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1 3l§ 2 BRI, B 7 I 45 BIF 5T F RAEA
. N &M (Plucker & Renzulli, 1999), XFEMIE, —
,ﬁ[ ‘Hj: ﬁ* o N . Ay
SR RE R RO R L e
B 1 (originality) 3% B 1 (appropriateness) . £ o el . " i
b, GRS AL i T o PRGNSRy S, R
. . . . R, AR O R A B 2 A & ST
s A S ol QG BRI = HoA A SRR A LI . 300 % Tk o ok S ik
W SRS SRy o R, R Tk
Q135 # F1 5 51 A B LA FTHE (useful) ok ggg?ﬁaﬁgﬁiggﬂﬂf}%;zﬁ
AP RUBT IR AT A I (valuable), 3Pk LA FREANBERA RN, B EENE
RIS 15 A A B AR A R R AR M 71 FE K (Domino, 1970; Gough, 1979; Kirton,
B 16 'Ji%;i AR A ?J’H: Y. 1976). O3 1 BB 4k 43 72 (Guilford, 1967; Mednick,
- " = 1962; Torrance, 1972) . A 7 7= & (Amabile, 1982;
TIFEARME &, BFoE gt — X ) S R I
R E*ﬁ;ﬂ@;@ﬂﬂ%ﬂﬂﬂﬁgj%ﬁ ﬁﬂz‘ Besemer & O'Quin, 1987)L4 K3 P4 F135% (Amabile,
SR, B B . R 5 X Conti, Coon, Lazenby, & Herron, 1996) P4}~ J7 i %}
Ol 1 R L T Y A1) 7 T E T, A3 70 56 M B R AR
1883 4F 75 /5 % 2 H <<x¢;\;*§ﬁgjj .. >>’ PR KR % 2 . Torrance F1 Goff (1989)7F 20 4%
(Inquiries into I\{uman Faculty)Meie T A 130 & A1 TR E TR, £AMIRABEAALOT
V00, 5] 1950 iﬁi%ﬁ‘ﬁ#iE%IilA[;\IE% 255 FpAd g, EARE R R A LEBSH 4
T PRI FRROHE, (R AR RO S, 0 7 000 £ i
TV L 4 Torrance 1 Goff (1989)44E (44 %,
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I PR FPE 01500870y, hoei A g O ke DU A (Tan, Mourgues, Bolden, &
H(2014B15314); {12 AR# AK5 7 (1812000002120) Grigorenko, 2014); HLi#(Colangelo, Kerr, Hallowell,
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2014); sl (Paprika & Nagy, 2012); M %
it (Zeng, Proctor & Salvendy, 2012); F} =48 5%
(Ayas & Sak; 2014); #(7 5C#H(Blamires & Peterson,
2014); T FEH#LLI(Charyton & Merrill, 2009)% 5%

SR, A 07 Am R, R )R A R )
T g7 3 JL-H AR 0 A Jre b 2 A5 28 1 T — i i R 1Y
BT FATEFEIEAT Bl o BFSE A
R, A3E 77 B S AR R TN 1 7 H A B 5
& J& Wy i 5 (Plucker & Makel, 2010; Silvia,
Wigert, Reiter-Palmon, & Kaufman, 2012), 1E~:L»
LI 2 SRS A 2 I S AR SS 4R, B3 T U
B — S SS9 I R F8 AR 100 52 199 40 : Simonton
(2003) % 2 P BN PR BUAT B3 S 5. TR L35
BN 3 0 T B B — 1 e A 8 T g T
o i 3 O S R R RS, A . B3 T Al AU
B 1 A0S — MR TG R, X RE X4
J& (divergent validity)fili ;X &8 430 35 2 [6] 4
K FIRAR, X XU R A AL (convergent
validity) & T B3 o7 I 50 43 B0R0 2 0L 14 81 &
T RABPRAI AR S5, X AR AU 3K B (predictive
validity fIX T o i Z 3R b, Al i e s =
TR R B SR B R 7™ FE A9 [R) (K aufman & Baer,
2012; Zeng, Proctor, & Salvendy, 2011), X H Fn]
RE R E 1F 2038 7 56 358 1 2 08 o

WESR Ak, 8- G fuf B o A 0 00 £ B 3 7 2
R T R A B, RS ARAT IR TS,
AT BT S 0 3 T 0 A ) AR T LA TR 5T, $
TG BN A1ETNES /7 (Prabhakaran,
Green, & Gray, 2014); £ & it 4 F Bt (Benedek,
Miihlmann, Jauk, & Neubauer, 2013); &340 1145
Jiti (Primi, 2014); ¥4l 55 5 FE 44 (Lee, Huggins,
& Therriault, 2014)%545 X SEQ3E J7 i H AR
Bk, R T A3 Iy 2 W 5 S
P ST EAME A 7 E R AR ZE R K
R, HNAEZEPI(W Plucker & Renzulli, 1999;
Plucke & Makel, 2010), [E PN 5kt = 5 2 A5 49 Hif
WA, B AR A D E X LA i 7 e ) R
ik AT LRI .

TRV RER: —, B TEJLEaE
A S Ao R0 5 B A 0 5 ) R R R SRy
WA, B 3 B [ Se X > £ B 3 G2
W FUURKIN 4 X RN ARETLE, H
W R AL AN GE e, B . R HCT4EML . WE

MY . B3 Sy RIS WAL PR, B
FURIPAE R AR o [FIRHEAR B AR, ™48 E L
FE, X 4 BERMEBEARIFAGROAN HFE
TR R I 6 5 A 7 e e, B
TAESE B ni A AR AR B R . N . R AUE 4k
D85 — 8 P VA 28 S B e P SR A 0 5, E R A TR
A B R AR T AR AN 1 M Y 7 S, B AR R AR
AR T RS GG . B an S
A AL R, R T 200 56 05 T 0 o R s
72 SR RN B IR TCANTT o AN [RUBSEAL B R E
— R IR BR, BE AT R T 2 ke RO 4 g
JRA] 32 3 287 T i B PR AL T 2 A 1 1 2
BT, 5 =, ATCE THEP 5% Fh el
AR SAO =N X (7 R 1 15 i ] RN
Kaufman, Plucker F1 Baer (2008)%i % 11 { Essential
of Creativity Assessment ),

I SCHRURRT 4 2 SR AE ) IR RO ) R

PE R KA ATV A, e BB ) I
R K JET5 1]

2 REUBHENIE

I USRI B (divergent thinking test)—f% LA
T RS T X 28, BRI REZ AR
Pl 2R B H 8 % . KEUR RN I A 2504028
Jrid, fitn, Mg IE 20K A B E I K
TE D 58 LA K Sl 00 45 8 A0 256 N 2 HE 3
R AT %5 5K £ H & 1T 55 (alternate use task)
(458 Y T2 o L), 286 5
(instance task) (735 8 FhE B2 TR i) LA K
25T 45 (consquence task) (AR RIS T
AT BE 77 AR BB B 45 ) (Silvia, 2011); sk AT
— e S 455k M (domain  general-specific) £ 1 H:
X A3 2R s R — ek e WO 4RI g5, 540 R ik
PR R BB AR 55, e R 2 56 55 A R el A
W, HE KA AR B, SN ST Z
EUB R 0| = W L B e Y o 5 R
J&: Guilford (1967) 9% J1 25441 % (Structure of the
Intellect, SOI); Torrance (1972)AY+E %615 J7 i)
I8 (Torrance Tests of Creative Thinking, TTCT)&4
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B Tk RE . SR, ARSI AR MERA D) h Bl i
PRI B P RAZ O BT, RO R RIS B . B
S5, MMARBEIE XT3 (0] BN 22 £ BE AT S iR 2
S B3 P B B R, R AT R H
R METER WA T A7 it 19 5 32 1) REUAH DG 19 47 6L
%+ (Leon, Altmann, Abrams, Gonzalez Rothi, &
Heilman, 2014). [FFE, S\ 2 ff B 5 Al A0
SRR A S T . BS )3 1 B R TT e
HE— 2 B IR IO R ARIE R, BN AFEE
T 2R T & FTE 4 00 4 o 28 S B AL P PR 4R
B2 38 EAE R R, — SR B A R AR
o RS PRI R —R o M5 N T
FRORBEARET, @A RE S H#, Fink, Slamar-
Halbedl, Unterrainer fll Weiss (2012)fJHF 5% & BLE!
1t J7 5 K5 5 (psychoticism) 778 i 5 IE G, Ji
PRI AT RETE b AT T 07 i HICKE A 00 56 1 O 50 =%
WIS FVEGE R, X — Se W] NG B A R
FIE Ry BRI, 2R BE S B A R R BT
PRI 17K B AR 12 1) LR 6 38 3t i R B
Pt i 07 Rk #M(Silvia et al., 2008), {HrtLAT
U, B WS 5 A IS BRI EN AR, 1]
RED &K — RN A8, X7 B R R 12
A,

RS 5 4 1o P e )z, AR AR
R EGF AT RR Z S A T e i AE BRI, K
RS AR I 50 7E A T 22 DGV 1Y () A 8 3 B 22 4
Tio AHURAEDN 1% W 15 BE DL BB [l AR
1324+ (Baer, 2011; Benedek, Konen, & Neubauer,
2012; Zeng et al., 2011), Zeng 25 A (2011)E % 5] 1
R ARG (78 KR, AT | = 5
B RBERE S GG M B AR | X SRR IR
BB IR 200 . TR0 fig 55 DL R = A A
RCEFIIX A3 R0% o Baer (2011)34 % 78 & .0 HEL P
3oL R A sl A (7 P 3% < B P A [ 5
B Z 20 R RUR YR 5, Ath A A3 A
B AN S B 3 1 R B 0 i 2K, Ak SRl
BN R4 815 IR L AT

1B [ s A7 DR F 90 3 B IO 4 B2 R
MI{E . %L (Beaty, Smeekens, Silvia, Hodges, &
Kane, 2013; Hong, Milgram, & Gorsky, 1995; Kim,
2008), HHFREBURAEMI(E . RUETEIR, TRl
BOEFRR R T REF G450, Wik, BEiMIA
TC 5 0 7 K PR AR I 56 2 5 << 58 AT AR HLAA RK

FBl 58 L[] R 1) e i Sath — BAFTE . A F UL [E B,
TFF 5% 25 FF 053 W T R 381 O TR A ) 2 L2 X 1))
T FIRE I — Bl fh T (Runco & Acar, 2012), #fig
M RERR TIREERE A, WFHEIH . HihE.
L FRAEERR T =L (Cropley, 2000), AL a0k,
etk Z W58 00 1) T SRR O B U R ik
(Baer, 2011; Pretz & McCollum, 2014), {5 Z H
A3 77 R BB B 25 Ak 3R IR, A3 T g
JREN . B, —FEN A BN . R EUE
200 35 Be A% AF — 8 R A AU A0 Al i
K, B T AU, H40: Clapham, Cowdery,
King 1 Montang (2005)fHF 555k % BE, & J145H
Mg (SonH SHIMAE I KM =R, W T4
F45 0 56 (SOT) i 56 5 43 X B 3 J7 47 Sl BN % I 45
A H A FNYEH; Runco, Millar, Acar Al Cramond
(2010)—IUEF X 4E 2= 7 & 3 P H(TTCT) K3k 50
RN R, FE22 0818 M (TTCT) 5
AR — LB 18 T3 17 A T AEAR DG, (AR R 2
JETH Y A 3 R R T 56 . AR UL T UL, AR AR LA
TE R B I 5 A A PR B A, WA
[F A B &, B 2050 A 2 SR R, o
MSEEHAE . RUE BSOS E  k
X R BRI 56 1153 T ik B 4R WO R I
AP A 3 N A ) B TR R, 2 R U 4R
T 56 BT 5% 1Y) E BB o A HICTEL A ) 9 3 B A o
A W M (fluency) . 72838 P (flexibility) LA &
IR (uniqueness) B HT 1 (originality )3 T43 o
Horpr, BT AR A 56 v 2o R v 4 B AR
PP 2 B A M 25 [R] (Benedek et al., 2013), AR
LG — R M R ARG . AR AT
PERNAS @Y B G —, AT RIS s
LA, 5 AT SRR A 2 B 19 AN [ o
25T & T SE A 0t e e A )3 43 O vk U —
HEASEWN, BRWMAMIH ol . s
JITA 2B 2, IR A B SR Rk Y, R —
W, M2ZBELE 1 4, HAEZRIE 0 47 . %14
JrBE T, B e T T R Y
X, BT —ERE RE A, HA AR
SIOTIEIRA . A — sk AR R 2 SR X IR AR, 4
PR BE LA IRE L, RI0T DIAE et 4 5 -
o R ITIRGHAT DT s%IERIL 1 47,
BITERIL 047 X—LFPRA—FIT
A, BB G A A R 2B R AR08, A BR R AR N
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BCR A ERPERS B (Silvia et al., 2008).

SR Ty Wk W IRl RAE 2 5 —, T e
MUREME BRI DG &, S M B R A
IR (Clark & Mirels, 1970), Silvia (2008)— i {48
NG R B, Ve AE A I N AR A A
KA 5 (r=0.88) o MK HEBIF 2 3] A Wy P R R 14
FESC, ARG A R R RUR4E R AR AR, R4
MR B Ry & HIOEAE BT A48 b, R 2 B A
XA ST AR R WS A5 SR AR R A RIAEE R
AT Z A = A O, XS SO o o L i
W P 5 1% 55 T X R A AR R4 T A B (Silvia et al.,
2008), [ A BT E H B ARk s AR
(Hocevar, 1979; Kaufman et al., 2008), % .. JifF
PED BN 7 2 BIREAR R IR Z M T8, — A0 AT
UL B, — 00 R 56 B, 0 SR S 5
HA 30 MHEAR, 28R AR 224 ZHnT REwIA
FERCRRERT, (HYHEARY 7] 300 NTI £ H LA,
AR A E Rl LR — M E AR, Y
FEARECE AL CHT, B2 0T e B A IR A R
) % (Nusbaum & Silvia, 2011), 55 =, X2 %00
TR I E T R R S A, A AE
TN B S BN S RIS ik,
— Rt BRI A RAR T BB AN AR AR
RIFEmE, BN . fL ki, BRI, #
BEWARAEE FRR, (X BRFAFH, HIEA
N TR 3 T B

Silvia, Martin F1 Nusbaum (2009)ik % 7] DL
Bl = W3 4 12 Mgk DR A% 8 4R 1k 40 Dy 15 1Y T R
AT SR i A R A & OB 4R 55 h 45 LA B
WIS, IFERITE R IRIBATH | mIEE L
PRI =AM PR, *HOAG I E R 5 MR b
F1/3(Silvia et al., 2008), SR E M3k B 5
T, B— WG bR R S FR Y
Z U583 W R FH W03 43 1% 5 A 1 kR
O FE E B35 08/ (Benedek et al., 2013; Primi,
2014; Silvia et al., 2008; Silvia, Nusbaum, Berg,
Martin, & O’Connor, 2009), 45—, H4ErtkKF &
PP HIE, H AR O T 32 B A
T, 8=, — S BORRESAE
A8 G AE SE LT 40 v R AT T O o 1 I 5
LIS o

OB LI 50 1) 32 W4 O vk RS P
Y1195 (average scoring) FlFAE 7% (Top scoring).

SR 5 1k B g — B R H 2B R R
AT, 3B AE 1 BRI, R
R SRAAT LU G 04 A0 3 4 M R R P T 4 R
VA R SR DLk B 2 SR A 7 [ 285 5 g 4[] R
Ji BAT B A S e B LA B R (B R
F ¥R S 1, 53 ARG Benedek 45 A(2013)
MBI R, 4% 3~6 A~ I L2 22 T 90 35U e A ),
P A W LA R AT, WA G R
B FAEILATE J7 . Silvia 25 A (2008) 57 & A

YRGS IRE, B ERARZE, R
BEAAMET 15 A5 08, D056 09w Pk
B agis ] 0.80 /K. (HEHIENT, WX ELE
SLE A I AR 5 A ST 4 A, iR
IR R IR AR B L MRS, ERU% -
AT LT 415 ik A, LA R ) T 1S
SR, TR REAE TR R kA TiF 2
B AAENER, FHn UEETE 2/ M ENE
Ko Benedek 55 A (2013)iN Ay, ~F-345 431kl X
B Y G & R AT, TTRE B Lo
BWEL. Bln: HEEaldEriaE s 8RR
AW RRENAENER, Hi 3 AMEEHE
BE RS T, HANE I P10 2 ok
TR @ B MEE T 5 ME R RERE R
HFEALEWESR, BRNBEAEMES TME
%, BIIAE I 445 4 R fE b, mfio
LRI T HE R ENERE, BT N IREN
WA, B A SR EE T, BRTER R T 9k
B3 115 B AR FREN IR . BRARWA IR
ZZ W] (Plucker, Qian, & Wang, 2011) 17540278
JUEEM 7k R B, (HIRFE T EE4E T
Plucker 5 A (2011)WHFFE th R Z KB A 17 R

RACENEE, $alar 10 MERSE 10 ME
FEARETHRMER, B2, REW—F kL E
NEE, AT — SRR L,

BRI Z A0, it — 2038 Mo W ROR,
Silvia % (2009) it £ i P & 3% 2 ¥ (snapshot
scoring) ¥ & BB 4E M B #1714 o AR T — M
W43 Ik, PRI i R BT 0 R
TE B H W8 ST R IE R, TN T X Y
RB—ABERHATH 5, XTCEERETT A Kt 1Y),
HARE A TR BUR, PRI ik B A& B )
BRI FE, B8 T RO E RN, H
[Fi) P 7 20T R 2, AR Silvia 55(2009) Y BIF5T 4
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W, PURITE IR AR T — B 3T R T ik AT
AT ZE A — BRI L2,

VL RS B AR A 1) T SR T4y ik, (1
[F) s .7 AP 5% 5 42 11 B8, Lee (2008)#E%T Silvia
85 N (2008) I o 41 45 42 1 T #EVE, Ak =0
TEA 1 SE PR b TG ik 00 B 5 B8 143 T ik A e
Vit o BN FARIE RGO [ AT R BURA B
A%, MY ZORYORSE T 2 AR mHE,
PR R A R T e R RE IR 3 T, SRR g
AR IR R HIE & . AU, £ TR
Wl R SR L 8, Flan . Hmiks
5 S B A W (positive bias), Bl i1t 43 07
DA R0 H7 0 BOnT R i T LB UK, 7R
B2 IR o OB 221 A RG22, Primi (2014)
WA, MR A IR, P E AR AT
REAS A R, 24— 2H A v A s A T 2 6 i
AT o0, WO AR 4 REMERRAR, X b2
IR . Hit, Primi (2014)IA0, B 24583 483
FBoEAS T4k vT Re A Ok iR 25, W B I
H 5 W BRi% (item response theory) 1 i & &7 5 7l
(Rasch model) %t 4l S2 BUbR EfL AL PR, DI H 388
PP 3 Z BRI S A1

BINE 2, RSN R A . SUER
RS2 T AR K TEME, H 2 AR SR e i
B HOE I AR5 b o RIS R AR & U 2
I 56 39  H% K A5 O (Kim, 2011; Runco & Acar,
2012), FTLAUL, 12401k, & BUT AR 55 AT 8K S
WA 5 g B — PR

3 iR

KB AE R BRG] T, i DR SE 1 I 1) R
B PR AE S AR, ST D RE X A IR ke 3 5
AR S AR, A s H g i
PUH SIRAL, i B S SO AT 55 19 E 1 (Mednick,
1962) K[]RI E RS TR, i DRI R R 7
LRI AW, AR 2 B — R 51
TN TS R W R A R, R TR A R Y <TR]
WEIARYS: o BIFE S RS T AR BT T — RS
B 7 I AR B8, AR SCORE K — 28 [1) 23U 00 56 48
TR AR I B WU I3 1 FE A B R B
e B PR RE RS SRR IE N . IR R IR | R
HA AR KA Tl S IR S A
PR SRR L, DT B4 1) i DR (R AL,

He
=
ab
He

ARG o AR S B T R A R O
FEIH A S BRSNS AR, AR, 6
0 iR 257 BE MR 1) R 1 24 SR RIS, Al 2 8 R
AHIE Tz ) S B A o o T R Y
Mednick (1962)A%37L 1 2B AR I % (remote associates
test, RAT),

Mednick (1962)TA K41 i 14 BB 4k 1) A< 57 2 Bk
H A B A R ORI R 25 A D /2
AN R E T R B 2 A AR ek AR, HAS AR A1
T8 ) 2 AR R U PR AR R 4 AR A
], B, Mednick (1962) 185 4~k f 6 AH 45 4%
(associative hierarchy)fJ 2 5, EAREH N . 4
77 155 A PR BB A% % HE BE 8 S SR i R, i i B
R, Mednick (1962)87 T 5 M PR 14 #E 2
SRR 55 7 P 5 K AL 38— ey 30 S35 H A A,
AT AR = AN, ZERGOARIEET 2 IR
SAENCHATIRAR, B S Z ARG B, DL
SR R T AR I A S i, an e St (light), A= H
(birthday), W(wax), IEBIEZER K : bl (candle),
PEE IR I g AE ik L AE T T RIS ) L BRAE
518 T 0L . SR B T R U P AR B T
I3z 3z il (Aiello, Jarosz, Cushen, & Wiley, 2012;
Fodor, 1999; Storm, Angello, & Bjork, 2011), X[
WA RGN HHAM I TTE SRR BL(EHE, R
ZE, JAWEAK, 2005), [l I H S R R R AR 45
METT T AR A B ot e (2 R, PR 38, X,
2015).

AT BICE A 00 5, B AL 2 e
WY Y R R, T B Y R A E — B TE B A
2o WSO, R I A 56 SR i B R
— [ AT 2 A BE Y 2%, B R R T
708 S PR R L E A AR AR o G T R B AR
HAREZZRT RN AR, WREH P A&
TME— H AR AERY B S . SR, I8 HE S R A 0 26X
—FES R Z R . R e S AU,
LA <M —figp > 14 32 B KRR I 4 5 B 55
B PSSR TE 2L, Lz BE R I e 5 e HUR R
I A0 K 2 fR R (Laughlin, Doherty, & Dunn, 1968;
Taft & Rossiter, 1967), [l ity 6 H 25 Be AR I 56 2 75
AE S AMA B3 T17KF-2 S B 5 — [R) R, A F
EDE R BUN g TS U R o S I N SR AR
JRE L B i 2 ) 6 552 B e 140> PR AL BE (Chermahin,
Hickendorff, & Hommel, 2012; Lee et al., 2014),
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. Lee % A(2014) W BIFFE & B, 0 R 3 C AL 95
B &5 SRS 5 8 IR 280 58 () A SRR AR AR (r =
—0.05~0.13), &5 2 IF AR R AAR G (r =
—0.02), TELAERIGE Y, SR TFH M A RENS I 3
T AR R TR GE AT T8 e WX L i & B,
26 B IO AR 0 [ AR O . BRI WA R
I IEA 2 (r = 0.33~0.42). Lee Fl Therriault (2013)
TESE G 5 R AT vl e s I AR 6 Y 2R A T
Yk — VAR R AR, MRS R, AR
RE LKV SRR B R IE Q)& J1 A R AR 45
M, AR . B 1SR L kR 4K
P B8 B AT ) T AR 1 TR A SR KT, X LB
FEURSEIGUE T O A WL, B ze B 8 I AL 55 D &
RO 56 P A0 5 T A [R) A0 B . ORI EE
J= Benedek % A(2012)WF5¢ & 3, BRAEE 45
P AE & BB 4 v is R B AVER, AT RT
FEIRW] 4 TP AT 55 RE % i B & TBUE 22 LY
AR, MR, T 2 DA 35 A & U
HACART, PR E A AP R g5 kB
LK R AR —ERE LU, miE e
IGCAEI 56 sl P AR B2 AL G 1By, (B A5k 2
B3 IS . BRAE, R £ A A ST 0] Tl
Sy, G S AR 5 AN AT G T A L R
WA AL, EEEETRE MM S
A BT

BT, Lee %A (2014)tutg i, A i B AR
0 55 580 3000 305 B 5 A G ATE T BE A A T A AR
AEMEER: B—, IS BAR IR0 S0 R IE R
ARG, B, S22k, s
DB AT R AT 1H U2 558 7 0 50 28 R0 i) 43 Bt SE 48 D)
U9 DRI, 7R AR g6 R A L AE S A~ A
1 FIKE 7 A SN s T A5 R, R
IR TR AR 8 55 )5 ) R R TR B SC R4
B, ARMZHE AL B AR AR w k=, FrL
TR 5% 2 e fofT T R fip A58 T 8 O AL I 6 o A7 % 75 B2
Elaet i

R T D AELN 55, 3Rl 0 A U s ik A
T 4N 28 00 R 5 JR B il [58] #51 (Duncker, 1945); JL
SR i A A g 2 fE ) B (DeYoung,
Flanders, & Peterson, 2008); FE W5 & &I 1=
ks . JRALS RIS EQLES, XE, K
/NS, BRIEAK, 20115 BRIEAE, 2012), (HiERdfF
Y3 AT AT LRI, — LBz A ) HR AR [ R

Sz B e L T ) R DR, 32 TR E
Xof A R [ R 1 L B AR AT A B 0 s v S
FIEZEAT, HHIFAEEE T KT e
Frif . Beaty, Nusbaum I Silvia (2014) 0555t &
PR, A YL ) Y i ) 5 SR 1 AT K OF
AR AR . MHE U = F ik . JER S & TR
[l BEIT R/ AE T, R ERP. fMRI A A1
2Bl T BOWR ST 004G S A AR B 0 i s 6 . B4k E
FRAE . ™R8 UL, EAIFAER X A& J1 K P
RO, AR DFE R, BRARE KO 5 kL
JE YA TP S5 2 FE AH 2% (Gilhooly & Murphy, 2005),
RZE A DL TR, B0 2800 50 58 5 R 11 1K
A PG T B, MR TR T Z MR T LR
TEF 56

4 I3E 11 AL aE

A58 T3 U SR A A A I — A= v i A 3 R R
BHABER = 5 )55 (Carson, Peterson, & Higgins,
2005) . AN 35 o7 A A I g6 i) BRI 1B 1 A o LWL A
T WA A2 BE A BUN A Sk 1) B3 ik ee, B
2 A AT e R B A TE B E T it o X B i
J7RCE I G 3By WTUESE A R sl e
P Ml O AFAE I B3 P 7 5 BT R4S 19 P LA
A i & 7 sk T ¥ (Wang, Ho, Cheng, &
Cheng, 2014), F R B35 77 Bt i B2 5 77 st
T30 ) JE W, 28 F B A9 DU 3% L4 . Hocevar
(1979) By Bl & F1 47 J ¥ . (Creative Behavior
Inventory, CBI); Ludwig (1992)AY 81 3& J1 il st & %
(Creative Achievement Scale, CAS); Carson % A
(2005) B4 81 & F7 5k 7] 4 (Creative  Achievement
Questionnaire, CAQ); Batey #1 Furnham (2008)[1
1) 3 J1 47 4% 10 ¥ B (Biographical Inventory of
Creative Behaviours, BICB)%: %, Silvia % A (2012)
Xof Iz {5 6 A 3 0 Wk 18] 5 (CAQ) A3 AT
R i B (CBL) A5 A 1 7 ) 0 46 09 WA 2R AT T
SR, AR FH 5 B0 55 3 e I H RN e R
Grg gL T HIH AR B8 K, 455k Ik sk
B A P R AN B8R D RIEAE, JLF
ERZEEAES: TR R IR Wang
FNQ014)XTIA A R B 3 7 Bt B N H Ol
HY IR A 42 15, Carson 55 A (2005) 14401 3 77 B0k (] 45
(CAQ)H TH45 T ZARFIE #4038 10 4 KM AL
BEE PR T BT N .
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H R A& 7 M R BCE W B IFTE R,
SRMT, X AR XA B W] g o — g m) f, I
o B 2 36 W) 7 1 AR 5 [A] 8 (common  method
variance), L[] AR R R R, LRAERKRT
2 7k T AR I 28 vk T R AE 19 25 74 (Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003) ., Ng #l
Feldman (2012)%§ 1, 24RECFEM A 7719 77 )
AN NS A A O R AR R, SR Oy kAR
SRR S e A . ELRERECA, M o A
AR B AT AR S AT, SRR R AR A SO
ANAR R[] 77 A R A OG, NI 2 i A R
T AR . LR R R R B A T, B
B A ) FAE — R 5 E P AT 55 A R
J E RS B R E Y — B, X U R A O
PRI 55 NI BRI A B2t , wialn]
RESIA M Z I — RIS A7 AE — e FR BT Ly 3t
s = BT R T AR SRR RN R S R
HANE Sk, R A PR T
BB, BN . FI ., B s, POk A vl fE
“XE 4 A (Faking good)” (Silvia et al., 2012); 5P,
32 A 1 25 T B 23 S 5 e L e — R 3 I 56 R Y
B, FERAE 2T K R WO [ 2 OR
% . Kaufman, Evans Fl Baer (2010) AR5t & BR, 2#
A H RS AP R LA 1 R TR

Syt B e [ Oy i A S A 3 R s ) 2 ]
B K AU IH, Ng Fl Feldman (2012) R 48 HA T
F A H PE S 88 5 R 3 U R A I 58 L
Kitzh . NEEZ N BRZMMKER, SERLM,
EcS NSRS LN e e ch VN = R L Sy e ol iy NI )
R RN, A, AR EWE T, B
FURPER A PEH A A T S SR e, %A
15058 Iy By 2[R O AR RN B D IR I
BIR, BUCRE 25 A 0 H PP A 2 LR &
PYAEOC . IR — M AE s 5 iR A
JRCRE IR BT A0 3 T A A BTN T R LD R
W22, 3 — 7 1H AT DLSR U 7 v /N X R iR 22
B, lan . RIEHCHR 30 B PR O AR E
W H PERIE 15 43 B X A i A0 H Al AR o6 AE
PEATIN AL A4 o RT LAY, 38 2k -6 3R] P 0 6 A
BTG AR, 63 7 kI 5038 8 A7 78 1Y 3
(] 7 V70 S ) JLRE A A5 B 2 35 e

BRI Z Ah, 553 A6 0 FH A 2 7 s gk i 50 B
MR : T, ARSI B 02 S

B3 7 BRI B, A LR 3 T B T e A R —
ek, Fan. Gl 347 i HB(CBL), Bl 11T
fE1C5 FL(BICB); T 5 S0 56 Ay 40 pe ok 1, B
e B B EE I (CAQ) s —SE 40 % % 4K
BRI o 3 AR BB T Bk, RS E R
Z 4 Pro-C 8 Big-C | /1 (Kaufman & Beghetto,
2009), filan: A3 7 Bk A5 (CAQ); i 5 — ik
W35 25 5 F % 48— MK 7 sl 3l BE 1Y Bl 3 7,
Bl little—c Qi Jy, Fln. A& J147 43 8.(CBD),
B3 F147 A0 1 BA(BICB) . vk, T iz
B AEAT 7 A A R TR, X S = BU R
B IE RS /AR, PR 5% 2 A Ak B 2S5 e
T I S ST R B E S Ak (Silvia et al.,
2012),

5 REIEIFMEIEA

[F) Al F5 R (consensual assessment technique),
S Y HTON 1S ) U Sl B E IR .
FEAR ISR B . FE N 1Y % G0 2 S ) i
FTIVEAFEAE —FP R, R, YIFH 5™ 5 i Al
1 KPR, R A Bz s & Kol O Y
FRAEXT = S AT PP B AT o 55 60 3 g B0l I 4
Z XA AN, RSB AT - % KT
Wik ZHEAREZX R AT R . H—, W
B BT RS L K, I, EE R
X T N BRSBTS AT IR B =, T
FE N ST X 7 AT 1Al (Amabile, 1982) 0 BFFE
R, [AEPEAG B AR AE FI T 55 50 28 IR B 1Y
BIVERH ) s 4 7= i, TR B33 ol B A7 7 A o 5K
I 77 i (Baer, Kaufman, & Gentile, 2004), i Ti&
AT Z M08 = N E RS RIFNE. 3K
JEF bR, [RGB ARSGRA T 2N, AR
LW, VT 5 A T FIEAR T, 24 1/4
FA B 32 0 2y R SR T R TA R B L
L RN J7 i (Long, 2014), Tk EHRAZ A FIFN
FZE AR MBI R, MEER, 2005),

{HA A — LA F 4R 5, AT i E,
AR A 3t & (AR & AT E);,
B (B R4 I AT H ST E), PR
#EHT (Kaufman, Baer, Cole, & Sexton, 2008), K ik,
AR A B AT LU AR T 50 & 58 S0 [R] AT
AR, SRMA MR RY, REELREREE
R RIF ST B T B P8 AT LA, BT SR
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JEARRRE, T RKEMTFM 2 7B K (Kaufman &
Baer, 2012), 40 : Kaufman 4§ A (2008) 1 5% &
B, MAELZ R AR BITS AR, HitsHE —
FERBURL, HIFME R R e Rz R
R K it ix — [a] @, Cropley Fll Kaufman (2012)
Y il T A 5 PE MR H 5 S22 W7 2 (creative solution
diagnosis scale), Zm#EATE 30 NMH, H—1
T H X R — TP AR, BERITE E AR I E X
W MAERAE R E AR AT 4. AT RS
R, Yl FZ g X 7 A 3 KO AT PR
BF, BREIPE R N AR T, TP A R R AR
PR — St R AR R R R, AR
iz e 0T, P2 & B ITAN bR 52 B b B2 52 3
Tizm LW, SSBIRENSS, X5 Amabile
(1982) 3 IV 28 & AL A8 9 B A8 B 04T 9F 0 Y
MECAFEM, 5EAIISTRIENTE

[V IEAG B AR 19— A~ 51 PE BTk AE T I 15 1
H A e T B3 P S AR HE R R A RRP Al
AR Z 0T, BF5EE R A TC AR R M 5 i A
e R AR . BARBIE Y 3 A R 3 0 i B
BB Al T, (R A A 1 T AT
SRELA AR MR TE, 7 1) > b o7 15 450 Bl ) B4
T T, AT IC L A RE FEAS SRR 4 A ol gl
T — TR . RUBSPAL B AR $R Bk
FZ U & F xR AT e, W HA xS
BT ZAWGREERENT & EEA SN
(Plucker & Makel, 2010), AHMER B, [FEIEITALH
AR SR b T X T A 5 07 AR o e,
RIVAS [) S8 1) A ME TG 75 BAH LA, 12U & K
AREIRME T RN AE—ERE FFIAT
—FIREL, B2 T T 3 T e I 46 45 2R SR
A RAE R . AR5 H R Z AT 8 H ALRY (rater
effects) (Wolfe, 2004), ¥ & %N AR BLTE A2
T, 22BN R ITEH %R IR G BIRRK
N AP SE 1) JEL A o AR R E AR, X PSR T
4 255 7 e ) 1 FH e ¢ ] BE R 0 56 1 4 L RO
(Wolfe & McVay, 2012),

S R ATAl  AR S AR 5T v R R 2
alpha R AT — 3R, DLUt e
FHI TS M, SRMTAH OC R AR AR B IR AT
G SEBR LR T AR AR E, SRR UL M4
TR A%, diE HRIPE B EEE Wk
P R AR PR A G o F T 8 L) i R s 1t A3

i S BRI 45 A, BT AT SE 3 b e 1Y)
T A% 45 PR R TG ok a4 ) B G 0 AT A T
(Stemler, 2004, A [ B - 5 35 A500 T 67 S (1) 78
e 50 B HLJS A, Long H1 Pang (2015)45 & & i AF
5 MR R, — R AR L B e
(generalizability theory):s A BH 8 1 12 & 580 X 5%
Pt P SE PR A SR S A S5 — T SR HUHE B2 43 Ay
(framing analysis)H AR i — 542 KR, 45258 &
B BRI Bon, M E R g AR, e
RYOCAKAE R B R R8N Re 1k B0 K F T
TR FTHE— 25 e BR, 240 A2 3 0 5 9 0 R 7 ) i
iR BT RERT, AT AR £ B G T A 3 T R S Y
I8 B LA TR AR A% AR . Long (2014)
B 55— 302 PR ST R R, TR B AR B Fi
PRI “EE R o X 2 7 AT I, AL AT
S EPONE R R A B, AR SRR
B

VI 80N AR JRAE T VR AN i) A1k
LR TR A0 BERR I, DA LAt AT 7 45 17 B o v
VIR — BT bR i . A FSE R, W # AL
N7 BN PERE B T A L KR8 DL P HE N (Bejar,
2012; Cumming, 1990), #&Z €3& P 5 /E & 1y v
UL B 24 R PR 32 (Lebuda & Karwowski,
2013); F YIRS 20 2s, WM ARt & & B AR
fk(Long, 2014); #EZHING MITE H HARAAAETE
& # %V (Hung, Chen, & Chen, 2012), Hempel Fl
Sue-Chan (2010)i% AR PG J7 SC A 22 5 1Y # BE %5 &
W Al el ki 22, ATk, BV AR 1Y O 2%
H AT SRR AR, B FARFE SR
EEHR ERMENGFEE KRER, KERTHES
B HEYOE ARV 5V 3 B AR TR 0 VAN s o A TF
MR ZR, 8 B SR 7= B s P B E .
e BTN, T E TR E A RS
HAE&QIEER, 5im T+ 5 =& i 2w
£ #e3h 4 (Rudowicz & Hui, 1997),

ORI AR, R 5 B2 1A
MR, WA B L TEIR R, PR E
N7 REAS B A Bda il (Long & Pang, 2015)., SR,
X 5 [ AT A F AR 1 SEARS Bl AFAE— 5 7 J& . AN
B E H 2 TR SMERRE, IBATEEH B
AR AR A0 T 1 I BRAS BTV . RS
F14) R A B2 SR 0 L 1 2% 08 B i =2 ) 3% 4 i ASL A
SRR RURPP AR B AR R — A5 B AR [ B,



CAAR G

pi

BTOEESE A OCRINE ) DA A — L 39

6 REE

6.1 EAHEXE M

3 AT SO 2 0 JLF 2 R 1 I 56 4
AR, AXER I EATHERNE & EBA AR A
o BN S BIOE AR DN 5 A S R ) 2 A
ik T )2 ) B g5 R 2K 0 30 0 T ) T
UG B — T R g AC gt ) 56 U B 7 oA A4 B
S B P S R AR . T T 2 E K
TS, XS SR BT EABEAR, AKX
SR A B 0 g e AR IR 2 TR] 2R AR
FEARTR, PR = HAH LB Y Bl o 491120 : Mishra
F1 Henriksen (2013) WA\ A 5 T A3 J1 B a0 A0
RUPEAERE, 30 I 5 38 i (A 1 (whole) 2 B2, EIVAR
Xof T [ 2 figp DR B 1 G AR E, M TTAE L RR At
St 1l [ B 00 92 =>4 BE 9 103 3y, AT DAAR
%, WA BT 00O 1 RSN B R AR M A
&, B2 %845 Mishra F1 Henriksen
(013 Jy ik 22 AR K, XA EOM &7 k2
[B] T3 AR AT, 3 23 itk — 20 S B0 i 2 1 Mk LA
BHEEEAENE, fRZn] RERE A2 Tl & 7 2 2% L
AN, RS AE A B JE R . A AR
XFIRIE 2 A . #E A F| Hennessey I Amabile
R Z N B 5% HIBE W 1Y B 5T B B (Corbalén,
Martin-Brufau, Limifiana, & Garcia-Pefias, 2014),
e IR v 2 Q03 ) S i i o 5, kG
RIS S REFEAE H TTEk . © AR Z U E AR i)
& I ST R 1T 22 77 I 450 TR Sk AE T3 77 T
T BLWIR FL(Dietrich & Kanso, 2010; Lillard et
al., 2013) fHIZPR I, IRALAMREEIE AT AL & AE T
WF5E 3 Toik MARAS b B3 77 B A ik i3l X
i fgfe = RO G50 — MR )36 7 A O R B A
[Fi) 5 B 3 ) M T A R B . AR AR SO R
B, KREBOFFE N RIE I SO PR HESE
FA& ik meam mek, (AAra s, o
BRKRITE, Rl Rd gz, flan. &ahk
T BB DAL 25 P15 A B Bl A Oy < TE AR R 25 M
{i” (Forgeard & Mecklenburg, 2013);t3HE M [A] %
i DR 1) £ 8 0k B k<A AR B Rl (Sternberg &
Lubart, 1996), WU MHETE %, G5 )0 2 H A
5B A B 2 2 SO AR AT R, (HIR S
FINE, A Iy R ] DR — 2 3 T A
SEREATAR, NI AR B 3 2 A5 71 (malevolent

creativity) BP0 FERF B A& AP S IME R A
& P47 M (Harris, Reiter-Palmon, & Kaufman, 2013),

K, Mg — I8, AP e
MR, M A RSN 1S T BE, IR e g
fith b 45 — 3% J3 0 & J5 % (Batey, 2012), Treffinge,
Renzulli #1 Feldhusen (1971)tH 88, Ak S
TR EMER R EE ok A TIRATICE X 638 77 #E
B B FE S 45— (theoretical unity)”, TEE—2¢F}
WGk, SCHSE IS — SRR AT g R
BRI A L E . 7 —E BESRESE I A I,
AT AW P AN G, IR A 3 A
AT RO, A2 AR TR B 7 A% O A T B 4%
I B FEAME A 8 B AE SR, B A 2 A Bl
1B R LRI AR A RS . a0 B SO, B
SE 38 0 T i A (7] A1 3 0 MR A B 4 i TR 4,
W ALFE R A B, o 25 R RUE AR 5 e v 2 3R
TEAE ) A B R 57 . PR F IS
— A 35 7 AT Pk B A I g, DLk S
Tk B I, X TCEE R AE RS T B A
A H I IR SR B, HE— 25 I 6 A
BRI L3R4S f 2L o i Bh S0 5658 FH R 4 it
BT R oA B A9 28 X6 ) 1 Ak — 25 38 B
LR JE A R I A, I 5 T T S A A
AWHES BT 25, SRR B TIE Y
T3 0 56 4k 23 L A R o
6.2 M3EHE 4L E] R

NHT ST IR, AN 3 I 0 5 ) — S B A 0 B
2EM PR PR SRR Z T . BN . K R 4k 5
B . AR TR AE; 30 I IO AR I 56 17%) 208 ) 1 4
o EULAS I DI B0 PR 2% Lt 000 o R 4 T T
A3 TGS AL TAE 2 255 Z 2. IS 9 45
B, WFFEHE T8 A 0] A 2 0 56 ) AS W 7 FH A
PEBE = A T M5 U KR, PR BEC B
BBk e . BN ORI F W4 1 = )
1 S0t BORGERTE 2~3 A A 58 N —TE I 5
sk LB A M A OO B A, BRI TE R b, R
AU e gk g e, Pl ZMME . B RRA
L (Benedek, et al., 2013), [AlRF, B AdA
kA, AR ) T AR g Y S R
PUFE if (Beaty & Silvia, 2012); 1. Silvia (2011)
PRI TT e B, AR by S b S A 000 o 28 e P 1) =
M RIEMH TS . 28055 LRSS RAT:
SUEFE PRBRER, NP EAEN,
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Gupta, Jang, Mednick Fl1 Huber (2012)#! i3 £ it I
TS IR REL N 50 v S £ P VR AR AU S S R H AR

Mt L R, A% G 3 D g B ) K 2 8
1, FEMT 9% Iy AR AR 4 T X, I g
W% B % B3 i A SR B M I oA R i AT A, S5
BT +a%E, MNTiHEZ EWATERE.
Hi, —JrE, gl s e fm 5 AEm
FrEH, HE T B3R (Althuizen, Wierenga,
& Rossiter, 2010); 7 — T, FfiEHFHEBHEAR
F R, R B 22 A AT 5 2 4 P T P I 5 0T
B3 Ty AL, DAER R T 5 4 AR o Ak &
WAL (Diener, Wright, Smith, & Wright, 2014; Hass,
2015; Kwon, Goetz, & Zellner, 1998), Lau Fl Cheung
(2010) L HL 3 T L F AR M 4K 2 B Wallach-Kogan
B3 7 I 5 AR Ta], 25 5 e R H 1 RORN 4R 48 R
AR R WL A UK 5 B . AL anitk, £ty
2553 BT IR S HE T RNRURINAR B8 WRAE 5 3043 T 56 -
T ERESR . BRI 5K R BT RO
2982 WU 56 A S 26 7 T I ASAH ], R 24 i Bl i
J7i g8 BRI AT I R SRR, AT
A 3 770 56 Hh ) 3 IR L HE 4R 28 R B 22 (Diener et
al., 2014; Kwon et al., 1998), {HJ5i[H A G176 T1E
P, i B A R 2 47 T ] L 4 48 T P B YR A
52 R & AR A, Hass (2015)A9BF 55 2, H
TR 3 7 056 AS 25 T B R 22 R AN R D,
BT —E R FRHAE RN, BRI
T 7 FL A R 5 0 A B, A I 36 A o AL R
FMAL, o B B LR T A i R R R
A 45 (big-data) % 7 16 A AW ZA 000 J1 . B,
B3 7 90 5K 0 T AR B A AR R B TS (A, ROk
N TE R TS 1085 77 .

SNTE Z, A3 7 D0 56 75 2538 55 A W o AR £k
e, A REEIE AR Al SE A & T A, N
M1 B T F e S R 5R Bl )

6.3 MLz H 5]

B3 T 0 50 K it e R, A B, W5 fn ey
iz FH IR RE 2 M i ) S AR R B X B, 275, WS
S E o FH D 6 B TR BT 30  SR . YR AT
56 BIVEE 32 FH B S ut e, 2 /b 36k R b i i Fif
PL B gy =8, HIWE sk BN MR, FER
HAET : 55—, WNBELRMEER, Q& J4IEM A
MR BT, B2 SR A BT O Ak P B PRl e S 1
R D P2E A KRV . Amabile (1982)

P, B P R R PR AEAE S5 . Bl ST
KENRAIBE Ty . A0 A SR Re 3L W AR A Y
50 FIALAY; Plucker F1 Renzulli (1999)%4 #2
A1) 38 P 7= i B N B S (implict theory), fBfITIAN
AR R A BN SAE Z5 M, —H BARL S

fE 7= A A 3 M= Bl Csikszentmihalyi (1999)f4 %
45 B (system theory) WAy, A& 71 R B T4~
. Y, VAR NZE H AR ; Sternberg H1 Lubart
(1992)IA Ny, A FAuds 6 NEEHE: . il
B AN, SIWLLL A, Wik, i)
A A REN R — M ERE AR, B,
MELAER, ¥ L SCR, —Hm, B A
Z Bl IS, TR 7 I e AS BB ALAR A
FHHE—Fl, SRI 2 i) 56 [m] s it 00 2 958 0 R 2 1Y
¥ W% (Cropley, 2000), 73— J5 [, X4 FAT R4 F
56T AT 23 Iy 8B H A e, R 45502
A et Kbt .

R, BT R TR A 50 SR R R B I M 2
MAEN R, I i LS A — e B E W EH
& HLAB % 43 70 I A3 77 19 A [5) J7 1 (Pinheiro &
Cruz, 2014); k7 R FHEEHEOI1E J) 2 M B & Y
MBS, Hl4n. Sen, Acar I Cetinkaya (2014)IAH,
A1) 38 P Bl R A A R ER B SR N B RS A A
W, ¥ AT 4 i T N B 3 I 3R (Person-
Environment Fit Scale, PEFSC), M-/ FIH 5%
A Ff R A B s g

BRI Z A0, MAHESE RS T 56 & R 1 M R,
— S e A AF Y X 0 1 8 ) R N >
A AR 2 B2 e DA R RS . il an .
T 5R 2 AT L2 2 504 1 A ) Bsf Ji) P 6 AS (] 3 A
it 300 37 B I AL Sy, A 22 A s ) Y A S E
ZRbR, PN Rz 50 28 8 i A R PR SRR )
UL, QAR B Z R IIE, BT 4R Z 5 A
T 7 I A g B R S A RIS B AR R S5,
It B 0 56 AR B 5T ARAR T I R, PR
FHAB W RETCILARBUA XZM EE D . R
IS A AR R A TPV 2 5, ALk
P B 32 0 5 B S B AR . — LB S
W 5T 38 A X B Ty T AU T AR 4 19 2238 (Runco et al.,
2010; Silvia et al., 2012), X {EASFE P& L4,
6.4 MEWAKZHNK

BARIE AT C 2 2 K, A3k i &5 AR %
HER, SR YT &) W B AR 2R 2 L
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TAERTHE L AN . R BUE ARG | R R AR
DU DL R [ PP Al BRS84S 28 L B R
FARAT H AL, (BRI AR P 4 B2 53 )
B, VT BN SETUER o R BR TR A T
ARBWHE, B3 770 S5 AR SR 75 TR ARk R
SN, KBRS A R SR B 3 O BOR
MIZFEAL R, DISRMARAS b fif e n)

I JUAR, BIFSE 3 i DA SCI 2% #5124
&% 71(Bossomaier, Harré, Knittel, & Snyder, 2009;
Prabhakaran et al., 2014), sei#EE13E itk
(Wang, Chang, & Li, 2008), Harbison F1 Haarmann
(2014) 5 A SCRAE S BES 1 T Bz Ry H s Ak it
43 (automated scoring)Hs A X % HC B 4k i 56w 1Y
FROR K HEATAT 43 o MRS RO ST, MARALEAT
SR T SCRAER BB X — RV KATH
EEN AR . B, AT By AE 3 S A A
FL A% 5 {5 B (pointwise-mutual information): A
X Bl 2 ZE R H 2Z [R] A1 SCRRRLBE (similarity)
AT AT B R A, AERUEE R S, BB R
BRI . FE A, AR D O SRR BLBE T AR R
AU A S TR bR . TV AR TR LA BT
S5 AR SR U 2 B S T 1Y & AR () T
R A] WL http://1sa.colorado.edu/), [l i i
FZIEHEAR, FSCR T 3 PE Ik AT RE A R ()P
FE B RRETE — BRI 1ok . WAL B 46 b
FAE A B AR AR R, AT BB A BT AR
T SO S B IR PE AR BE T3 ), H X AR T v
REIE, VAR Tt — LA

MNP Z SEBG ) Ff B2, Prabhakaran £$(2014)
WAy, A& Iy T BOE AN 3 T I g
5T o A Gu A 3 7 A B AR AR B 5 3 T B ik
XA 55 (4 2 g B 5 S 0 B8, TG ik v 6 A 2 3 B i
PEIRYE BRI o R PRI — (], AT IR TR
D) 28 SIS AR T T AT I AR AT A 1 g B
F )% ¥ (single-word utterances)il 4, Hlil#iKE
B =g, hH O SR E — 5% 4 A B
R W ohia, JF R e L4 742 R (Latent
Semantic Analysis) 43 ¥t 2l 18] 5 44 18] 14 35 18] B 2,
S B K, BT s . MR S
WEM, IBNEESFE. EFHAE IR
AR (B = 0.50).

FRUbZ A, #E U T 8 B4 SR
Y B & 7 47 7 ¥ (Blamires & Peterson, 2014);

T RE T80 1) A s 77 9F 2 Al o 0 s e 7
PR T B A . 40 . Sarkar Fl Chakrabarti (2011)
TETT T 5 L™ A% A R 1 2 2 X s 1 A5 i 1
ARSI, DAAS 7= i BB K7 1Y
SV o B0 2 TR i = R < A U R
il FH A3 3 < {457 2 1F JR) S0 I 22 25
Redelinghuys F Bahill (2006) )\ T L1 1) £ 4%
A ¥ PR = 5 HLF N BETT A (B (design value), RS
e i AP ) 5 2 B e e v A T DR
FEMS 1 A, flifi138 3 REV(resources-effort-
value)F AR FY EE A A RS, JEAG AR . 85
DL B A B R il AT, DSRS0 1 4e 4. X
— ZR G IR AR TR 3 ) I SR 9T AN R A
I3 2, DIt 45 4R % B SRR BT R 4 AR R B 5T
FIHF— R Kb

2% 30k

FREE, PR, XK. (2015). FAALE)IE S TR
Crpr SCR SRR AN GG ) G Bl KA A Z 2 IR (A 2 F 2
), 17(1), 19-24.

PR, BXBt, B0, KRBT, WM, BT, KM,
(2012). A3 e W P i 60 st 248 R BL . 0 2 A 22
YR, 20(4), 504-513.

WL, X8, KK, BRIEAK. (2011). =FFBkEUE 1
I I HEAE R BRAG N . — 20 ERP WF 5. 0 ZE547R, 43(3),
229-240.

RIEHE, Mg, (2005). B3k 7 & F Bt A PP Al 1
R(CADF . DFEFI =, 13(6), 739-744.

EME, RIRE, JAGEM. (2005). QLETEHITMA M T H—
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Several thoughts on measuring creativity
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Abstract: Creativity measurements are the foundation of creativity research. However, the accuracy of the
results of creativity measurements have been long questioned by scholars in the field, making precise
creativity measurements an urgent topic for exploration. For example, the divergent thinking test is central
in the study of creativity, but its traditional scoring systems have faced well documented problems. Insight
tests may represent individual creativity levels, but their validity still remains to be confirmed. Creative
achievement tests are not always used legitimately, which may cause common method variance, and
consensual assessment techniques may cause rater effects.

Fortunately, however, in recent years, remarkable progress has been achieved in some creativity
measurement hotspots. For example, new subjective scoring methods for assessing the uniqueness dimension
of divergent thinking tests may improve assessment reliability and validity. This paper hopes to contribute to
progress in this area, and researchers explore the measurement of creativity from semantic network aspect.
Future research should focus on the following points: unifying basic conceptions, optimizing tests from
content and process aspects, using mixed tests, increasing the diversification of tests through intersection
research, etc.

Key words: creativity; measurement of creativity; creativity test; divergent thinking test



