’ position in their nomo-
logical net, we conducted an additional validation study
(see Table S1 in the Electronic Supplementary Material
(ESM 1) for details on the constructs’ measures and their
expected relationships). This sample of 175 workers (47.4%
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female, mean age: 48.4 years, 36.6% with managerial re-
sponsibilities, 70.3% without children living with them,
84% employed, 8.6% self-employed, and 7.6% civil ser-
vant) was recruited using a professional survey provider.

Measures
As the main study was conducted in German, scales were
translated and back-translated, if necessary, by the au-
thors. If not indicated otherwise, items were measured
with a response scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (always).

Availability-Related Boundary Work Tactics
Based on our literature review, we first developed a scale
with 33 items describing temporal, spatial, prioritizing,
communicative, and technological tactics, which matched
preventive, restrictive, and rejecting tactics. To test content
validity, we first assessed themeasure in a think-aloud study
with six (50% female) employees. Participants’ spoken
thoughts were noted and recorded. Furthermore, we asked
open-ended questions about the items’ comprehensibility
and relevance and adjusted them accordingly. The resulting
scale consisted of 28 items. A sample item for a preventive
tactic (communicative) is “I communicate to my work
contacts that in my leisure time, I am available via ICT in an
emergency only.” A sample item for a restrictive tactic
(temporal) is “In my leisure time, I limit work-related ICT
use to a certain duration.” A sample item for a rejecting
tactic (spatial, reversed for analyses) is “I take ICT, onwhich
I am contacted professionally, with me on vacation.”

Frequency of ICT Use
Work-related ICT use after hours was assessed with the
item: “How often do you use ICT for work-related matters
in your free time?”

Recovery Experiences
We measured each recovery experience with four items
developed by Sonnentag and Fritz (2007) on a five-point
Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

Control Variables
We controlled for job demands as an important predictor
of recovery (Sonnentag et al., 2017), measured with five
items from Richter et al. (2000), using a response scale
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

Results

Preliminary Analyses
We first tested the factor solution of the tactics, con-
ducting an explorative factor analysis (principal axis

factoring) with varimax rotation, using SPSS version 27.
Examining the Kaiser’s criteria suggested seven factors
with eigenvalues above 1, with three factors marginally
showing values above 1. Considering the scree-plot as
well as the small eigenvalues rather suggested a three-
factor or four-factor solution. Among these two, the three-
factor solution represented the most conceptually inter-
pretable as well as statistically distinct solution, as the
three factors corresponded to the three motive-oriented
types of tactics, with Factor 1 corresponding to preventive
tactics, Factor 2 to restrictive tactics, and Factor 3 to
rejecting tactics. Yet, as depicted in Table S2 in ESM 1, six
items either showed cross-loadings to another factor
above .30 or loadings below .40 onto their corresponding
factor. Following recommendations by Howard (2016),
we removed these items and reran the analysis with 22
items. As shown in Table 2, factor loadings now ranged
between .42 and .84 without any cross-loading above .30.
This three-factor solution accounted for 38.48% of the
total variance.
Besides, we conducted confirmatory factor analyses

(CFA) with Mplus (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2017) with
our validation sample, which suggested to further remove
the item (preventive tactic) “I use different email ac-
counts for work-relatedmatters and for personal matters”
due to loadings below .40 (see Table 2). The resulting,
final three-factor model showed a better fit (χ2 = 347.89,
df = 180; RMSEA = 0.07; CFI = 0.93, SRMR = 0.08) than a
one-factor model (χ2 = 591.30, df = 179; RMSEA = 0.12;
CFI = 0.84, SRMR = 0.13). We also examined the three
motive-oriented tactics’ intercorrelations with relevant
constructs in their nomological net with the validation
sample. As shown in Table 3, correlations with the related
construct of general boundary work tactics were mostly
low to medium in size, with the highest correlation of
r = .57. Besides, the three motive-oriented tactics showed
differential correlations with segmentation preferences
and segmentation enactment as we expected in our de-
scription of the tactics’ categorization. For example,
restrictive tactics showed the lowest correlations with
segmentation preferences (r = .19) as well as segmenta-
tion enactment (r = .21), while rejecting tactics showed the
highest correlations (r = .38 for segmentation preferences;
r = .52 for segmentation enactment). Together, these
results suggest discriminant and convergent validity,
indicating that the three motive-oriented tactics repre-
sent distinct types with differential relationships in their
nomological net. Hence, we proceeded with this three-
factor solution in our main study. The final measure with
21 items is shown in Table S3 in ESM 1. Table 4 depicts the
correlations between the study variables in our main
study.
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Hypothesis Testing
We tested our hypotheses with path analyses using Mplus.
We specified the proposed paths between the three
motive-oriented tactics, ICT use, and recovery experi-
ences in Model 1. Recovery experiences were allowed to
covary. In Model 2, we additionally controlled for paths
from job demands to all endogenous variables. We show
the results in Table 5.
In regard of work-related ICT use after hours, rejecting

tactics had a negative effect (β = �0.43, p < .01), while
preventive tactics (β = �0.06, p = .26) and restrictive
tactics (β = �0.08, p = .21) were unrelated to ICT use
(Model 1). When controlling for job demands, the effect of

preventive tactics became marginally nonsignificant
(β =�0.11, p = .07; Model 2). Hypothesis 1c was supported,
while Hypotheses 1a and 1b were not.
Similarly, rejecting tactics (β = 0.31, p < .01) were

positively related to psychological detachment in Model 1,
while preventive (β =�0.09, p = .15) and restrictive tactics
were not (β = 0.10, p = .11). However, when controlling for
job demands in Model 2, not only rejecting tactics
(β = 0.27, p < .01) but also restrictive tactics (β = 0.12,
p < .05) showed a positive effect on psychological de-
tachment. Thus, Hypotheses 2b and 2c were supported,
but only when controlling for job demands. Hypothesis 2a
was rejected.

Table 2. Factor loadings for motive-oriented types of tactics (22 items)

Items Preventive Restrictive Rejecting

I use different phone numbers for work-related matters and for personal matters. .56 [.52]

I use different e-mail accounts for work-related matters and for personal matters.a .44 [.35]

I use different ICT for work-related matters and for personal matters. .55 [.46]

I indicate to my work contacts via my status (e.g., online or absent) when I am available in my
leisure time and when I am not.

.42 [.51]

I inform my work contacts by means of absence notes that I am not available during my
leisure time.

.58 [.65]

I communicate to customers or colleagues that I prefer not to be contacted via ICT in my
leisure time for work-related matters.

.58 [.89]

I communicate to supervisors that I prefer not to be contacted via ICT in my leisure time for
work-related matters.

.62 [.91]

I communicate to my work contacts that in my leisure time, contact via ICT is only possible in
an emergency.

.52 [.84]

Inmy leisure time, I limit myself to certain ICT (smartphone only, laptop only, etc.) for receiving
and editing work-related messages.

.42 [.64]

In my leisure time, I put away ICT on which I am contacted professionally at certain times (e.g.,
during certain social interactions, sports, dinner).

.46 [.70]

In my leisure time, I limit myself to using written messages (no phone calls) for work-related
communication because it gives me flexibility in determining how and when to respond.

.60 [.76]

In my leisure time, I limit work-related ICT use to certain time slots. .75 [.76]

In my leisure time, I check work-related messages only at certain times. .64 [.77]

In my leisure time, I limit the work-related use of ICT to a certain duration. .77 [.78]

In my leisure time, I decide whether to take work-related calls depending on who is calling. .43 [.69]

In my leisure time, I make decisions about responding to work-related messages based on
urgency through the use of an answering machine or mailbox.

.44 [.66]

In my leisure time, I decide which work-related messages to read or process based on
urgency.

.55 [.74]

In my leisure time, I read work-related messages. (r) .84 [.95]

In my free time, I check work-related messages. (r) .78 [.92]

I take ICT, on which I am contacted professionally, with me in my leisure time. (r) .67 [.77]

I take ICT, on which I am contacted professionally, with me on vacation. (r) .70 [.65]

In my leisure time, I take work-related calls. (r) .55 [.79]

Note. Results for factor loadings from explorative factor analysis (principal axis factoring) with varimax rotation with 22 items and N = 249. Results for factor
loadings from the CFA of the validation study are shown in parentheses, with N = 175. Loadings below .30 are not displayed. a Item was discarded for
hypothesis testing due to its factor loading below .40 in the CFA results of the validation study. The final scale consists of the remaining 21 items. Items
marked with (r) were reversed for the analyses.
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Table 3. Validation study: descriptive statistics and correlations among motive-oriented tactics and variables in their nomological net

Variable M SD α 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1. Preventive tactics 3.05 1.17 .87 —

2. Restrictive tactics 3.25 1.11 .91 .60** [.48; .71] —

3. Rejecting tactics 3.60 1.05 .91 .35** [.21; .47] .10 [�.07; .26] —

4. Temporal tactics 3.95 0.81 .79 .28** [.17; .39] .25** [.12; .39] .40** [.25; .54] —

5. Physical tactics 3.81 0.86 .90 .27** [.14; .39] .17* [.03; .31] .55** [.44; .65] .73** [.63; .81] —

6. Behavioral tactics 2.96 1.31 .95 .41** [.27; .55] .47** [.32; .59] .02 [�.13; .17] .34** [.20; .47] .21** [.07; .34] —

7. Communicative
tactics

3.27 1.23 .86 .57** [.46; .68] .54** [.39; .66] .27** [.12; .42] .35** [.22; .47] .42** [.28; .55] .44** [.30; .56] —

8. Segmentation
preferences

3.88 0.99 .91 .34** [.20; .47] .19* [.05; .33] .38** [.25; .51] .40** [.27; .53] .51** [.40; .62] .20** [.06; .34] .46** [.33; .59] —

9. Segmentation
enactment

3.27 1.07 .94 .36** [.22; .48] .21** [.07; .35] .52** [.39; .62] .55** [.44; .65] .72** [.63; .79] .24** [.09; .39] .41** [.28; .54] .56** [.43; .67] —

10. Satisfaction with
WLB

3.87 0.93 .96 .18* [.05; .31] .07 [�.07; .21] .38** [.25; .50] .49** [.37; .60] .55** [.42; .66] �.01 [�.16; .15] .16* [.02; .29] .11 [�.03; .26] .41** [.28; .55]

Note. Pearson correlations among motive-oriented tactics and variables in their nomological net, with their corresponding 95% confidence interval in square brackets. α = Cronbach’s α; WLB = work–life balance.
N = 175. *p < .05, **p < .01.

Table 4. Descriptive statistics and correlations among motive-oriented tactics and study variables

Variable M SD α 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Job demands 3.39 0.75 .80 —

2. Preventive tactics 2.67 0.97 .76 .25** [.11; .37] —

3. Restrictive tactics 2.87 0.86 .81 .13* [.01; .25] .26** [.14; .36] —

4. Rejecting tactics 2.72 0.99 .83 �.16* [�.27; �.04] .26** [.13; .37] .08 [�.08; .22] —

5. ICT use 3.42 0.96 — .17** [.06; .28] �.19** [�.31; �.07] �.13* [�.27; .01] �.45** [�.57; �.34] —

6. Detachment 2.93 0.87 .90 �.31** [�.43; �.18] .04 [�.10; .17] .11 [�.03; .23] .35** [.23; .46] �.26** [�.38; �.13] —

7. Relaxation 3.52 0.78 .89 �.12† [�.27; �.03] .20** [.08; .33] .18** [.03; .30] .19** [.07; .31] �.11† [�.24; .04] .38** [.25; .49] —

8. Mastery 3.28 0.77 .86 .03 [�.11; .17] .09 [�.05; .21] .11† [�.03; .25] .00 [�.13; .13] �.03 [�.15; .10] .04 [�.11; .16] .27** [.11; .39] —

9. Control 3.96 0.82 .93 �.15* [�.28; �.01] .07 [�.05; .19] �0.03 [�.16; .09] .12† [�.01; .25] .00 [�.15; .14] .23** [.10; .35] .51** [.40; .59] .30** [.18; .41]

Note. Pearson correlations among motive-oriented tactics and other study variables, with their corresponding 95% confidence interval in square brackets. α = Cronbach’s α. ICT use = work-related ICT use after
hours; Detachment = psychological detachment. N = 249. †p < .1, *p < .05, **p < .01.

Journal
of

P
ersonn

el
P
sychology

(20
24),

23(1),
36

–
48

©
20

23
Th

e
A
u
th
or(s).

D
istrib

u
ted

as
a
H
ogrefe

O
p
en

M
in
d
article

u
n
d
er

th
e
licen

se
C
C
B
Y
4.0

(h
ttp

s://creativecom
m
o
n
s.org/licen

ses/b
y/4.0

)

K
.
R
ein

ke
et

al.,
A
vailab

ility-R
elated

B
ou

n
d
ary

W
ork

Tactics
an

d
R
ecovery

43

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0


Regarding relaxation, preventive (β = 0.13, p < .05), re-
strictive (β = 0.13, p < .05), and rejecting tactics (β = 0.15,
p < .05) showed a positive effect in Model 1. In Model 2, the
positive effect of preventive (β = 0.18, p < .01) and restrictive
tactics remained (β = 0.15, p < .05), while rejecting tactics
did not predict relaxation anymore (β = 0.12, p = .12),
supporting Hypotheses 3a and 3b but not Hypothesis 3c.
In regard of mastery, no significant effects were found,

neither in Model 1 nor Model 2. Regarding control, only
rejecting tactics showed a marginally nonsignificant,
positive effect in Model 1 (β = 0.14, p = .054), while
preventive (β = 0.06, p = .39) and restrictive tactics did not
(β = �0.05, p = .46). However, in Model 2, the positive
effect of rejecting tactics became nonsignificant (β = 0.11,
p = .14). Hypotheses 4 and 5 were rejected.

Finally, to examine RQ1, we compared the effects of the
three motive-oriented tactics on work-related ICT use
after hours and recovery experiences. The findings suggest
that their raw relative weights (Tonidandel & LeBreton,
2015) differ, depending on outcome (Table 5): Rejecting
tactics were the strongest predictor of work-related ICT
use after hours and psychological detachment. Preventive
and restrictive tactics were the strongest predictors of
relaxation when controlling for job demands.

Discussion

On the basis of principles of boundary theory (Ashforth et al.,
2000; Clark, 2000) and the ERM (Meijman & Mulder,
1998), this study examines a variety of tactics that profes-
sionals employ tomanage the boundary of their personal life
and how the use of such tactics relates to their work-related
ICT use after hours and recovery experiences. Following
recent calls by scholars (Hu et al., 2021; Rudolph et al.,
2021), we aim to contribute to research on boundary
management and recovery by providing insights on the
structure and effectiveness of distinct boundarywork tactics.

Implications for Research
Our study contributes to research in several ways. First, we
provide a comprehensive overview of boundary work tactics
found in previous studies (e.g., T. D. Allen et al., 2021;
Cousins & Robey, 2015; Sayah, 2013). Organizing these
different tactics in (1) preventive, (2) restrictive, and (3)
rejecting tactics, we propose a conceptual framework that
helps to distinguish the variety of tactics according to their
underlying motives. Our studies’ results provide support
that diverse tactics can be ascribed to these three types of
motives. With this motive-oriented perspective, our re-
search complements previous studies that mostly focused
on contentual categories (e.g., Fonner & Stache, 2012; Lirio,
2017). Besides, by showing that the three motive-orientedT
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tactics relate differently to segmentation preferences and
segmentation enactment, our research initially acknowl-
edges that boundary work tactics may serve different
purposes – with rejecting tactics facilitating impermeable
boundaries and restrictive tactics allowing for more per-
meability, which reflects boundary work on the
segmentation–integration continuum (Ashforth et al., 2000;
Kreiner et al., 2009). With its parsimonious, theory-based
framework, our conceptualization has the potential to align
the various existing categorizations because additional
tactics could be assigned to our framework. As our studies
further provide initial support that the three tactics relate
differently to boundary conditions such as segmentation
preferences and job demands, a fruitful pathway for future
studiesmay be to build on this conceptual framework and to
examine how such boundary conditions interact with the
use and efficacy of boundary work tactics. As such, seg-
mentation preferences and job demands might not only
predict the use of tactics but also determine if and how the
tactics relate to various outcomes. Consequently, we could
gain a more theory-based understanding of which tactics
might bemore effective for segmenters versus integrators or
when job demands are high versus low.
Second, we contribute to research by capturing a variety

of distinct availability-related boundary work tactics in our
studies. While previous studies investigated rather broad
tactics, which did not necessarily refer to concrete actions
(Carlson et al., 2016) or only addressed selected specific
tactics (Park et al., 2020), our research portrays a diversity
of specific boundary work tactics and provides a scale to
measure them. Thereby, our validation study provides first
insights on how the motive-oriented tactics relate to
constructs in their nomological net. Together, our ap-
proach to examine distinct tactics enables to add to our
understanding of what specific strategies may be effective
in managing boundaries and fostering recovery (Hu et al.,
2021; Rudolph et al., 2021).
Third, our study offers initial insights on the relationship

between different types of availability-related boundary
work tactics, work-related ICT use after hours, and re-
covery experiences. While previous findings on boundary
work tactics mostly resulted from qualitative studies (e.g.,
T. D. Allen et al., 2021; Sayah, 2013), we shed light on the
relationships of the use of tactics with recovery in a
quantitative study design.
In more detail, our results show that rejecting tactics are

negatively related to work-related ICT after hours, indi-
cating that tactics aiming at stricter segmentation are most
effective in reducing work-related ICT use after hours
compared to the other tactics. In addition, our findings
suggest that several tactics can help to foster recovery.
Specifically, our results show that rejecting tactics are
positively related to psychological detachment. Thus,

substantiating previous qualitative results (Sayah, 2013),
rejecting tactics might help to not only behaviorally but
also to mentally disengage from work. Besides, we found
that restrictive tactics are positively related to psycho-
logical detachment when controlling for job demands. This
finding indicates that when employees decide to not en-
gage with work for some time after hours, for example, by
putting away their work-related ICT during certain ac-
tivities, their psychological recovery process can start.
Besides, our study showed a positive effect of both pre-
ventive and restrictive tactics on relaxation. In contrast,
rejecting tactics did not predict relaxation when job de-
mands were controlled for. Together, these findings in-
dicate that not only tactics building very strong boundaries
can support recovery experiences but also tactics that
allow for some permeability can be beneficial. Particularly,
restrictive tactics might represent an important alternative
strategy to promote recovery when the use of rejecting
tactics is not realistic or wanted, for example, when em-
ployees are working flexibly or prefer to integrate their life
domains (Kreiner et al., 2009; Sayah, 2013).
Results on mastery and control were less conclusive,

showing rather nonsignificant relationships in our analyses.
This finding suggests that boundary work tactics might be
more crucial to foster psychological detachment and relax-
ation. Rejecting tactics seem to be most effective to promote
psychological detachment and thus, to help to reduce psy-
chological load from work demands (Headrick et al., 2023).
In addition, restrictive and preventive tactics seem helpful to
increase relaxation, a recovery experience that rather helps
to gain psychological resources (Headrick et al. 2023).
Lastly, our findings indicate that reducing work-related

ICT use after hours might not be the decisive factor to
promote recovery:Work-related ICT use after hours did not
predict any recovery experiences when job demands were
controlled for. Instead, job demands showed positive effects
on work-related ICT use after hours, as well as negative
effects on psychological detachment, relaxation, and con-
trol. This finding underpins previous notions from scholars
that ICT use is not detrimental for employee recovery per se
(Heissler et al., 2022; Reinke & Ohly, 2021) but rather a
result of high job demands and consequently, of work-
related thoughts. Thus, work-related ICT use after hours
could rather be seen as a behavioral strategy to deal with
high job demands (Heissler et al., 2022). Besides, job de-
mands affected the relationships of tactics with recovery in
our study.When controlling for job demands, restrictive and
preventive tactics became more effective, while rejecting
tactics became less helpful. When job demands were not
controlled for, rejecting tactics overall seemed to be more
effective than the other tactics. These findings indicate that
different boundarywork tacticsmight be used in response to
different levels of job demands. Hence, job demands need
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to be considered in future research as a potential antecedent
of the use of boundary work tactics as well as a moderator
that might influence the tactics’ effects on recovery.

Practical Implications
Our results provide support that using availability-related
boundary work tactics can foster employee recovery, par-
ticularly psychological detachment and relaxation. Hence,
organizations should support their employees in engaging in
boundary work tactics, for example, by developing em-
ployment agreements or by offering trainings in which em-
ployees learn about boundary work tactics and practice to
implement them in their daily life. Thereby, employees
should first become aware of their boundary management
preferences, which might range from segmentation to inte-
gration. Next, they should learn about preventive, rejecting,
and restrictive tactics and how those can match their pref-
erences. As a result, employees may becomemore conscious
about their boundarymanagement and learn to actively apply
those tactics that are suitable for their preferences and needs.

Limitations and Directions for Future Research
Our study has several limitations. First, the use of cross-
sectional data does not allow for any causal inferences.
Hence, it should be a fruitful pathway for future research to
measure job demands, boundary work tactics, work-related
ICT use after hours, and recovery in a longitudinal study
design. Since recovery experiences are likely to vary within
individuals among time (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007), studies
could examine whether those within-person fluctuations
are affected by the person’s use of boundary work tactics in
a daily diary study. Besides, reciprocal relationships be-
tween the use of boundary work tactics and recovery ex-
periences should be examined (Heissler et al., 2022):
Boundary work tactics might be a behavioral response to
low recovery experiences or high demands. For example,
when individuals experience low detachment, they might
engage in tactics that help them to overcome this.
We further suggest that future studies should examine

the role of boundary conditions influencing the efficacy of
boundary work tactics. Beyond the aforementioned po-
tential role of job demands and segmentation preferences
as moderators, other availability-related demands such as
availability expectations and norms (Thörel et al., 2022)
might affect whether the use of boundary work tactics
actually translates into improved recovery and well-being.
Although our categorization of boundary work tactics and

the corresponding measurement scale were based on a
comprehensive literature review, future studies could ex-
pand our focus on availability-related tactics and add other
tactics such as transition rituals (Ashforth et al., 2000;
Kreiner et al., 2009). Besides, while our studies provide
initial support for the scale’s validity, it should be noted that

model fit in the CFA was acceptable yet not good
(Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003), possibly because of the
relatively small sample size. Alternatively, this might indi-
cate that the scale should be refined, for example, by
combining content-oriented categories with motive-
oriented categories. Thus, we strongly suggest testing and
validating the scale in different samples and with an ex-
tended set of criterion variables, such as work-related
thoughts or affective well-being (e.g., Thörel et al., 2022).

Conclusion
Our research has three important implications. First, the
diversity of availability-related boundary work tactics can be
assigned to threemotive-oriented types of tactics: preventive,
restrictive, and rejecting tactics, which acknowledges that
boundary work occurs along the segmentation–integration
continuum. Second, our study offers insights into the rela-
tionships between different tactics and recovery, indicating
that all three motive-oriented tactics contribute to recovery,
with rejecting and restrictive tactics predicting psychological
detachment and preventive and restrictive tactics predicting
relaxation when job demands are controlled for. Finally, our
results add to previous research questioning work-related
ICT use after hours as a stressor itself and suggest rather
considering the role of job demands. Together, this research
provides new insights about the structure and effects of
availability-related boundary work tactics for professionals’
work-related ICT use after hours and recovery.

Electronic Supplementary Material

The electronic supplementary material is available with
the online version of the article at https://doi.org/10.
1027/1866-5888/a000335
ESM 1. Tables detailing constructs assessed in the validation
study, factor loadings for motive-oriented types of tactics,
and the finalmeasure used in themain study. Information on
power analyses and data cleaning is also provided.
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