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1) 3% 77 3E A B9IE 9 SN
Babg 2 xxA ' EgE

(AR R 0 SRR S8, 1 200062) (4RI AH ST RIE2E S, F5H) 241000)
C HUBPEBE SO AEIE SRR B, S8 238000)

W OE Q)N IR R (rater effects) Z 45 EA) N EIEAR T, & FRaH AL matnlEg R
ERABH. FOEREAR LR TFIESEANE NI RE, BARILELFI RO ER. KX ¥ 4L
MR T R FH ks XIAR, ABORS . AEH . HALBE XA Hn., LAETFSLEREOR
FT RS H A E AR L AR, VAR b Fe £ & Rasch AR R A B L. 42432 R F 69 FL .
REATUEMMAMDALEGEA, BT RETROGFL T @, LERMIFLH AR EETE AT
HRFL G BRR, vARAE A T R R RS,

KER PoHBUL; 4 TR Fa KAk oK — K

SEE B841; G449

TEAL R A R, BFEE W W WS LA & PEU T AR e e (T ks, XS, i,
WEVE ] o35, A Al AR T AR BAT S R B B 2016; Long, 2014a). Hi¥53# 2 5405 1 MY
fRFehR o BN, BOTPEMR 2 A VS, B BE EH LT, QA 8 2 4P R Y PRy
U TAER B, A2 AR R B #R A T 3 W FRONL, AR A B 3 ) B 5 4R A R DR
Wro #R, B TRAIESH A B B MR RS (Hung, Chen & Chen, 2012; Long & Pang, 2015).
(idiosyncrasies), A M FWH 2 — H & AMPE, PF S 0 N 0y VA O 0 S e o) N TR P
Syt R g ME Sl B 25 o BT T 43 800 (rater [fi JE JT-(Wolfe & McVay, 2012), —&“W" 2, T %
effects), B PF4r# Z A0 22 5, F5ol)e 20 RETWIEA L, B4 0F 5035 J5 B A0 T,
PRI 3R 2 S I X 0 o 225 2R i L 1) 52 1 (Wolfe, 2004 36 7 AN [R) 2 B0 (AN [) 03R48 56 7K S ) 1 43 3 TR TA
Wolfe & McVay, 2012), B 1432 P Z 0] GEXHl VRS AP 22 5, DL RS M A R 3R AR
B I AE RUE = AR5 e, AR 22 R4 VB SR 58 TRV, AR SR, AP 4r TR Y

FRAUHE R B9 B IE B S ETE N, DA I PR 45 — 50k, B AR A G898 BR AR R 6 R AT
A PERY(AERA, APA, & NCME, 2014), 1k, SRS TR Rk, KIEES 2 . 5T

A1) P AR B AU T LY (novel), iE I, ASCEAEL ERPARE AP HESL, FHXT
% JE 16 B 1Y (appropriate) (Hennessey & Amabile, B3 J7 T o (9 T 4 25 3% s M A SE B 584 LUAR
2010), A 1 (useful) (Plucker, Beghetto & Dow, L, DUIREEE R 0 S DE R PR R e 2
. B B g w2 . .
2004; .Runco & Jaeger, 2012), j‘%&ﬂzﬁui{ lfl’J 1 E4rE N
(meaningful) (Beghetto & Kaufman, 2007), #t 5 2,
X WA R 7 i A 3 S KSF B PEHL, B TE AT B3 SIE R — M GO FIE 2, XA
BrfERIWT . F92 L, FEWIEE H TSR0 FESE— RN T TR, T AR,
AT PRS2 DS 0 LA A7, —J2 X e W e (ke
. 77 i ) B3 A SR N R R (R B PR LA A A
Wk HH: 2017-07-28 . P . .
« BRI GERREIBHEE S sYICo000y), 5 XTI B R HOXT LR E A (R 8
WAEVEH: PedEE, E-mail: wgpang@psy.ecnu.edu.cn & S o
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11 EIEMWZITEMIAZ

Runco Fl Smith (19928 i P WLE AN 70
™~ A BF Hr (intrapersonal evaluation) F1 A B ¥F #t
(interpersonal evaluation) i FJE 20, Hif # 48 4~k
X5 H O A BB PEA, A Bl AU
fro b, AN ATEO AT LUK AR R AN M 0 T
W Rz, AT LU A B O R &) =
AIPEA o Mumford, Lonergan F1 Scott (200241
PRI TR 3 A8 o i & PP 8 SR A T A
BIME . BRI, LR S LS AT 08 I AR
PR — RV FNANE B o WA il # DLk
OB AR, WP R AR A R
(Cropley, 2006), H.F#7E bl 3B W3
Y225/ (Ellamil, Dobson, Beeman, & Christoff, 2012). Ifij
WL A& A ORI & PP AN L Bl A Ay A3 Mo T
AP FEE B, X AR 2 IS B R A A i iR
I (Campbell, 1960; Finke, Ward & Smith, 1992;
Sowden, Pringle & Gabora, 2015), {BJ&, H1F &4
TERE M 0 R R L PN, AR AL
A G FEAS B AT AY (Finke et al., 1992), fRMEX
FLEp b A3 8 R m LA . B, B RTEEXTS A
TEAN B 78 AR 2 DA A0 B A 5™ S e A7 BP0 Y
57 X347 (e.g., Runco & Smith, 1992; Silvia, 2008).

HHi Runco il Smith (1992) 49432, A1l i)
WP I AR JE T BRI e, T ABR
WA, CABRZEN LB, AT AR AS b A AR
BRI MK, *%%U%%Eﬁﬂ‘@E"Jﬁ?j&‘(Licuanan,
Dailey & Mumford, 2007), {2 % 5 HE . 56
— B2 TS B (Blair & Mumford, 2007),
Mueller, Melwani F Goncalo (2012)#F— ik
Jy, B TRIEMEA L BA A S, RATREEX
TP AN T 2 B AT H ™ A TR A . AT
e, AT E SR SRR AN L (R
AL, AR5 A — A R AR AT
I, FEA AN . NERRIE A, 4R E
N, RFEPORTE AT 2 A AR &R TF,
Xof A8 B B 3 PR IO AR, O ELTF AR A Y R B i
NEEEEFER THA1EH. Mueller, Wakslak
1 Krishnan (2014)i8 &3, AAIFEAREAL KA
RN AR SR, Sk AU AR 1
BITEPE, AT B R 0 i 36 1 AR v B AR A Zhw,
Ritter, Miiller 1 Dijksterhuis (2017)37 3T B8 5% M)
KB, A TR 40460 T (deliberative processing),

B TE BN T (intuitive processing) & 14 T 1t
MR R T B e X SR, ATHE R
BRI R E AR h, AT RET AR SR
LA B AR, — T3 T g X A R B A
WA E SR, 53— 5 T X B 3 1 0 17 2
i FIHE

R, BT R F AR I
U E B PR v, RITETE LR SE . i
E BT Ay e 36 1 AR AR D PP AR, kT
PRV P PP 9 Ml 16 1152 e PR 28 S 1) R, {HL7E
BIIE S M AR eh, P10 X AR 2 Bl 3 K
SEATFIAR ., PRUCHAP AR R BN 2
12 fIENMIERIES AN
121 8IEHNMIE

T, R A 2 DA IO A 5 T R,
BB P A9 1 B2 (creative process). A (the creative
person) . 7= (creative products) A & PR 1% (creative
environments) (Plucker & Makel, 2010), IT2E4E3k,
B 3 P R A O DO 6 e 1 A IR A L Tz
(DTHEEE, 2016) A1 e R Ik 72 00 36 32 A 45 R
8 4 (Divergent Thinking, D) 56 A1 15 24
0o P TR 2R 6 ) I — A A I AR
ANFEAEVE G335 2800 () R, T A RIS 2 00 90 1) 3
PR S DG — PR T Y, BRI E . AN
—, WA T AS 5T E . BRI, TR
W FEFESE DT W% b i 7 Fg g1 ik
P 7= & 1 [A) JE& T Al B2 R (Consensual Assessment
Technique, CAT)EH .

7E DT M, FH] Guilford 45 & FF #i f FH 3=
WLPFSE 1 75 12 %08 Bl i 24 8 119 i 1) £ (originality ) ik
VP4, JHR I TH 3 Nebrdifs, AR HLE
(uncommonness) . ¥ EM: (remoteness) Fl i ] P
(cleverness) (Wilson, Guilford & Christensen, 1953),
BN, O T VAR UL R R TR B M 4R T
Guilford 538 3 PP/ & TE 0~6 X YLK BT AE BL
KR BRAIEAT AT 43 o JTe4E0k, DT 5 W
kAR — kB, T8 12 H (Benedek,
Miihlmann, Jauk, & Neubauer, 2013; Silvia, 2011; Silvia,
Martin & Nusbaum, 2009; Silvia et al., 2008), TEQ
T M7 i 46 40U 88K, Amabile 1 S0E T ARG H
RE Ay 3 A S TR 2 R ) B B 3 1 Y
T (Amabile, 1982), SRJ54&HH T CAT Z3K: Jir
A VR BA GO 256 (B8 ), 1EA %
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THREEARERTE O, PR ML AT PR R
I HEFFREE A —3 . Amabile FBFFT LK, CAT
N T PG R PSR S5, #A B
Wor — 2k, IF 500 7 LASMAY H Al 48 B2 (4
15 EARWS] J1) A E Al 57 (Amabile, 1983), 7E
Amabile FFRIME T AR R RN I, CAT AR 83—
J% J#& (Hennessey, 1994; Kaufman, Baer, Cole, &
Sexton, 2008), [RIEE#) 2 M T 81 J1 SLIEWF
%% (Long, 2014a),

JL4E CAT 5 DT ) EWIES2 PR AN [5] 1))
P FB, H o Z WA Az b
S, AT R A AR 22 7 il 5O AR X B i
KO, SRR R R R ] B R B L DL R D43 IR
FPRBERL. Hok, #H & £33, DIHNTE
PR ARV BN 205 5 A T A0S N B, 0 7 i OO0 A
H RS A TITA . R, TP A R A
—E WA T, ME S 23 R PE 43 2 RN )
122 FoIdESHRE

55560 R B S HEAT PR AR L, X Ak 22 WA,
PR L PR E N A . T Al ALY
IR R, A I 1R I E B 0 E PR T AR 45
AT, WIS E I NTEAFE R AR, AR
VF43 b i 55 [n) LA T 43 BT (Long, 2014b; Long &
Pang, 2015),

Long Fl Pang (2015)A/NAFEH A ARl 2441
1 AT 55 I RONAE P AR, I T R
WH9E 3 (HA Q1 ) SR L %) . BOm(EA
2 AR DGR % G0 FK 226 G ) PE R4 4,
TRUT T HAPIRAE . B T2 540 DR Y B 43
Praf R R, W8 P REBOT 432 =N
T BB (1) #E# (preparing) BBt . 353 2 )2
WO e S . BMAIE LS, B A X EliE
TRy R, DER Z G bR S ()31 4
(scoring) B B « PF43 # — % 2 18 W8 P ol 7 F
AR, LOE RS IAR, s A S i
3 ARUE XS 2 58 1 B3 ) K AT IR E s (3) 1
(adjusting) ¥ B : 1743 & S TR BT 50 AT X LE,
HE— B BRI IR IV 53 (WA TR 53 PP or A 2
BB, LB & A NI 2 2 2 28 1T 43 (A
LB E N AP A AR E Y 15)

9341, Long (2014b)JE TRE# 415 J1 4F: 55 MKt
WA T CAT PR 8, R AWM, BRT
B 80 M (novelty) Fl1idi F £ (appropriateness), 43

FRLARYEIEIA M (cleverness) . fELEL: (thoughtfulness)
DL KA P (interestingness) VE S0 BE4 (bR ;5
H, ANFEP33 AR AR Sbm kA G . T
BASRERALE | XFFRERE I AR, BT
2005 B XN [F A BARTE S04 55, [Al—hiiF o3
] eSS TR [ TPl LA B TS5 16 5%

FEXT DT P86 g ARk (BT &) BT 48, 143
BRI AR HERL I AGE— . I Silvia 55 A
(2008)ffi %5 1 Guilford ¢ L BIME R = ZEEE 1 b7, {H
FrPFA R R AR 1Y B 3 1 (creativity) o [RIFEZTT
M5 B3, Benedek %5 A (2013) M) E SR 14> 2
8 45 I A (original) H. 3% F A9 (useful) br #E 5 47 7F
TE o gy — B, M LT o3 X AR Y SRR
4 (originality) (Fink et al., 2015), BCHTAE(novelty)
(Diedrich, Benedek, Jauk, & Neubauer, 2015; Gilhooly,
Fioratou, Anthony, & Wynn, 2007)#£47 5 o

MEHEE R, H AT B A X T 433 A 0 STk
HRIEAZ, XIHINH M A RGEFIREA . AKE
%, BEEITH BRI 528 ITFaESE, &£
ZROIVEE R ARk, T R 4 SRR T B
MR ES., FEENEIX &, BEHRHEN
B MBI, HARE S 0 A i 7 45 Rh
H#,

2 FNEEMENITRE R

21 FHERMIRZE

I CAT BB, PEHUE KBTI 2
AN PE i B T B9 R4 (Amabile, 1983), LK
T VE 33 B X LU R R 45 R R W], DLRA —
SE AR Z I8 1L AR I sl e e B B
1, Kaufman %5 A (2008)53 Bl B % %2 (i3 ) FIE
LROFAMNWERVEE, AT 205 HiRFHA
WPk &R W, AEL R H I — ke
%, IFH5 LR 0H 55 55 1A G

B A BIF 5 S 8T T 08 20 1 ) e R 4 TR
o Lu X HRIF LA ZEBIE R ML A 5
YER LR, DI ML 28560 1 B & 2 2 A
W AEAE AR L 5, XL T AT B3 2™ i
BIEPEEHA] G R, IR BRI CAT, 21K
i 26 7€ 229 b E R 7 it 13 I 4 T H (Product
Creativity Measurement Instrument, PCMI), B
KAVFor 4 VP 4y — BOME A &, JF HARAT7E
PCMI A L B IT43, X7 b B3 7 09 i e et
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B K (Lu & Luh, 2012), Haller, Courvoisier Fll Cropley
QOIDMAFFR WM IR, #HFHFar—BEE &,

X F FiR A —E 5 H, Baer, Kaufman fll Riggs
(2009) TN Sy PF-FIBA AL 1) S50 46k 7T R 2 0 B 1Y) 5 i (R
% . Kaufman, Baer, Cropley, Reiter-Palmon #I Sinnett
(013) WX b T AR 2 B8 K- I3 4345 GBI . 7
LR BETEA RIS . Tl ™ fh)™ b
LIPor R 2E S SRR, ERENE L, #ET M
LRI 22 5 AN K, AEAATTRE Tl 7™ it 1 917345 2R
WA R —5, XU, FLeUsl T fE /i 2L K
R4y . Galati (2015)0IN N, T BEARYEAE 55 1
AT B R AT BRI E . T
F IRV 55, LR E R, XK AT
5%, BHMFH T4 R0 THE, Bkt
AL HZAE NI AR EMA T . HREBE R,
XFT DT 0 2633 A X 87 50 SRl — ek 14T 55,
BTV B AT IO AN B Y D 0 88CR (Benedek
etal., 2013; Silvia et al., 2008), 73 4h, X AR
e BIE M AT 55, WA DI RN, A X
T AT RN AT L) S BLPF 235 RO 1Y $2 T (Storme,
Myszkowski, Celik, & Lubart, 2014),

BT TR, L AT AT 22 5 7T BE
AAAUAIRAETE 43 85 R G Hadn b, W] Rglk
RTINS0 85 F (Kozbelt & Serafin, 2009), K,
KT HIRE I XT3 iy 55, 75 T4 &
ARG &, FEE— 2],

22 EHEREMAFE

bR T RRZS, WP AR B LA
B 19813 77 55 0 BURRAE L T B 52 M LM 3F . Tan
ZE(2015) AL QIE BY SR i BUAR 7= di /R A P 4
BE, DUAS ) el 8 R 2 AR A Do T 00 3, IR
T IPAH RIS H # A1 ). 251N,
e E PR RN HOH R T3 A, HAE AR
TR FEHS . Benedek 25(2016)L) DT £ 45 thigkit i
BRI PERL R, 5 TP E AA% L B
I RE ) AR R R X PR R A 5 . S5 2R R,
AT 1) TR A O 6 1 B3 P AT, (HEE =K
BYFFIICPE « B RS TR D T I8 X R AR A 22,
BEMIE PR A HER P . X R W], A A A
BCVFE AT RE A L . BUN QAR R
A RIS PR NPT RE R A BUE R RE : EAENE S
Bl A R, AL T AR I AR (Silvia,
2008),

Zhou, Wang, Song Fl Wu (2017)35 it F BF 75 16
R, AEXT At AR 5 A0 3 P TE I B, e AR 3 A2 1)
B A Xl 7 ) 3 1 XL T 43 B v, T s T A [l
A A {2 DO S5 U ) s P U P PE A SR v o A ATT AT
Ny, — D] R — e R H 2R, W
BESE —FPefE B, T [R5 1) B AT =
BN 7] BE A I A6l . b Ah, Forthmann %5
AN QOY7)HRT T P43 3 A M 67 4o X 3 43— B Mk 19
W, MR R ER, BERWIETCIEWE
LR RPNV HNEE THEZMEL, ST
G338 BN B ey, T 3 R B TR 4 B IR —
IR A 43125 (snapshot, B X 45k
W RE, H—NBIERKAIEESEOR DT 45
1 % (consequences tasks, U AN 752 HEGE 25
L E R M) b, R\ R,

23 EIEEER

JoigsE CAT i DT M ge iy =M iE5y, F5iF
VL AT AT R HARINE 1A 5325 (Amabile, 1982;
Silvia et al., 2008), FELFLI R IAESE T, X EE AT
It B AV A OG5 BRI 38 25 SR ) T4, W AAE
— R RO — B . AR,
W 5 AR H R UM, HILEIESFE R
5 23 X T 77 A= 5 e, A B O Y — N
Ei (A,

N T BRI AR W8 A5 B X 6 P T I 1) 52
M, Hennessey (1994)¥ il 3 41 RK2EA 14 H 7 H]
JLE . AT QIEAS [R] 01 18 P 7K 7 00 PF I e, 3
AWM IERSA, RIRAL R ST r A
TEBFIRAT B, A5 BEXT TR, B )L 1E
AR S BN BT AR, iR A SR L3
FrIfE; TOARIR (S B, BIASAEHQ01E = F Ik
FE . MRE R LR, SARMFRGEEMLL, &
Al Fh AT 8 55 B AR 25 4R FH 1T 4 % L BT QAR BF
Uty o ) B P T8 (R X AR S, AS (R 2 f 3F
BT S XFRW, WoHEAENT LB h &%
JERER R e, HE IR IBOR R A9 143 58 B o Han,
Long Fl Pang (2017t —2 A58 R BH, 1F43-38 %)
RCAF W% B4 5 1) WL i >R 5 (BRI 15 B Ak 3t il 7 1) 4
F LY EYEAN) AT Re A iR E mEAE A .

Kaufman, Baer, Agars Fll Loomis (2010)% %% |
B VE PP A RIE BT A 3 DT s, 45
RER, REATESE X AN WA R
P e, (HAEAR L, e A {5 2 % 3T 45 2R
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MK, 4817, Lebuda Fl1 Karwowski (2013) 1)
FENM I, AEARE X /b 56 T R PP 77 b 22 ] LA
FEMIEOLT, WP REE 45 2 8AEHRF B
FISEM o, ST B e E | B ES . F AR
TF PUAS SRR 28 B AN 3 1 KT RAE L, SR
FEVPAE &b 43 5 A 1 AN () R A8 1 B & ek 4 (Bl e
BrES . M LEA . WILANA . E Ltk
PIRIEA). BREAR, TS RIES, it
MURE AL T AR GRS B AR B, SRR
i U 2 P I 1 SR D O TR A 1, TR
FHIS B PFH TR ANt

24 HEXHUERZEZENXZEFN

SCARAE S NSRRI Sl R 20 B A, X
B IR g F LRIy . AR SAIEET
HIPF 535 B8 1 B . PERIARE . T AN
BRER AR, DL B O i 1 7 i A 2 A i R SR
AP . AN, Lan A1 Kaufman (2012) 95
o, EEAE N TEAFFME, DRI
B B3 Ty 28R N DU 1] T R AR BR
TS T B RIE F7, 0 an 4% e W i 70 Lo
Hong 1 Lee (2015)[WHFFE B, SCALSRZmph
FIP4> B X B ST R s M) 53R E
FIAAH B, 2R3 S AKT 357 300 SR 1 T 3 o 2 22 A
AL, X5 T SO s g R A — 5
RIVZR J7 SCAR T B B0 9 ARk 10 3 B MR AT AT 4k,
T P8 J7 34k U B 7 36 B 70 M (Goncealo & Staw,
2006).

s P H R B 2otk . M EAE
FAYE, BRI BT G 2R 22 TR R ] i 28
HAEFXT R3S PRI A2 . Cheng (2016)ZERF 5T
o LR B BURAE M1 R B AT 45, E T
BRI A PR A e A A S ) R R R A (R
E b B 72 2 58 O P R P43 25, R] s 38 DU 25 31
SENRIAME ., KRR ER, HHREE
MRS G A HAEM . FARRBEMG T, A
] 155 28 B 8 P I 43 38 22 0] 9 37 4 I8 A 25 30 GBS AR
XTUERN); (HAETRASEAET, HH e IRITs
FIRAETIN S . R, PP AIEE Z
TFAEZEHFE M . Zhou 5§ A (2017) TR W45 7=,
B3 VRV 43 52 BT 3 38 (AN RIR 5 2 1) o W (O
(] B0 32 7K P ) R 35 (B 2k 0L 4 ) = 3 22 IRl 28

R, TERTAIPERE |, Kozbelt Fil Serafin (2009)
R E YA S IR B s A, BIPE e

XTI I 2 25 B B i PE R B AR HL,
A b B PR R, AR AR A e, R DL
SRS A Kol Pk RN NPS e il - ¢
Birney, Beckmann fil Seah (2016)¥Ti]$2 ) T A\—E:
S~ 155 = e Q0 T ITRINE LR, TR E 7 A 15 PR
fhiadf, ZaHEAN. F5 . HREZMILRE
R o
25 NG

L5 BRI, AATTAE PP AR I 7 o A 2 1 1
HEY, MHSZREZNENEW, G5 T,
B AS [m] 04) B PR PT- B, 9T 3 R T A
NSRS o b At PR3 I 4 1 T,
NS 10 8 s G VA K o = o (| I o
CAT it DT M55 =X EE5y, PR U
s AT IR, IR mAlEE R
(Amabile, 1982; Silvia et al., 2008), CAT A E3K ¥
H 5 S BT R, SRS TR RE LD T E
PPy, HOXA R 2 BE 08 17 43 I o, 17 2 B AL 1)
(Amabile, 1983); 7& DT M4+, A5 FHLTH T
B VEW SR A, IR LREHLHES], DLHERR
BE . piEcE A B SRR, IS
FUL I I MK HE I BR 1R DL R bR 18] ) G 2R, LA
PEFHIE43 B P 25 TR 30 (Silvia et al., 2008).

B 7 A% P B SR A B ] T I3 3k 14 o R L
ETF T HAd FH B9 AR . Kaufman, Beghetto il Dilley
(2016) BITA Ry, YT IUT 7 ik A Il b 2 o A1 i
JiRbE R MR I, AN AR B R R M .
S B P ) P e SN AR A, AndE A
fE# . S SR E R FHEEA R E .
FEk, T R, B TRARNTIEE S
PEPEM MR A0, BT 7] T BL5 A 5 R4S T
IR ZE A2, e a7 S LAHERR o

3 FNEHEREN ST

H I 432 [ 1) 28 S 2 ) et 1 2 LT 73 A 5
BT SRR, DR I AE Ay S A 0 3 1 0 Y — 1 4
W H TR H AR . ARUNIESE . 4
SR, TEX 5 T BRI R O L R LY
BhR AR VT — B B
31 FHE—HM

FERBST & R, T AT ERKEAC
PV E bR S B, SEAT A0 ST A PFE ), XA, —2
S| R T O o el L N E Y 1 e X B
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FMEIrh, WorE A Z /. T R
AH SR FIOEY, AT E R AL R 5 (Intraclass
Correlation Coefficient, ICC) 2%l & X 5 48
e/ B MRAE o T 5 19 e il (e.g., Fink et al.,
2015), 315 ICC T FIA R AYALAL, 177 Cronbach’s
FHA 1CC KRB — DR (McGraw
& Wong, 1996), K ILFEEIRE 1 iy I o, A
R #H % HI K Cronbach’s a Z%1 .

T4 — B AR AT DU RO W4y 2 v
ISP E M, (HASE TR AR MR . LIV
— BUPE AR BE R A 22 D 73 B ROV AR IR AFAE — B )
B ()Rl — Stk RECHE HE 0 0o REL
O TG - A5 L3 05 PP 20 X 15 A2 i ) 87—
H, B tau A, PR ZEMAEEA S, BRI
T Yk S Io I R AT, (AR i B
i 2% (Silvia, 2011). (2)i%$Ebr H B8 S WLIT53 5 %5
A i B 3 M AT AR 37 5 1 — 2k, IR R
BREEARIE S i BEAFTER R G 25 0 e =z, B
WO E M ITE R —B, WK REsh E H T iT
W RN ST B)IFarE —EER E K Be St
K HVEGr &SRR, FFAEE N EEAR F 53 fif i
SR SRR, DLW AN ] DR 3R I 45 R 5
Wi, LA K B A ok 4618 ik (AR A AR BEME Y 281k . (4)
HALREAE R — D€ B GETTHHE AR, EA WPy
SR C O REE 9, AR RE T N L gy
THAY 75 125 B X A T I A R A A R

TE PR B PP 43— SRS BE R AR A AE 10
WAL, WH9E A RIT 4G 22l LUB i Ge it A
W B AR5 P43 B R0N; (R R, by, 0046 1 R
ALFI F 2 6] Rasch BRI I A H #4522 E AL .
32 MIEHEILIBIE AR

B3¢ E WE 4, b B8 (Generalizability
Theory ) 1] RESZ W I PE 45 SR 1 T2, #B A B &
P TET (AN T3 25 0 TR A 55 O T 558 ), 3 T )
SR S LA Ak o AEAL BRI G AFSY, WAk
D50 Y E AL R H g FTATSEPE R 8 o o MEAL BB /Y D
WFST, JUI AT 38 5 7 4 B rh A T R R AR B,
M S A T A 4578 S R BE AR AR, DL TR SR 4%
4% 3E (Long & Pang, 2015; Yang, Oosterhof & Xia,
2015).,

Silvia 5 (2008) 4K 95 B £k B3, XF borar T
DT W56 AN R 343 7 ik i il St o T B A S 52 T
AN ST . PEAr T L A S B T AR

ST (b, P BEERE LI, AR 55 At
O3 RBVEREAE N [ E D), 2307 1 AR5 O iR TE
AR DT AL ER9PEor8 — 8ok 45 R0, T
FATTE B3 E0T 7335 A1 TOP2 1431 (AU 4
B AT E P B S TR R 4, 1
A5 # A (unusual uses tasks) Fl| 44445 (instances
tasks) [, TF433 MR 2748 AR K, 56 53 40
FEA 5 0] (A2 1R S TR R, TR R
By R, EXWEES L, M aEN 2
NHT, TR AN ZR H5 5 A R 58 B AT 42 32 19 7KK (0.6 7~
0.84), JFHIF/AFIGmE] 3 N, WEERYUEH
i AR T (T T 0.05~0.08); HAELE RAT S I,
PIRD Mok i T SRR 25, HOoR AT
(78 LK . 7E Long F Pang (2015)3F CAT
SRR S R (R e (b = T T S
FHAE AN . 25 LM, R A8 5%
b, RAWSERNESAR, 50EHAXHN
AR S FAEAN K, IS 43505 22 Ml pl 1R 22 R B (32
WRE S5 WA BRI, UL B 522308 B
WAE . (G A R MRY], Hh— M EsHEE
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Rater effectsin creativity assessment

HAN Jiantao'*"; LIU Wenling'; PANG Weiguo'
(" School of Psychology and Cognitive Science, East China Normal University, Shanghai 200062, China)
(2 School of Educational Science, Anhui Normal University, Wuhu 241000, China)
(3 School of Literature Media and Educational Science, Chaohu College, Chaohu 238000, China)

Abstract: Rater effects refer to the impact of different raters’ idiosyncrasies in their behaviors on the
evaluation results in creativity assessment. Rater effects are due to the difference in raters’ cognitive process
of the evaluation, which are externally reflected in the difference of their scorings. This article first
summarizes the studies of rater cognition and other influencing factors on creativity assessment, including
characteristics of raters, information of creators and socio-cultural factors. It further examines inter-rater
reliability indexes and their limitations, as well as the applications of Generalization Theory and
Many-Facet Rasch Model in quantifying and controlling of rater effects. Finally, this paper specifies
directions of future research based on the existing limitations, including deepening the investigation on rater
cognition in creativity assessment, integrating the studies of rater effects on different levels, and developing
new methods and techniques of creativity assessment.

Key words: creativity; subjective scoring; rater effects; rater cognition; inter-rater agreement





