


S2 File. Detailed description of the included studies
Studies included in the present meta-analysis were conducted in several countries across the globe, such as Japan (n = 2) [1, 2], Australia (n = 3) [3, 4, 5], Austria (n = 1) [6], Brazil (n = 1) [7], China (n = 1) [8], Netherlands (n = 1) [9], most of them taking place in the United States of America (n = 8) [10, 11, 12, 13, 14] and Germany (n = 5) [15, 16, 17, 18, 19].
Eleven studies used a sample of students [3, 4, 9, 10, 11, 13, 14, 15], whereas other ten studies used a sample of employees [1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, 12, 16, 18, 19] to test their experimental hypothesis. One study used “normal volunteers” to characterize its sample without clarifying which professional category these participants belong to [17]. The total number of participants in these studies was 2335, with a mean age of 31.2 years old. The employed participants are primarily white-collar employees [1, 7, 6, 12, 5, 8, 18, 19] with only one study with both blue and white-collar employees [2] working in various public and private organizations [6, 18], higher education institutions [19], Information Technology (IT) industry [8], insurance [5] or airline [7]. Only one study included in our analysis was based on a population working in Nursing Homes/Hospitals industry [16].
Most of the studies employed an experimental design, where participants were randomly allocated to different interventions (n = 15) [1, 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 18, 19], whereas fewer used non-random allocation but with equivalent groups (n = 7) [3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 16, 17]. The majority of the studies took place in a laboratory (n = 13) [3, 4, 9, 10, 11, 13, 14, 15, 17, 19]. A smaller number was in an organizational/workplace setting (n = 9) [1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, 12, 16, 18]. In most studies, participants in the control group were engaged in some kind of break or free time between work tasks (n = 12) [1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 12, 14, 15, 16, 18], whereas in a slightly smaller number of studies these participants continued working without respite (n = 10) [3, 4, 10, 11, 13, 14, 17, 19]. If considering both the setting and the type of control, in all the studies taking place in an organization, the participants from control groups were also exposed to breaks, whereas in the laboratory studies, only in three cases they used such controls [9, 15, 14].
To study the resource replenishing effects of breaks, participants had to complete a series of tasks before taking a respite. These tasks were either relevant to organizational life, such as work simulations (n = 4) [4, 9, 10, 11] and actual work-related tasks (n = 9) [1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, 12, 16, 18], or irrelevant, such as various cognitive tests (n = 9) [3, 13, 14, 15, 17, 19]. Participants were exposed to different type of demands, such as cognitive (n = 7) [4, 14, 15, 17, 19], emotional (n = 3) [5, 7, 16], creative (n = 3) [3, 13], or clerical (n = 8) [1, 2, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 18]. To induce mental demands, several prospective memory tests were used, for example, anagrams, synonym tasks [14], or mental-addition and verification tasks [17]. We considered call center or nursing tasks as emotional demands, which are accepted in the literature as emotional labor roles, involving a higher degree of self-regulation [20, 21]. For clerical demands were considered those activities usually performed in office settings (n = 5) [1, 2, 6, 8, 18], as well as tasks closely simulating an occupation requiring visual monitoring of a computer screen, as it is usually the case in office work (n=3) [9, 10, 11]. Whereas in Bennett et al.’s [10] experiment the participants completed two rounds of the Attention Network Test (ANT) [22], two other studies used editing and typing tasks [9, 11]. Studies in which participants had to generate new ideas for different uses for a piece of paper [3] or brainstorm on how to improve their environment [13] were considered as having creative demands. Because time on task is one of the most widely studied contributors to depletion of resources during task performance [23], we considered this facet of the tasks to which participants were exposed. In our sample, for only 13 studies, the time on task was specified [3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16, 19], with participants spending between minimum 2 minutes [3] and maximum 4 hours [12] on resource-demanding tasks before getting a break.
Information of our independent variable — micro-breaks —, concerns the type of intervention (if it is work-related or unrelated to the task at hand), the activity performed during the break, and the break duration. In almost all of the studies, the break was a non-work one (n = 19) [1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 17, 18, 19], whereas only one study included a work-related break [16]. Two studies were included into a category with both work and non-work micro-breaks because having the same control group and pooling their results; it was impossible to differentiate between the various types of breaks participants took during these experiments [3, 10]. Thus, the low variability on this factor also impedes treating it as a moderator (despite our initial intention). Regarding what participants did during the micro-breaks, five studies used a combination of two activities, cognitive and nature-related [9, 11], cognitive and relaxation [10], cognitive and physical [17], or nature and physical [18]. For three of these studies, the combination of multiple types of activities was a result of using the same control group to compare different interventions [9, 10, 11]. For Steinborn and Huestegge’s [17] study, because there was no difference between forms of rest, as also the authors reported, we computed only one overall effect size for both activities. In Steidle et al.’s [18] study, the scholars did not analyze the two groups doing two different activities during breaks as they initially had planned. Thus only one overall effect was reported. Five studies included a cognitive micro-break, where participants were involved in activities such as watching a movie clip with negative or positive affective valence [15], watching online YouTube videos [4, 12], doing a positive reflection exercise [16], or filling in different tests or questionnaires [3]. Six studies offered a physical break activity between work bouts, where participants were engaged in various physical exercises [1, 2, 6, 7, 8, 19], whereas in other six the activities during breaks were relaxing [5, 13, 14]. Break duration varies significantly between studies, with a range between 8 seconds [14] and 10 minutes [1, 2, 5, 7, 8, 16, 18]. Hence, the heterogeneous and mixed nature of the micro-breaks employed in the included studies impedes us from exploring this aspect as a potential moderator.
[bookmark: _GoBack]The instruments used for measuring the outcomes were also considered. Well-being was usually assessed with Likert-type scales such as the Profile of Mood States [24] or Activation-Deactivation Adjective Checklist [25]. Specifically, vigor and fatigue were measured with Vigor–Activity and Fatigue–Inertia subscales of Profile of Mood States in four studies [1, 2, 5, 10], Activation-Deactivation Adjective Checklist was used in other three studies [9, 15, 12], whereas one study used a computer-based Likert scale — MoodMeter® [19]. Three-item subscale of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES-9) [26] was also used to measure vigor in one study [18]. Fatigue was also assessed with various other instruments, such as EBF — a German standardized questionnaire [27], [6], items from Occupational Fatigue Exhaustion Recovery scale (OFER) [28], [6], items from the Chalder [29] fatigue questionnaire [7], or with one item measure in another study (i.e., “How fatigued do you currently feel?”) [18]. Thirteen studies used different objective [4, 9, 11, 14, 15, 17] and subjective [7, 8] measures of performance, as well as measures of creativity [3, 13]. We grouped accuracy (e.g., mean correct responses, number of words remembered, errors reported during completion of tasks, etc.) and reaction speed in cognitive tasks into a category of objective measures, self-perceived performance was considered as subjective measure, and creativity was considered as idea generation task performance. Specifically, accuracy was assessed as an outcome in five studies [11, 14, 15], whereas other three studies considered both accuracy and response speed [4, 9, 17]. Two studies used subjective measures for evaluating the performance of their participants [7, 8], such as a single item from the World Health Organization Health and Work Performance Questionnaire (HPQ) [30]. For measuring creativity, the mean number of responses was used as an indicator of performance in listing as many possible different uses for a piece of paper [3], or the number of nonrepetitive ideas for using a paper clip [13].
[bookmark: _Hlk83848322]Because of the modest number of studies on each category and the low variability in many cases, we only had the methodological possibility to test a low number of moderators. For example, because of the prevalence of designs testing several different intervention types against the same control group (k = 10, 45.45% of the study sample), and low variability on certain factors, we were not able to analyze the effect of break type, or the activity performed during the breaks. For example, most studies (i.e., 19 out of 22) tested non-work-related breaks for intervention type. Similarly, we could not have tested the moderating effect of different recovery activities performed between various work tasks for our outcomes of interest. Hence, regarding the particularities of micro-breaks, the only moderator we could test remained the break duration (expressed in minutes).
Another moderator that we could analyze reflects the work/task characteristics (antecedent of the break), namely, cognitive, clerical, emotional, and creative. Since we had relatively few studies, the four types of tasks were noted evenly represented between outcomes (see Table 2 and Table 5). This categorization overlapped mainly with the task relevance (i.e., job-relevant – work simulation, or irrelevant – cognitive tests). Hence, we tested only the first one as moderator since it is the most detailed (more informative). Because the job context can influence the relationship between breaks and outcomes, we also analyzed participants’ professional category (i.e., employees vs. students) and the setting of the study (i.e., laboratory vs. workplace/organization). Moreover, we tested the role played by the control group activity (i.e., break vs. no break). Finally, we also tested if the operationalization of performance (i.e., objective performance vs. subjective performance vs. creative performance) is relevant for the effectiveness of micro-breaks.
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