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IEESIE LIRS Y RN T A
(AR OIS T B AR R, i, 430079)
(WL AR 5 IR T A S0, AR e, BRI, 430079)

TAEMRI R AR IR D T RPN AR ESR, STHEDUT S AR (BTN FENL, QLRI ARSI A O FTF
W — AP T, ASSCEE T LA A& S RO AR 2 R 22 A b, T SR AR i S UL A 7
TR . R, BEISE TARREARCHIT TR BUR M AT [0 A7 1 S a5 R

LA WKE EhkE SCBULR

TAEM S (recovery from work, | SCTRIFR “Pk
K7 ) AR A EEESR AN P 5 DA PR L
YETSAE R IR IEF 718 A B A 3 A2 ( Meijman &
Mulder, 1998) . ‘B 28R AAA FEHGE S RFEEN 0
TAEBR —— “ N T G TAE” — I FF R A7
B RS EE TR AN SEHLE] ( Demerouti, Bakker,
Sonnentag, & Fullagar, 2012; Singh, Burke, & Boekhorst,
2016; Sonnentag, Unger, & Nigel, 2013 ), 2411, A7) |
P22 R TAESC R 21l (B ) /T
% 2% (Hichler, Pereira & Achim, 2017 ) , [l i %
BHORGE AR & A5 TAEFIEE TARGE (K
JE . RIREE ) (8]0 FEBEIfE ( Barber & Santuzzi,
2015) , XA TAEMRIE I R) PR . A AR 61
MRS 22 5 5 )y TS T IRk . RGBT
SOEZN) %3 w3 s ol A (L SR V@ TSI R i g
VEVRSE, B 53 T B L P A A IS b 200 T 1) 22
RS, (R, MR S AR AL S A5 A
HUH A SCRROAN WA B, IR A PR AR 75 T AR
PRAZ W SEBALH eSS T 260k, DRI, ASSCBU TR
ARSI AR SR BIFR SOk ( JCHSE B SCiik ) 47
PR, S TR BN TR . 520 R 3R S S sAL I
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SEPEAT T RLESS , Sl TARIAE R A7 R
HrakH:” | “ERERAT R TEERERISI T KA
SEMEL,  FHAEEERE_E XS AR TS A AR5 ) A
JRH,

2

ST XK A JT—— “MATE TAE
PRS0 B0 R GEE IR FE TAEZER AT Y
K" (Geurts & Sonnentag, 2006 ) —E.£) 1ZIA
A, AR SEBRAE T R R E e ARG
— . F&F Sonnentag Al Geurts (2009 ) XA M &7
BB, ASCA R E AW XK e 2
MEZHLUT 3 FMCRMEIS . — IR R
TAEAER B —Fp A ST 5 ( “sol” ) 5 2
RN E—FPiG shali g o 2 ( “fm” ) 5 =
SENIR G AN E—Fh S OHLRE AP BRRAS RS (45
W) .

TAEIRE R “Ssoll” e T IKE kA=
TEI ST O KA . IR K2 e A AEAE T AERS
) M b AR, BI5E ) FIE TAES R (KE
FANE) o BRI, BRIRE . RORAETS . RS
BALVE LT APk &2 3 5% ( de Bloom, Kompier, Geurts,
de Weerth, Taris, & Sonnentag, 2009 ) . ¥T4F %, T.
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YENIE e (PR NS48 ) RIHAERE
957 . ARt TAESR A SE 5 T AR AR A 46 ok
W 5% & Br & 1 (Kim, Park, & Niu, 2017; Trougakos,
Hideg, Cheng, & Beal, 2014 ) .

TAEMKE B R AR = T R & A
R Aok IR . FEA K E 7 X
B 8 Pk &2 (passive recovery ) Fl 3 8 Pk & (active
recovery ) o i fEE IR CHENR ) | RS S5 )5
Kb TAEPIHAERY IR A A MRS s J5# 5Lt A
FAIKIN, 1280, #EASF BRI A B IR G B X
THAE SRS T . [FIEE, AR AR e
PRI AR FP A O BRAAES: (recovery experience, i B

“PRIZAKLS” ) . Sonnentag 1 Fritz (2007 ) IAHF
B ARIGA 4 Fh, BI. OEERRES (psychological
detachment ) . Jit#) (relaxation) . ## (mastery)
FFE (control ) o Hirpr, JCh3HUE 25 248 AR
KPS RN PR TAES 55 O 2458 sl
2 RGN T BARBEAE K- FEARFE R R b e
Mo Pk R s T e FEHINE A ke TAESN
IR ] PRGBS e HE . eah, PR S A A i i
J&% (van Hooff & de Pater, 2017 ) . & Y&t g —
SR A EIR AR TG I 25

TAERE R “G5F T SRR BN
AR CBRUVRASE TAERIN) Sk SURE . TR A%
IR SR DA Z X FIAH R PRSP SR BR A, %0 7K
FRVKIZ S5 PR B0 CIFZRIRAS L 9857 . 160148 )
o TAEZFRIL (Rivkin, Diestel, & Schmidt, 2018 ) ; X}
TR DG B AR B T AR B Hif 5 AR 28
fk. (Hiilsheger, 2016; van Hooff & Geurts, 2015 ) . A%
M5, ESRARAC- IR BORAS KT G R A
DR TS A b rg R, (B Thes
Db s e T AR A A I

A TAEYRIZ R S A U A5 35 X R 52 A I
) — SR, PE SR, AR, fiEZ,
AR RAATE T ARSI T AR R B i R 1 2
s IR ARG, SEfxS T AR HFERI T IR 7
16 52 FNEE El LURA DR AT R 08 B8 5N 0] 5 2 T AR 2R
1, HASRE AT LA AR 5 RIS ) S OALRE K
WAT LAY HT G SO HLREACT-RIAX AR AR B

3

3.1 fRdkHE
TE I TAES 592 Bl e 2 fiE

BTG SR SR AR 1 R R AR . A BT R (A
AT TAER A FESm CIESREE ) A~
FROES JEORS . ARIE . XBRELT . 88h 553 )8 Tk 2k
ol WX, AMARE AT LUFD TAE R 2
FIEES, AT AR ARAS RS | B4R RN il SR 2
A5 ( Feuerhahn, Sonnentag, & Woll, 2014; Oerlemans
& Bakker, 2014 ) .

AR PR A Tt 75 28 R A (AR R 3R 8%
W R W, SRR Y Z 5 P15 (Hahn, Binnewies
& Dormann, 2014; Park & Fritz, 2015 ) FI T 1 3 53

(E%. FEMWE 72+ ) (Shimazu, De Kubota,
& Kawakami, 2014 ) Y45 Bl F 4~ 7K B 4 b N T 4E
W S AN AR 20 B, A, RAFRIY) PRI S

(4n, TASHE. AAXOESE) WA B TIRE R SE
i ( Alvarsson, Wiens, & Nilsson, 2010; Bringslimark,
Hartig, & Patil, 2009 )

bR T A B E TSI R AR E s, —
SEAS IR R R A SE B AR B, B, B

( mindfulness ) BIAG B FAMAS 7% 52 ( Jamieson
& Tuckey, 2017 ) . —J7 1, 1E&AYHEDN (accepting )
FAEPES (non-judgement ) EAE AT DA SR f# A 17 %)
TAFESRE AR (Yu & Zellmer-Bruhn, 2018 )
I+ Bl H R BCR M /4 0 X 72X (Hulsheger, Lang,
Depenbrock, Fehrmann, Zijlstra, & Alberts, 2014 ) . 75
— 7, SR COGEM T AR mIESA TR
AR TAERHE B 3R (self-regulation ) AYA R,
W ILT G M A ARSI SR A5 S AR %6 ( Hiilsheger,
Feinholdt, & Niibold, 2015 ) .

3.2 [HMHEZE

FRge, K F 1 AR SR 2 B AR 2 Y
TN R, BEZE RV, M FH S 747 (Potok &
Littman-Ovadia, 2014 ) . & /& 77 ( Bennett, Gabriel,
Calderwood, Dahling, & Trougakos, 2016 ) S AH} TAE

( Clinton, Conway, & Sturges, 2017 ) #J51 THELI T
YER B AR . RIS, TAEP ABRHE Rt 2
SIS BEAS . ln, AMATE AR AR SCUIAT R

( workplace incivility ) 28 Jj 23 7 25000 FUIE =S R XE,
+ 4 BE HR ( Demsky, Fritz, Hammer, Black, & Anne,
2018) , JFE R H FURMTKIZ K- (Nicholson &
Griffin, 2015 ) .

G BB & Bk TAERT ] ) T AR
B RS SRR IR AR R R B S A A

CHEART R TARER, AMARBDME AR T AR ]
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DI TAEH I ES (Barber & Jenkins, 2014; Derks, ten

Brummelhuis, Zecic, & Bakker, 2014 ) . #F5% & H,

FER TR S (R TAERT R A T AR R )

P ZERE ) 23l R 3 AN ALE IR T AR ] {5

HAE T H AR I T AR A3 28 T4 HL T iR A
( Mellner, 2016; Piszczek, 2017 ) .

AR, — SR R Ae s A A A )t AT R R R
SIBEAG . Bilan, & TAES .M (work centrality )
FER 4 (rumination ) ( JEHUEXT TAE AN
LI R 2 ) 15 T E AT REAEE T AR ] 2 Fikb
PR, DR ) 55 R TAER ) 3 35 A%
P, BHELUN TAESESR g 3o 25 #1452 ( Hahn
& Dormann 2013; Vandevala, Pavey, Chelidoni, Chang,
Creagh-Brown, & Cox, 2017 ) .

4

4.1 B
TR AR S PRI S S BEAIL I s 5 | e 2

WL A5, LABS 7 - PR B ( effort-recovery model,
E-R; Meijman & Mulder, 1998 ) FI 5% i £ 77 # i
( conservation of resources theory, COR; Hobfoll, 1989;
Hobfoll, Halbesleben, Neveu, & Westman, 2018 ) 1%,
Fo E-RARI, AMRTERDN TARSER I T 240
FER I A TR TTUR, DRI 2 S B A b 58
VA LA ZZ it FITH BR AT RE R BRI I% 57 . oK A IR
N, COR PRIy, AMAHEASS TR, fR4F
ARG IR AT IE] , DR A B P50 LI I PR R IE 5K
HirZeHe, YRR TS BOA 7 IEpH
FE (ECHEPOHAE) BF, TR E R AA
2B (SR ) TAEBRA LA IR SE R4k 220
Feo WIRALAARGF AR R T TARIR S 3 I HLi]
W PR A ARSI IAE B T 1), 56, E-R B
1 COR BEIATA i iof v ALz 25 AR LABH 1 E
A TR IRAR S AEIE B E %2 ( Demsky, Ellis, & Fritz,
2014) . K, COR HLgH#E—LI5 M, A T
BRI A £ TG (IRIR, #E52 . 128055 ) 1
At TSI (Rl , T o, £5, £,
2016) o AHELTF, E-RABERISCT: qnfof ik 5% 5 & [n]
TARESR I BLET A K5 T COR B NTA S A4
MR ARIBCH AT DB E IR IR, H2
IEBTI A A TAESOR 1 IFTAY /K- ( Binnewies,
Sonnentag, & Mojza, 2009 ) .
4.2 SRS

TE 7 IR A A0 2L Rl E, ten Brummelhuis £
Trougakos (2014 ) Xf TAEMK A S B AT T
X3, PR AWK R FR A 3 BB kA

( pre-recovery ) . B{ahkiZ ( passive recovery ) F13=
Bk (active recovery ) o “TIPRE” 48 TAEE
SKHpIBrEIH g, ERE B IR FE IR, (H2
PRSI E A M A T S, MR,
RS 7 A CIHFE R B IR T AT, R A T
VESOR BRI, #Ry “wighiikdd” o [alms,
AT DL ESRE” BRAGRTIE, SEIE
P E (I3 2 e AR AT K-
FGEIRAR A —FF, W FEOA N TAEZOR
IS VR, IR MR i A5 Sk 52 B B 1)
HEEAM. IAFRRE, SRRARH ST
AMATEWR S o A rh S B A8 5 A ) B A
s, NIRIRE BRI R TR RS E
Horpr, Bl M CIEFER IR B A, DMARE. (£
FERENR ) | A E, HZRERN R NMATLRE RS
(8 HARAE SR 5 i = SR A S B s E A
DLNARIR , DB ZAF TGS, 2 KEER 2
XUE E R R R IR (FRRIE 2 . s )
PR 71K P = & s e < ¢ X 1 M A B W0 A N OB
AR AT UK ARV E PRI T4 T R S AL
43 NS

ARG IEA AR AL AR A 1) FE AR GRS AT X
PSSR E M, SRS TR R
W CRIESRE ) |, (EREX T e X “fha”
REGE AT BT = TR AR . 4N, [RIFERYIR IR
Wl (n, kAT ) AP AXE e N E AR, T
X —2 NTosi? —Sepi s 24Rn | AL B e
it (the self-determination theory, S-D; Ryan & Deci,
2000a ) %O AL K (0] 2 X L R] g, S-D B
WK, ST NS, AMATEAT i R b
O FR AR 25 A (Ryan & Deci, 2000b) o HAA
ek, IS MAT TR EIHLEEA S A F3hL
ZAEZHL. FE SR I AR NTEDSERFT H B
AR, JEE IR RSN R BB R ). TEA
FEHIRE AT R R, MERE R A E.
TS B B (Deci & Ryan, 2008) , 17 M
RPE 5 ARSI S ATk fe A~
RS BT 2 A9IN 5% 1 (ten Brummelhuis, Ter
Hoeven, Bakker, & Peper, 2011 ) , & % 1} Ffi %% 5K
B RS PO BRI S ((Valleranced, 2007) o H AT
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A, R A ESWLIK S R 16 sh A Re A SR 5 &
SAMEFECTHAETIRAER, 25 shHLEK s iy
ST 4 TIKE BFRA9SEEE (ten Brummelhuis &
Trougakos, 2014; Trougakos et al., 2014 ) ., X 5L~
MERRAF A AT 20— N IEA IR J =6 3))
To—BIANRA — I [/ REAE, BP . fth / 4 B B FOE
ERHAESM,
4.4 hFAAA

TAE - K BE i 738 (work-family boundary/
border theory, &jFF “HIAFRIE” 5 Ashforth, Kreiner,
& Fugate, 2000; Clark, 2000 ) ARy, TAE. FEESIN
(14301 S AN GERE X T AR R TAE R K IR
TR E L P TR = 55 PR AE 25
HAUEN, A % T ausa i TP fhse (Allen,
Cho, & Meier, 2014 ) o 1 5 HLE XS PR IL S BLHL

=M
1. BAHRENS

TR ZSTET s RS B A T 5 S R B S 30
SRR, T R SR S PR 0 75 1 SO TR
YRS (INgERE ) A aIEmAERE, MR T
VRSB iR r iy A, AT DARH R AR
SRARSHHFETTIR, o r] DUBIHS B A 45 TR
& FE AP 1) ( Kinnunen, Rantanen, de Bloom,
Mauno, Feldt, & Korpela, 2016; Wepfer, Allen, Brauchli, Jenny,
& Bauer, 2017 ) o 1 SR A % T R S AT A - BT
Ve AR IR I S LRI 2, 5T
FH, AMATEAE TR TR P 5 TR TAE
A T ARSI i B2 SR, DRIl LA TAE
HSR A I B A1k &2 ( Braukmann, Schmitt, Duranova,
& Ohly, 2018; Derks, van Mierlo & Schmitz, 2014;
Wendsche & Lohmann-Haislah, 2017 ) .

IR ORISR A 2 TR AR A RO X

2. RIFAIRE R
3. HEMREER
4. BRHIBRIAT

k=

- BHMFEREMNA Lo

HREEHIEE

1

—ILFE FAR, JSRNGTIRL A SRR 2 A
TAEHFERAMATEIR” o WL, PR IR 2R
PRI SCIALT A SRt T HAt =l A ) 53531
MR AG S PIA TR, “BRE” SEBURE AT T
A, SR AL A D IMATE N 2 AR
BT ESIA 2 THASIKE RIS 3 (4
BB E AN E BRI IR J520) SRR S S
HL, i A A sz T (il A TAR
FIAE TAEPIA G T4 ) IR IRET (s
) JECHE. AR, SRIAIRE R E ALK Y
FAMR, RN R SEBHLH T TR

R 25 ERTER, TAEWKE R A I8 A 2k
AR TARE R AN BT 2, FARR A MAREE
AT RO TARZERERBTIR (B o8 T B4 T
E7 ) o IREHFRIT IR TIRE T ZEH B, 7P
Beittty: SoeBH IR BUA BRI AREENFE (R ) |
SRR ETH AR IR T A (BB A
ERE ) o FFH., IREARRRIA TR H
PREGSCBUTT SR ORI A5 (R SR AP
Pl RIEFMIREIET . B ERIRE TSR0
AR ) fedtirps (F 1) .
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Ho—, R SAEAT S TAER R i R AL Y
GBI, B8 XK A S AL () 4 s 15 5R
A PR ( Sonnentag, Venz, & Casper, 2017) . LIPKIL A
g, HXHR R SEEL R E R DA B Y2 UESE,
R BT D DR 1 B R R R 2 AR T 2
(i) PR AR BB R A . 355 EORRIR R AR 56 =2 [l A7
FHAERHEVIMKR (FUERSE, 2016) , JFHEN]
[1] PR AE ELAE FAR AT RE XTI 52 1) S5 90 7 A 5
ARSEBFFE AT LIS I A T IR AR . [Ali,  rdedf
TETTURA AR LA BT 5 | A B9 — SE B 05k PR A K
AL AL T, (B2 e e LT
WEFE HR R A AR 2 ()R e — 246 il an
TR A DX BB SRS A B IR R AR . i
AT A 225 T H ERELSA AT DL S R
PR SR T AL s ] R Rk 5 P55 1) o
e, HIEAERN “7 K 24 /N TAEFRT, MK
Grfnr BRI AES R AT (AR 3R 7

H=, BAUE FE RN TR

(AR “HRERMK E” ) (Bennett & Gabriel, 2016;
Ragsdale & Beehr, 2016 ) , Xf T4 PR & ( fi] Bk

TR ) WCR BAE P T RRE R IR
BAETAE PO & B, AN R CR 5 2 A
—BitaE (AR HRUR ) Afem s, sELL R
RAETAED “RIE” #hBIR a2, #rikcfA—
SRS IR BN Cn TARE T I RUARE ) 1Y
YEF] (Kim et al., 2017; Sianoja, Syrek, De, Korpela, &
Kinnunen, 2018 ) . 1ERZMRIKE I EEAM 7T, PR
PRI AT L T AR RER SRR 7RI 5 A e,
BATMEFRIRSE M. (H2, PRI oM
TEVREZ RO | B FE e IR A ML B S5 55 7 1HT
A7 B A WA X S B T
RIIE,  ARAIETE AT LB R AT N R 2 IR
ML, FER . SNV [ B R AN X ], AT
bR A2 (AR EE ) R D TR BT
FE RS e b A A S A

H=, BUA R REE IR TR T2 a4
PRI R, FIRRZ R SON AR M ( reactive
recovery ) o A AR K & A9 S A5 A AE 2K R T
PRAT? 2 MATE TAE RSB A R, e
PRRMAGENNFE, DARA BTREIRE T2 (&
1) o 3 HETHT 2535 S — i s i AR AR 1) 9 95 Xk 52

M. ( precautionary recovery ) , B WFFE & 15 H TAE
TR TAE SRR XK A T B AR Y e ()
WESR S, 2016 ) , FRATTWF I R KA 5% X i — T B
WA 257 e, Flin, TAEEY (job crafting )
YE R R O AL A2 BT AR H Ar i 3 sh el 48 T AR
FEOR AN TAE IR AT A (Tims & Bakker, 2010 )
A B A AR Fh s D B 5 T RE RN AR AR BT TR
( Petrou, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2015; van den Heuvel,
Demerouti, & Peeters, 2015 ) , KNI EERIZE K1 T
VESERT R AT LI R IR T5 48, A
TR HFRISZE

Hpa, FESMG TARRE AR, N R
SR A2 B O A EAATIRTR D . FRIEBLAT9R
Tt s R R, K] mR A A
PNYE CALAEAE CARER R FEE TR TR ) 1Y
TAEHE B LMATZ AN 5 AT H bRt ok
TIRBR K TG EE AN A AR S SRR &7 A2 T
PRI IREE, ARG 2 A R = s ik 2 o
M TSRS SR Ta], e e kA
APy 51 TH TS 2O TR R Bt T 7 [
FEAR FRE R TAEWE Jr sl s k£ 1H 2
A AR Fln, V5 B TAEE T TR
B 5 B SRR AP A TG 2, i I P B )
SR ) TR B AL S M B TE B 7 ik e n R R AR
TR T i ] G AR Sy SR 24 L
B P, BT E YT TAERIAR IS S0, B
FEBREA BT IRIE B T A RO =y ik 2 ) s ity =X
FNTERL], D EL AR NS By T S5 3A 1
) E AR

R, TR, E5, EE . 2016). TAEMKE . FERIRAF AR
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Abstract Recovery from work is not only an important guarantee for employees to cope with various work demands continuously and effectively,
but also a key mechanism of resource replenishment to support employees to work better. Researchers have been seeking to shed light on the factors
and mechanism that facilitate recovery. This paper focuses on the definition, influencing factors, and mechanism of recover from work. In addition, the
future direction for recovery-related research is prospected.

Recovery refers to unwinding and restoration processes during which a person’s strain level that has increased as a reaction to a stressor or
any other demand returns to its pre-stressor level. There are three representative views on the definition of recovery from work. One is to regard
recovery as a life setting opposed to work, such as evening breaks, weekend life, vacations, etc. The second is to regard recovery as a process that
refers to the activities and experiences beyond work. The basic recovery methods include passive recovery and active recovery. The former refers to
the spontaneous recovery of resources through means of rest (sleeping) and relaxation; the latter refers to the reconstruction of resources by engaging
in leisure, sports, social and other activities that can bring new resources. The third is to regard recovery as an outcome. It refers to a person’s
psychological or physiological state that is reached after a recovery period (e.g., at the end of a work break or in the morning before going to work).
These three views on the definition of recovery are not conflicting, but with different focuses.

Conditions that contribute to recovery from work include sufficient recovery opportunities, good recovery environments, autonomous recovery
activities and effective self-regulation. Specifically, sufficient recovery opportunities mean that individuals have sufficient time to participate in
recovery activities. Good recovery environments include both home environment and work environment that support individuals for recovery.
Autonomous recovery activities refer to recovery activities driven by autonomous motivation rather than controlled motivation. Effective self-
regulation means that individuals can focus on recovery activities during non-working hours. Conversely, work stressors, work related tele-pressure
during non-work time, work centrality and work-related rumination after work are obstacles to recovery from work.

The mechanism of recovery from work can be explained from different theoretical perspectives. The resource perspective (including the Effort-
Recovery model and the Conservation of Resources theory) is cited most when discussing the mechanism of recovery. According to the resource
perspective, the motivation for recovery comes from the need for individuals to alleviate and eliminate the stress response caused by the consumption
of resources. And, any activities that can help prevent resources from being consumed and gain new resources are beneficial to recovery. The process
perspective of recovery suggests that the ideal recovery process includes three phases: pre-recovery, passive recovery and active recovery. The
motivation perspective with the core of Self-determination theory assumes that only the autonomous motivation-driven recovery activities (such as
hobby activities) can play the role of repairing and reconstructing the consumed resources, while the controlled motivation-driven activities are not
beneficial to recovery. Work-family boundary/border theory believes that successful recovery from work requires good recovery environments to
provide protection, and the establishment of good recovery environments depends on the creation and maintenance of non-working areas (such as
family) boundaries. Last, this paper also prospects the future research direction for recovery from work.

Key words recovery from work, passive recovery, active recovery, mechanism



