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* % o4 (Meta-Analysis) ©

EXEESEEREXRNTOHT

FEA A H' W R OxEF' BRE’ F@Es H oo

(" BEVGIE 2 B Her R O B S0 %, P22 710062)
CPHRANETEREWECFERE, 8% 710019)
C PRI R E N5 A A T A0 2 WU K O B, B 400715)

W OE ARBITAEGARARRELCES SO ERT LN R ARET TELARGHFR S %, g%ﬁ
TAEZRXRAGFRBHIE S, EHRERF R —H AT ETOENRAE LAY R EER,

DA T FRITTENIEB SA SRS LU EARLR, SFESHTUREFRTLELER KOG RE, ﬁx % it S
kA & o b G AT 14 AT R, RIC r AAAE A R AR (3R 53 AR, 4729 Mk L AEAR), 42 R AL B AR
HRITT A, ERET: EXIEH 54 BT %A LT FARENGEHMX( =0.379, 95% CI [0.300, 0.452]);
ZE WA KR R AR AR B RN EHAFGIAT . STRLEREANENIES S4B HELEX R
En, BB MHETAERARAEER -G RE ., LR 4R RN TR T 0] 8 0 B 4 69 Ik oAl Z U4
RUBEHOARAAFECHEE, MEAS TEARMEMBELIES 54 EREHE ek 2R L2 R &40,
H BAF R TR Fe it I & A RBMFREBEFEL R T,

KEEIE AR ENIESH, AEHNE, oM

SEKS  B842

1 Hl

il

AR AR B NN RGERMET —EEHE
B E T WFT )71 (Baronchell et al.,, 2013; Siew
etal., 2019), 7EIAHIRL =GR, 58 A .0 B
(mental lexicon) U 4 8 1Y i L M % (semantic
network) > F 1 i X 12 12 45 ¥4 (Christensen &
Kenett, 2021), 7Ei5 X%, BEEHERIR A id
“31(edge)”#H H. 3% 45 1) <77 15 (node)”, 1 S I B I
HIR B S S M AR R, RIS SCAHLPE
(Paulsen et al., 1996) ., 51 X W 4% R F A1 i 4 S

YA AT ST R B, FOTIE M 45 MR R IR &R
B 3 P SR A N R BIL R B — Y T vk
(Kenett et al., 2018), {HJ& 4T A $0& 418 XML
i SCHE B ok 45 7 A 2 v SR A BRI R R R

B PERYE R — R s B B 4EiE g, xR
SRR 2 R R B R e, A A
ML Z — 2 T8 SR I W B A8 RE T (Acar
& Runco, 2014; Marron et al., 2018), AMARHEEAR

AE 7 B FEAE AT B 3 1 T3 Bl B 1 10 AR ot 2 3 T LA
38 1 Y B (semantic distance) 2 B K (Beaty
et al., 2014; Benedek & Neubauer, 2013), Hitt, &
SR B RS B AR AT HE A O 15 e T A AN A 3 A
IR EET B

AT M R R 1) X 45 B2 (Network  Science)

Wk H b 2022-06-28 {13 — 3} (Kenett & Faust, 2014),
* HE WAL SRS ARSI H (22XIC190001); [, 7ESCUEMESE R RF 5T 5018 FH e 5 B 4

BEVE A A AR B4 SERRTF 5T Rl — e H (20223Q-156); % (Divergent Thinking Test)e i Gk B 1 1 JE 4

gy AR SR R {Hﬁﬂ*ﬁzﬂﬂf@ﬂﬂ%ﬁ%ﬁf%ﬁﬁ@ it

Z5F#}, E-mail: liyadan@snnu.edu.cn W . b % fiﬂ:%ﬁiiﬁ Tﬁb’:ffl'ﬂ Lﬁ(SllVla et al,
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2008), PRI, [BRT 5% B A I 4 R AR A R,
T AR T 1 D & L A . B R
B 2 34 4 0 00 O SO 8 o T 0 o 1 L 4
E2 il o SCHE 2 W o 1) o ok R 4 X — T IR R
SIS AE % 41 (Marron et al., 2018; Wang et al.,
2018).

PRI, 764G 1 B A0 58 v (T8 SCRE B4
A AN B M B AT AR e AR, BRI 6 1 1 T 4
BN FIR R HLH, I & 58 T8 CHE = 00 A1 1 1
TPl A48 T T B 55 gk B A 51 2 Y SR T v R T
AP

i b, ARWFRES T, B
EXHEESAEEREZRNXR, UK
A RERARRE ) 50058 M B 4 2 R 5| AR
W Ty vk, R 3 P S A o AR R F 5 D B S
CAZ S5 5 0 3 1 R 4k OC & T 5% 28 5 T A 1 5
) B A
1.1 fIEHRERHNE

A1) 38 F1 (creativity) 2 F5 7= £E 37 #i (original) H.
i& ‘H (appropriate) /= & F) #E f1 (Kaufman &
Sternberg, 2010; Runco, 2002). 1E il J1 8 58 Fl
S I FH A A A 1 PR AR i, th— B A2 B
REMESEERGTE %, 2016; 55, ¥k,
2013).

KB 4E (Divergent Thinking) &A% Xt 44
FE ] B 5 3R R 77 AR 2 A TR A AR L Y 0 B R
(Acar & Runco, 2019; Forthmann, Wilken et al.,
2019), KWILI ok — ER O s v B e 58 g —A4~
N A (Hocevar, 1980), & HUB4E I8 124N
1A R R Z . RN ZER
M 56 2 (Plucker & Makel, 2010; Reiter-Palmon
etal.,, 2019). fELMEMFFEH, Guilford (1950)1 2
JH# 4T % (Alternate Use Task, AUT)FI Torrance
(1972) B9 A1) 3& PE & 4k I i (Torrance Tests of
Creative Thinking, TTCT){ FI 4 2458 5 o & WUR 4k
LTS 4 YRR, BV M R R (el
A AR e . Hodr, W% M (fluency) 8 45
B ARk i D O B2 B, RS PE (flexibility) 48
M ZREE; AR (originality) 5 AH VL 19 A
e ME— e, A5 E 1 (elaboration)$8 45 i AH B BE &
FEMPEYNFE B (Torrance, 1965, 1988), fEFESA,
KRR IS X 4 AR, IR
it H B A FE B RE MK

ST 1z A0 ) e R A B B A L A,
{AASFEAE — SV AE IR, B 2, R R 4RI g AN
e A B9 2 R AL — 2D RS 0 s o S A 5 R T
B%(Hass, 2017; Marron et al., 2018), .k, #Ei%%
WG i A EZIEN bR, BRT R Re %
PRI AR, RTEE . AR RN SOk AR
O3 5 B AR — 2 W v, A0 FT AR 7 A BRI DL
(positive bias)ffi 15 54 1 (1) A1) 15 445 430 & T 3
HL K, B PR RS R PE 4 bR HE T 5T AE
Z 1% 2% (Bossomaier et al., 2009; Lee, 2008), % =,
TE R BB A B T4 B, S M R A AR R A5 3
S BURE, MARES A KT BevE G
WA PRS2 B3I 0 (Clark: & Mirels, 1970;
Hocevar & Michael, 1979; Silvia, 2015; Silvia et al.,
2008), =X & K # w3k 2 A9 S 0 T % IR (Silvia,
2015)0 FI T LA =, IR 2 56 1) 25 LA |
R RUE LI H B AT 1 32 41 (Benedek &
Neubauer, 2013),

R BRTR, T DR RO B
P AL S 2 R Z R A AR, s
T B B e A R, B LA T
AR B, BB I A W . Rk
HACE B0 7Y . R SCRE I 2 R i
P SR YR sl A B 3 R A ) T A3 O T — b
R FR ARV AE T i o
1.2 BYEBESHEERENXER

W SCHE B AN HES R R T Collins 1 Loftus
(1975) 4% s 1y 4 B I #5278 (Spreading-Activation
Model), TEME& SHEEZ IR, ShE] M@ SCrERRE
BZ, ENTZRIM KRBT, XA KRR N
i SCHE R (Volle, 2018) fil4n, =5l 22 i JL 1]
A SCA T, BT LAE SCRR B BN, AR, “FH M
A AR R, PR R 2 R B R
B

Mednick 7E 1962 4E£2H T Q3 J) B AR B iR
(Associative Theory of Creativity), ZFISHERE T
A3 B A 5 i e A2 45 Z 18] 1) 56 & (Mednick,
1962). ZIIEIAN, B 3E P KR P Kok 55 AH DG B
T2 P MR A T R A LA P O R A B A i
o AR BSOS )2 AR G, e
FE PR AR T I A R QI BT R

Benedek %3 A (2012)7E Mednick (1962)1) Bt
Senh FAR Y, B fE I (dissociative ability) FTEKAH
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#% 4 HE 71 (associative combination ability) 4 5 £l
Y B A B B AN IR T o A S R T 2
T84 U A DG RS B RE D, o AT DA 3R i o —
g LA RIRE 7, ©F BT ARS8 15 LR
BRGNS . IR SRR TR 02X E A
KHIMERTE WA BRI AR A BE T o R ILIRATW] LAHE
W, i SCEE AR A SRS 8 6 R ik
Fr(Volle, 2018), B & AR B ARBE 1 B H8 4%,
AT LA A0 A A DL IDE AL 5 e g A 1 1) 3 e S
A4, PEOMIE BRI R R, A Al APATE
fj[I/E%L:‘(Collins & Loftus, 1975; Gruszka & Necka,
2002; Kenett, 2019) . B i 2 36 /9 15 LM 2%
(Schilling, 2005).

ARV IR R A I G A S ) P SR
MIFE 4R . WF5 & 11 (Green et al., 2012; Prabhakaran
et al., 2014; Weinberger et al., 2016)7E{R IR
it 71 (state creativity)H, 8 FORFiE S ES AR b A1
1 KOF B AR = 55 . ARS8 7 B
AIRHE FIE LR IR T Fr Rt B A [F B3 7
IR o A RIS R 8 SCIE B R TN £ 35 1 L 4,
R WORH LR G iy, B TR LR R
W £ 5 2 7 A 3 PR SR G A R AR (AR 2 SE A 1Y X 43
2k B 45 ¥4 /5 B (Dumas & Dunbar, 2014) .,

AN, 3@ X SRR RN, WY R
pogelbey i S i Hililin S K-S U E N SN i
I b AR B 3 o R A AN p AL . AT
N IR R S RN CI BN R A U
(associative processes) 5 1T i & (executive
processes)AU#H & (Silvia et al., 2013), HAl, k£
B A 3 R SR R AR 55 1 R X 43 X A 0 0t AR
(Mednick, 1968; Runco et al., 2016), ifij X} X W F
A R B 40 53 BT R AT R b, JHL A 1) o
BB A F i FE(Fox et al., 2015), T X
PE BG4 AR AERE T A B Fa b, AT DT 4 b s ik
AN R e 28 17 01 1 Mk B4R AT 55 i i 3R AR AR
(Beaty, Nusbaum et al., 2014; Beaty, Silvia et al.,
2014; Marron et al., 2018), Kt # HE 5tk H
AR 2R 2= 5T A i R A R T
bR, EAMNAT LU F BT 72 A K A B 3
IR 20 2 ) LR I i A 20 1 22 5 (Beaty et al.,
2017; Green et al., 2015; Tempest & Radel, 2019) &
A B B 3 1 2= B RE B R Y 3 3 7 4k (Green,
2016), i AJ LI RAF 5T A A4 2 8] 19 6 38 71 7K

22 5% (Green, 2016),

BR T DNTE S 2% £ B2 L P I SCRE B ok Ul
BI3E Ty 2 A, 1 SCHE B T R BIGH A% e 19 1
PRI 55 (A0 AUT)RYPE Y J7 75 (Volle, 2018). i
SCHE B AL AT DL O Ak & BOR 44T 55 194547,
e G 0 B P AN R 35 AR 43 AU R VB (Acar & Runco,
2015), 30T LISk FAE B 1 R S 4k Y B — 4 2
R 3% P (Johnson et al., 2021)F1 7 £ 4 (Beaty
etal.,, 2020), ARZHFFE NN IX—IE T HEBHE R
TR A Sh AL BT 07 A SO T o
Pt M, 4R TV 2 bR A R & A,
T H A K 1548 1 s [R] RN T WA O 4 i 13
S0 # (Acar & Runco, 2015; Beaty & Johnson,
2021; Johnson et al., 2021),

RGVF 2T AR A1 1 55 R Z (A
FEAEARDCAE, SR AT 78 70 BIF 5 R REAT 21 AH [F] 45
W BE 1973 4EA IR E &M, BARSE1E T
BARMAS AR L, A3 788 B NMARTE A AR
{55 o 1t o 24 o R e, LR O e v R T A
A BCHT R (9 1T R B S 1 e AR — 2 5 i
714 % (Rothenberg, 1973), ZJ&, Benedek #i
Neubauer (2013) 755 Uk @1 & 77 156 48 398 i & 2K,
TV A5 R 2 ) 7 A DG I B A3 AN RE DX
J1E AR 1S AR A AL B3 KT R Y
ANEBRESBRP A —EFEERNEXEE
(Marron & Faust, 2018), T S8 4F 45 WF 55 F 70T
FPEE T EEMUETE, iR, 1E LR
543 vk B4k 2 (8] % A B3 A OC (Marron et al.,
2018; Wang et al., 2018),

25 b, A AR IRE T AR Z BRI
i) 32 $F(Benedek et al., 2012; Kenett et al., 2014;
Kleinmintz et al., 2019; Rossmann & Fink, 2010),
(B3 F 53 A0, & IO SCHE B 55 40 1 o L 4 = ) I
JC B 3 #1 & (Marron et al., 2018; Wang et al.,
2018). Pk, i CHIES AR B S M Z I SE &
4 B AL TR b 2 75 AT LA S80S A A 10 )3 e S 4
5 75 T i — 28 IR T NI IE
1.3 BEXEBESUEHREXRNATEE

UEJLAE, ENAMTRE T —2aif SO S ) i
PERAEC RS, HRBFFRES AT
X ] RE 5 B 58 G 0 N T 2 PR R (AR 38 AP Al B
TP S AR ST 0 R AR A O

AR C AT, FRR AT RE S RS
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BIEMERYEZ MM R, B, FIREEFHEN
AHANC A Ko AR A IR 8 SO AR
HERZ AMILEMNFE (Kavé & Halamish, 2015;
Verhaeghen, 2003), 15 GE I&m . Wil &8 %
B ARAE R IAARTE B R 5 2 B 3R IR RE 1 1 PR
i, B A A AE RO 3 A S5 T RINAT AT
AR BRI PR TT BE SR B 2 I TA N B IR
FHSF 72 A ) i AL S (W et al., 2005) . Hik, AT
AP Y T SCEE R N SGE B RN R, B
n, AR NHE GRS RS TE s fl, T
4> HL (Dubossarsky et al., 2017; Wulff et al., 2019;
Zortea et al., 2014), #1052, SHERAME, &
AE NI TE S8 S5 R T INFR B o X B RE FE AR K
HE U 45, ME A 2 [R) ) 7 25 58 /> HLil R
Bt . Dubossarsky 55 A (2017)HE— 374l T 1%
S AE AR A T I (10~84 )l 2553 .
SR EM, B EmAM T, &G0k R
AR BN, LM E LB b, E
rRAR R 25 BERG TN, SRS TE B AT i AR A5 R A
Bio FRILTT I, S5Z4E AL, FRAFETFIE D
1200 15 ST 45 T8 i R 3%, T B0 2R3 ) o S 4%
) A3 7 2 R 2 T s 1 B 3 1k B 4 B 7 (Kenett
et al., 2014; Rossmann & Fink, 2010), [RlFEH, 41
B K B & AF I A, AR 09 A 3 1 R A4
JK-AE 32 8 F B (Leon et al., 2019; Simon & Bock,
2016; Zhang & Niu, 2013), [ tt, FEARBEIRAYAE R
Al RE2s s i BRI A SC & .

BEAh, B TR A I B FE AR A A R
P, TR UE RIS v 4 A 0 3 A TR 4 0 8 B T
BE SIS LR B 5 At B MR, 15
SCHR SRR A M IR I R BBl M S A Y R, X
HORTA] g B e bn OB . TR . RSB R
TP 9 TR 255 SR 1T BB RS AH ] o Forster 1 Dunbar
(2009)ZEMF 5T Hf & B3 T35 S IE 35 40 B 45 21 i
A 43 0 b Al ) B 2 SR T A (R
WP L S0 P RORS B0k ) SRR T A 14 1Y 1R R
Ho TGS A AT i D7) R s 45 00 £ Y RE
IR, TS i R In) R ik Ao 0 R 4, IX
B 3 1 M g ok [7] 8, Beketayev #1 Runco
(2016) & FIE T X4 1 (Semantic-Based Algorithm,
SBA) 75 2| 1) 43 £ 15 A1) 3 M B 40 46 AR IR 4
T4 75 A5 20 RIGE M50 A5G . KB
et 2 A0S B — s bR, EREREA

T PEAR L B S PR BGE A . Runco 48 A (1999)
P, X 3 R AR R SR AT A0 A A T D e
R BT R . SRR T EE Bk ud, o Tl
HEAT 3 P AR AT 55 1) BT 4 i 25 R T RE LA A
[F) 1) T 200 7 B (BB AT RO S AR AL R B AN T, T
S B R P 2 ] BE 23 A2 B GX 2K 22 S 1 5 R
(Forthmann, Oyebade et al., 2019),

5 LT, DMERFR MR EBAE TR LB
B2 e A S A = 0 MR A, H DR
XoF A BE B M 3 ¢ & M AE IR AR AN 42
T o O] S e ) 00 A S A4 2 )36 T B N
SN T BRI LATE SCE RS 5 B v R e
[ AEEAT RN DGR, X 101 3 P 8 A4 1 I 1 15 9P A
DL KA A R R S R G HEEENSE N
B, {H I ¥ oA A W5 MG BB A 0T I LR
WA . I, AWF5ER HITT o 5977 1200 i
SCHE B 5 B 1 R Y G R AT A T AR 48 Y IR
W, JFXE 2 O &R b R] REAE TR A I A AT
WIE . EHIE b, BB AH TR0 N A WF5E
] )4, A B TRATE SR | R b i
Bk FR, Al R EIS 0 & e 5 ARt
BRI, A RM RS, X0 P
JEL A 0 e 5 I8 IS — A RS AN ST . E SR
b, AR A B TR R R SO RS S B M R e A
TEIR R B HAR A, 68 A 6 M R 4k i PP Ak B 4t
L, A i T SR A A R T AR N
ARG TR A X . B HER ARG R
7 M PG I

2 FHiE

2.1 XHEER

AR R T 2021 4 10 A LIBT3
W SCHE RS 5 00 1 e B A 3 O R e SO S
K, 2021 4F 12 H AT T BRSO IR 2
AR PR AL A - b R (CNK) 5 800 1R
M5 6 . g b ST PR 5 -/ L i E A
A3 S04 SRR P A e [ 0 55 A 2 638 30 42 3C
BE e, DLl SCRRE . <o S TR ETR L
IR <RI <Rl AR <R
CRHURHE” KB AR A S G B IR 4H 5
TR R o T SCSCHRAS 2R K HE 242 45« Springer
Link . Science Direct. Wiley Online Library .
ProQuest., Google Scholar, Web of Science, DA
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“LSA” |
“innovation” . “divergent thinking” . ‘“semantic
networks™”, “semantic” %k SR A TR R
() BN P SCHR 1m0 9 32, 3B B T BT A A A AR 5 1 SC
MR AR G Y £33 08 SORTSEIE TS SCIY 2 25 SCRk
HEATANFE, DA PR AT 35t I AH G SCik . B0 AP KGR
Z IR AT B OCSCHR 141 5 .
2.2 XEKMNSHER IR

K AR A 1 SCHR 4% B LT A v 2 4T 07 2 (o [
1): (DWBFFR AR5 4T i SR 5 A1 i 1 S 2
KRMTUEMFTE, HEBR A5 FE TR FISCHR 25 AR 2
E (R FOR R, FEACR /NI . G)R
WU R S G EEZ R A OC R, T
ety 7RG R BT e 0 g (o (HEURERE 1L
Jy o {HEY F R o fEE o (), A EAREEsTr
REAEAY [0 3 Ay S HE GE it O vk AR A B R
(4) SCHR  Fir 8 B ) 5 A B A A, dnfi ) —
OB 2 UOR R STk, W R GEi— k. AR
P R IT A BT bR R SOk 14 A5, Ft 53 ALK
Al 4729 IREAR
23 NBRETMG

R K A 5 N (2019) 1 1 B s o Xk 49 A T
3 A B SCHR AT BT i DA, HG b A0 4 sl 0 i
B BAEAROR . DR T A N — SO (S
TGN 5 o SCHR BT DA I A el AL P20 2

“semantic distance” . “creativity” .

SLFERG . WOETESr 3 i 5E BUR VAR B B T4
FH—EM: Kappa fH4 0.946, Y5 Kappa {HH
WibR i 0.40~0.59 Z [0}y o0& — Bt br, 78
0.60~0.74 Z [E] A P54 — R AR 24 47, 0.75 LI
RS — B AR - (Orwin & Vevea, 1994),
ATEFE AT E T — B8R B T 'R &
KF
2.4 CERFHE4RED

XA A TEI AT B9 SCRREEFT 40T S (A2 1) -
SCERAR B (TEE A . KRAEN) . AR | plry
AR . RN Zr R R RGN B AR AR (A T
RIGPE . RS . A B FLE S

RN A Y S OB AE LA T AR (1) ST A A G
H—K, F—RISXRE#HE T 2 A MRk,
W53 T Gfith o () MR — AL FEAA A G5
B, WU BB ST (R AS 28 I BT 8 A5 o GRS
VT IE S0 A 1 L DU A A OC R A 645 3 Fisher
Z {H. OBHEEE KRN RO — . 4 i
PR SCHR AN A FNHEBR AR ERE AT ST G B, T 5 G
T3 i — B 95.2%, h B SCHk i 2 38
T ELAERR ) o
2.5 HIERESSH

AT R Comprehensive Meta-Analysis 3.0
(CMA3.0)E A7 AR (1 BB A PR A3 BT . 158, R
QKB PGB 1T 53 I MG 50 (Heterogeneity

KRB EARAT SR oAy PR SR
i3 n=141 n=0
EHEE Gk
n=141 [RISEAT A ZEHERR FTE K
LERZE . RUIEH MRS
v POE TN
v n=141
V9 FE ARAS SR
n=>53
Hik I O BEEEAS, HEREEEATERE.
b v > R, 6 2. FISZSGIR
n=39
FIREL A SCJE FRARSCHk
n=14
MA i > HAJE HER i 3CHk
n=0
FA A TCAT SRR
n=14
B 1 SCHkKR R S 0 e A
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R1 BATSHHRBEHARHERER

¥ B REA AR PRI B A HE=€ =2
Gray et al., 2019(A) T8 1 30 41.03 r=10.46 By
Gray et al., 2019(B) KRt 211 19.76 r=0.24 sy
Gray et al., 2019(C) K ERFAEAR 517 15.69 r=0.12 5
Gray et al., 2019(D) ﬁi;% 167 19.44 1=3.49 By
Gray et al., 2019(E) gﬁ‘;;’ﬁ% 104 ii:z t=4.34 By
Gray et al., 2019(F) %’;ﬁﬁﬂk% 296 zggi =370 B9y
Gray et al., 2019(G) R AL 3k 1397 - r=0.19 By
Gray et al., 2019(H) ke s A+ 95 - r=0.22 M4y
Prabhakaran et al., 2014(A) KEHE 183 22.1 r=0.47 J=¥ix
Prabhakaran et al., 2014(B) KA 183 22.1 r=0.43 T
Prabhakaran et al., 2014(C) Rt 183 22.1 r=0.42 RAG
Prabhakaran et al., 2014(D) KREHE 183 22.1 r=0.48 b1 Relf e
Prabhakaran et al., 2014(E) KgA 183 22.1 r=0.40 By
Prabhakaran et al., 2014(F) KepE 183 22.1 r=0.18 WAy
Forthmann et al., 2018(A) H AR 29 14.47 r=0.699 i
Forthmann et al., 2018(B) HAA 29 14.47 r=0.789 it
Forthmann et al., 2018(C) H A 29 14.47 r=0.648 58
Forthmann et al., 2018(D) H AR 29 14.47 r=0.417 By
Forthmann et al., 2018(E) AR 29 14.47 r=0.562 Ay
Forthmann et al., 2018(F) 4 29 14.47 r=0.462 Ay
Beketayev & Runco, 2016(A) %9 245 BE AL 250 33.65 r=0.74 RIG
Beketayev & Runco, 2016(B) ] 45 BE L 250 33.65 r=10.36 pLielf e
Forster & Dunbar, 2009(A) KA 61 18.75 r=0.417 bk 7R
Forster & Dunbar, 2009(B) KEdg 61 18.75 r=10.66 bk 74 é3
Forster & Dunbar, 2009(C) Rt 61 18.75 r=031 i
Forster & Dunbar, 2009(D) KREFHE 61 18.75 r=—0.42 B
Forster & Dunbar, 2009(E) Kepg 61 18.75 r=—0.46 AE
Forster & Dunbar, 2009(F) KA 61 18.75 r==0.60 L2k
Forster & Dunbar, 2009(G) KEA 61 18.75 r=—0.63 b Qs
Hass, 2017 KE¥A 226 - r=0.40 Ky
Heinen & Johnson, 2018(A) %9 245 BE AL 62 37 r=0.47 5
Heinen & Johnson, 2018(B) %) & BE L 121 37 r=0.77 By
Acar & Runco, 2014(A) KEHE 54 26.28 r=029 i
Acar & Runco, 2014(B) KE¥A 54 26.28 r=028 it
Acar & Runco, 2014(C) KA 54 26.28 r=0.27 By
Acar & Runco, 2014(D) KEHE 54 26.28 r=0.35 By
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Ehe [IARWIHTEN A A CYUmAIER 48 B
Acar & Runco, 2014(E) KREFHE 54 26.28 r=031 By
Mathias & Kenett, 2017(A) KE#A 89 25 r=0.21 bk 78 e
Mathias & Kenett, 2017(B) KA 89 25 r=0.41 By
Mathias & Kenett, 2017(C) KE#A 89 25 r=0.37 it
Mathias & Kenett, 2017(D) Rt 89 25 r=0.24 oy
Rossmann & Fink, 2010 KE#A 106 23.03 r=0.22 puigeRes
Tempest & Rémi, 2019(A) TR R R 29 22.9 r=0.524 ik 74 é8
Tempest & Rémi, 2019(B) TR R KA 29 229 r=0.468 RGP
Tempest & Rémi, 2019(C) TR R KA 29 22.9 r=0.449 bk 74 é8
Tempest & Rémi, 2019(D) iR KA 29 22.9 r=0.406 RiE
Tempest & Rémi, 2019(E) TR R4 29 22.9 r=0.609 By
Beaty & Johnson, 2021(A) Rt 171 22.63 r=0.91 J=¥ix
Beaty & Johnson, 2021(B) KA 142 19.60 r=0.75 By
Cheng Liu, 2021E1 KREFHE 189 19.30 r=0.205 RGP
Cheng Liu, 2021E2 KREFHE 189 19.30 r=0.211 b1l
Cheng Liu, 2021E3 KA 189 19.30 r=0.203 My
Murray, 2021 [ 45 BE L 200 40.24 r=0.290 By

H: (DRITE TR G RBH T3 — A (R — 05000 248 55 R R K 5%

test), AR YT 5 T Ao 6 25 AL 36 UF BT %% TT 4 AT S AR
k
M AHE, HORIIMAR : 0= W(Z, - SE),

in
df =k—=1,W;=n=3, HH Z, N5 i I8{H, SE
A %800 {H (Borenstein et al., 2010), 58—, ia
e BB . SIFRUNE . 56 =2, 1T
AL W20 43471 AT 91 4347 2 YA 8 3 2800 e B,
A VROV AS B WA JASP BpR AT DLet- S
H T, Dk — S 0ns R RS R/,
)5, iz A - E (Funnel Plot), %774 RE(H:
(Fail-safe Number, Nfs; Viechtbauer, 2007) . 11 Egger's
[/ 3 K6 56; (Egger's regression intercept; Egger et al.,
1997)5 5 il A7 & e Am iAo
2.5.1 ¥RIE

TCAT AT LATE SCHE B 5 )i v R4k 2 ] A A ¢
RE(HVERBNAE . AN SRAE ST ik 72 v — 28 3R
WA AR5 R B 5 A M 2 2 (] A G
RH, MR T F A A 2 E, WA CMA
3.0 A RN AEHEAT IR . B, AR E
AHR R AL

252 HEENETE

Ffi LAY W 455 7 (Random  Effect Model) il [ 5
AN K (Fixed Effect Model) 3 95 3R #4770 4
BT o 188 RN AR AR 15 T 43 B vh BT A 0T 5 (] A
A — AN, WSS 3 AR08 (8 =22 W] Y 25 5 3
IS T REDLIR 2 . TAEREALN AT, O R BF
5% "] BE A A [A] B 300 {8 (Kisamore & Brannick,
2008), filin, ZH5EFHRER, ZHEREER
SRR AT, S A T TR Y SR R
HYBFEE, LA {E T BE T /& (B IK) (Borenstein
et al., 2010; Nikolakopoulou et al., 2014), H.{&j¥
i, AN I AT B S ON B HUEE X AR R R AR
HZEMCR, AR A AR EE L ER,
Jof feft FH T 5 80 o RS 7R G SR T e A R
fiE L W T H . S5 S e A B IR 45
S, s b AL A5 A5 AU %5 K 4 B (Borenstein
etal., 2010) FEABIFE P, B4R 5 A)id e B 4k
W A 3 AT X SR 5 R o PR R A 2 (R Y G
Ry, R I3 P B B AR R 3 AT 43 AT
[FR] FsF 308 Ao S5 J A ARG 6 SF Pk T e BBCARE 784 %) T
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(Nikolakopoulou et al., 2014),
3 &R

3.1 HREMKRE

SN S BRI A5 SRR O fHo 667.359
(df = 52, p < 0.001), BEHIRON A Y5 B,
A BIF 5T 3 A 3 B BE DL &K AR B Sk A I 200 fH
(Nikolakopoulou et al., 2014), & T #R#h O ¥:56TC
TRV SR G, FESRAT PR
Higgins 25 A (2003)ik 3, 4 72 H 25% .50%F 75%
B, 43 5 RN BT AR AR S Bk . 5 = o
Fei G5Btk . ABETET, P =92.21%, BHIHAL
IO AEL B LS 25 S5 1 LY 7 S B BV S 92.21%,
RS I B e it, SATIH O R g gk R EEA A
W4 o Tau-squared {553 0.092, i BHHH 5% 18] A A4
MAERAZESAH 9.2% 0 HFIHENE, FAf, Lk
SRMERIR, 7RI IR A i M A 2 W) F] fig
AR AR/, NIA B — 2P AT R AR 5
XoF T 35 6] 5 2 15 M)
32 REREHEKE
3.21 ®mE

B TE Se R LRG3 R R R A .
B2 HRTAL, B SO R A A RO A
A FE G R R B AR B X FR A A, HEPRES L
#B, FRUTE IR 5 0 1 v Rk K A A R A
1 WF 5% 45 S AN AF A8 ™ H 1Y R 3R A4 (Light &
Pillemer, 1984). {Hy 1 5 IRALGE A X FRAEITAl 19
T, AR T L@ Egger’s MIHKL
(Egger et al., 1997; Macaskill et al., 2010)3 2k % &=
Z K% (Rosenthal, 1979) %} & 35 i £y #1734k — 25
F 4 36 (Terrin et al., 2005).

Funnel Plot of Standard Error by Fisher's Z
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3.2.2 Egger’s @3 1&
Egger’s BIHAG S0 Y S AR R . LIAniEfuiy

SRR RBE Ay PR A o A LA KO Ak T RS BE Sk AR
g AV R EI)= oy (Y T2 oy oy OF Y Sk S iy
0, WA R & R/, A#BESET 0, HIAH
RAFEFE R FeAm M (Egger et al., 1997), #IEET
T 0 mliE I Egger’s [m] I A1 R 15046 56 3k 4 B
Egger’s K038 i7x, #HE R 1.249, p = 0.205 > 0.05,
F W BIF 58 45 R 52 B 5k 8 & 3R w475 5% men 14 7T Mk
BN,
323 KRERYE

R FPFEREDTELZ DA K KR
A B TT M I 45 S35 5% (Rosenthal, 1979), 24
EERBKT 5K + 10 (K A ATTA TR0 2 5L
i, Jeah K = 53)i), ULHARTRE B3 0 kKRR
(Hoeve et al., 2012), ARWFFTHY R L2 RECH 1269,
T Tl Pl 275, s Bl i s 54
T P SR T A% B 2 1) Y 56 R I AIF ST A SR
. WL, ABEGAEAE R R AW 1] Re b .
3.3 EEMSW

SRR I R I, A0 5 22 18] B 2y (E 1 2
TSR o AR T 2 11 B ) B AR L, i
JHZ A M 2 (1, Li et al., 2016; Liu et al., 2020;
Sun et al., 2020), Xif 5 A MR 4E 6 R
) S IO P 80 A R A T SR A A o VR 2 0T A T B
FE 187 AU 43T A TEA 245 SR A0 B e P 0 P 4
(i, Greenhouse & Iyengar, 2009; Han et al.,
2020), f#iF CMA 3.0 H “one study removed” I
BEEATHURME T A B, HEBRAT B — R AR,
R B 5 B Pk R Ak 2 1) A RO (A 4R A A
0.365~0.400 [E]17%3), BLEHITAiTas R EA B &
HIARE T o
34 EHRMIE

B T4 A9 2 (0] 9 S Bk 45 v, R PR BB
W7 A5 Y 3 47 35 %% W 43 B (Kisamore & Brannick,
2008), 455 WoRTE LIRS AE M B 4EHEC R
Bl 0.379 (95% CI [0.300, 0.452], Z = 8.745, p <
0.001), —3 2 [A] 5 i 3% Ay H % 2 B (Cohen, 1988)
MIEFEICR R
3.5 EATHMKIE

AT G 24 ) AR R P2 A3 A, T v 3 2
A5 13 W R F 7T [mE 40 # o
351 #WIXERWEATER

I TG 1 U3 23 B A 56 9k 3T 28 4F 1% % 3 SR
BSOS R RREEH D EP W, 4
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I BB R 2 AR I B TR T R W (B =
—0.0050, Z = —3.84, 95% CI [-0.0077, —0.0024]).,
352 tIEMBEENERFNETEAR

Y4 TS HT B SCHR H B i v S A T S B
LG 25 T 4 (R I« RIS L AR RS S0
BN ANy o PR RN A B A5 BRI, Bk
A R e LA 43 A T SRR B 5B 3 T SR
X R BT B3 (Q, = 89.380, p < 0.001) (L
# 2). Hr, ESCHE S0 R R
RIGE . MBI R R W A, 500
YRS BCHE A B 2 B O G S, X U
BRIV 3 1 S 5 DN R B 1) R G R BRGHEA T S R
PERG I, 5B, 15 WIEE S RIEMERHE R
(0, = 63.436, p < 0.001), SHEIH: 6 R4k
(0, = 10.542, p = 0.014H)F 5 FigmPEaYAHE R 5L
(Ow = 25.666, p = 0.007)FF1E & W& W T FM:, i
T SCHE B 50K SOME I AH DG R B0 S PR A 50 2 R
AN, UL RS SOk 4L o9 Bt 2L A B TR g A
CIFEiR
4 Tt
41 EXHEENEEERENERE

AW FT s R R, 15 R S 00 v g 2
WEIEMAEE = 0379, p < 0.001), 5LIEHFFREE
R —3% (Hass, 2017; Heinen & Johnson, 2018), 1% 45
Bk —LBUE T Mednick (1962)3 B8 18k
ABHIS, R SR R A s A o SRR T AH PR
H AT A BT I 4G R B, R T
oo T SCHE B XN R AR ) 06 R 1 i AL B S A
R e g% 3k B9 3K A8 fE 1 (Benedek & Neubauer,
2013), L Prabhakaran 55 A (2014) 855 N1, 1E
YIRS AN 7 AR, B ST A R AR i
AR AR A A 1 P R S M AR 2
SR, B BT A IR S A T ) 25 5 RE S

WA b AR IR AR T R S Y284k | . Gray 48 A(2019)
A, 1 FH 3 SR S R R I R AR R AT T A A
A, I LA Bl H Tt 1 i i ) i e R . TR
fF, ASHIFSE 40 A TC 40 B B SRR B o S 4 el
HFT RN A M R BURE S S I . AT
SCRTIR, R BUE AT 55 TR g A X S F LY
i, RS AR R R B AR, X — RS X
AR RE 0 A9BSR AE K R Hh B IE 2 (Hass, 2017
Marron et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2018), ZhAIPEAE
R R BB S5 MM dE bR —, DR £ %
P T BB G2 I T 2 S A ok T
(Acar & Runco, 2015), X—PFa il FE 90k T 515
SRR RIS L, (I SRR B A4 & W AL
THIFE . BOACRUL, DIEREIm K T O
ARERE, MAFNFRAEEA SRR NZESR
B, B R — A RIEARFE SR E P iR
RBARFEA . SO E R R A ORI I B i
T SCHE B R T8 2 58— (Wi R XS & U AT 55
HE R AT AL, TR RN T B 25
BARPIFR R, HR8s R0 mT e M & Wk
BT R & A & R KB T (Acar & Runco,
2019), Z5 BRRR, 456 HETHBIsE 4R, R8s
JEIE b, 15 S R R AR A 0 R 1 M R A Y A%
DA —— BT ERERE b, R R
XA B A et A I 2 X 1 0 A Dt Yk A i

AR, WS AR R R AR o SCIE B 5 Al
PESRYER O R PR T MR o DI 4% 1 A
KFE, O3B BAE M 45 (default mode
network, DMN)FIFFT T2 il ¥ 4% (executive control
network, ECN)HH & X By #f 2838 3 56 R % 1)
(Beaty et al., 2015), H i, BRIABEZ L5 193873 4%
O i X5 1R 82 FE S il 12 & (Marron &
Faust, 2018), FATHHI R4 AT LI 0 H A&
PR SR AT, XOR B TR T 2 G AR DG K

F2 GIEERENSRRENED L

WA 25 k r 95% CI O, 1o P
By 28 0.430™" 0.326, 0.523 447369
i 12 0.447""" 0.338, 0.545 25.666"
B3 P S AR A R 5 0.473" 0.180, 0.688 63.436""" 89.380 0.000
HEEE 4 -0.533""" —0.664, —0.372 1.433
AP 4 0.328""" 0.197, 0.447 10.542"

e "p <0.001,"p<0.01, p<0.05
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AYHE 2 (Benedek & Neubauer, 2013), M EA K X
KE, Q0 R YE R P20 SR 2 — R ZE A
N [l (inferior frontal gyrus, IFG)H i % (i W, Chen
et al., 2020), BFFFENTIA Ny ZMIA T [ £ 2 A5 R
18 P R A R P S AR IR R & (Badre &
Wagner, 2007; Chen et al., 2021) 5 7c JF B BEAE 1)
FEAE A B (Ralph et al., 2017), Green %A
(2015)th8 & BR, 7% # (frontopolar cortex) ) i % A~
5B RINA HEHENRR, WRREIE X
B8 1Y) 56 B % X (Grreen et al., 2012),

LR B ST R B, 1 SR B AH G R D 0 p 22 0
Bl -5 403 PR SRR T AR B IR AL A B —E AR
Qb o TRIN, i SCRRRGAE Ry — R AE i, T LIS
YTl B R D B 3 v R Y AR AR, TR
Zooxt (gl hn, Ak S AR A M A ) (Kenett
et al., 2017; Kenett, 2018; Kenett, 2019), Hitt, &
S LA N B i e S A IR A, LA
S 1) B 3 P SE A ) T 9 R S 4 AR S TR
%% (Green, 2016),

SR, AR R, 15 LIRS 0] 1 R 4
K ZBIRLNLE N 0.379, AT5Ak T A5 78 B ) I AH G
(Cohen, 1988), X Ui IS 45 fift I35 SCIE 85 0 4 B
MBS — 2 AR, BRSO R ) i
PR R AR X AT fgf L7 mm R E
e, 18 IR R DSOS B A AR bR, 3
SRS )8 PR 86 25 R K R I A
(Green et al., 2015) JLik, A8 M B 4EA (U ALTE A
T LA AR, S A LT BT
i3 7 (Benedek et al., 2017), 1HiE XHERE FEH 54
B A IR R AT G, SRS T R S M s B T
XFPAT 3 R AN 2 (Marron et al., 2018),
AT A — 8 2 B B ARR T 3 S % 1) s e S A4
PIRERE 1o 55 =, Bt A 2 AR AR RE ) 52
M) f [ B, A 32 3SR 5 8K & g T 1Y 5 T
(Kenett et al., 2014), Bl 57 I E SCE B9 SR B 5T A
i A e R AR, LT ) TR R Bk, ff
FH3K — 20 ULAK 1 3 48 A e SRAE B 3 M B 44T G 7
F it —25 B B A TR AT
42 BUEBEUEMREXRIEENAT

b5 v

B R, BORARE S XTSRS R
B R EA BN TER. XUl E M
KAV R BRI PR R AW . BRI S,

T A O i A T BN T 2 A . TR
ATREAE T, BEE I, DRIIE Lt 1zgs
P RO NP 25 AR 2 7 R AE ORI T 18
SCRE B 500 PR R R . B RITE SLCILSS
FIR AR o AR IIE GCIZ 850 S BE 3 A 1 1
K 2 Wi AR 1554 i (Dubossarsky et al., 2017; Wulff
et al., 2019; Zortea et al., 2014), XSS EHHELE
B A% 58 H WIE BN, BeRt, 15X
FE S 55 6] 3 1 SR ) R DGR B AT TR AR, 1 SUHE
BRI A B ) B K, Hik
MR ARME S AR 2N, FIRNE
WA i 1 B AT 55 T B S [ AT 55 MR AT
55 22 ], 58 X AT 45 T B — i RS A5 (Wu
et al., 2005), /™A P B S R] Y BE ) 23 Bt 4F
W4 B4 3% Jin 11 4% 55 (Shimonaka & Nakazato, 2007),
HIEF R IFA— & &8 WP 28 A 2 (Ruth
& Birren, 1985), XEBRE, MiEFRE M, 8
TR AN 3 PR AT 55 TP ™ A R B0 28 28 v e 2 VR T LA
EM 2L N A SRR, Bk, R
BREEH Z RS ECR M IE R, (HIFE
TEERAMAMAIE N BEERER, T2, 1B
SCPE 8 55 A 1 1 R A 2 (] P A DG AR B 2 Bt A A I
B3 T B R A . X — B IRARIR, ARORBEF ]
VUi — 20T e i BR 2 5 00E M R 4R e R g m)
WEFE, MM RHIEA 4 is A fl i, e A
BRI A M BRI R

TAT T Hr 25 AR, XA TR 9 A1 3
B dgbrm 5, 15 IR 5008 M R4 A
KEZBAF ., AT A, 18 LIS RN
M W R A DG R IR, I RE M A O
REE G, MM AEOC R B Ak, 18X
PR SAE U2 B E A, X451 RY, 4]
ot SR R R AT R T T SO R a1 S A
ZIBIEFR . JE B T REAE T Q3 1k B GEAS [F) &
PRI S MM E AR, Hr, RS R
T Z TR A DGR B A R o XX PT fBR B O RE P
FERAEA R G Z M RE T, REs A Ab
7] 14 75 7 (Guilford, 1950), 76 7= A5 AR 1) 1 7
h, RIEHICNEZ, HEmREEERE R
PR A T L 1) B i P AE 5 (Goncealves et al., 2013),
21 LA T e R P A R TR R R B RN A, 43
eI AR A o b W N B e N i D B R
Poo AR AR ME S 2 1] B OB, 1 SCEE R
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B, A, 15 CEE R S ARy rh SRR B Y B
AHIG . IXAT RE SR R O A6 ¥ B iRl ) A 3 o SR 4R A
S5, A B 25 42 i A R 1 1R gk i AN (] (RD
TATREECEARR), 13T IR AT A
A2 50, Forthmann 2% A (2018)IA N, i Tif
SR B AR Ay R EL T A 1 M B AT 55 P e A
P 28 2 (VF 22 AT 2 B ) 8 0 B e ) ) 380 T A5 3
B, AR EE T HA SR A AL il
PLAY— LA . IR (B AN, “and”l “so”) ] HE £ %
R LA B 3 1k R AT: 55 v i e AR 2 R T SURE
RGP A% 0B ZE VT e B B R A8 IR
B ry Al (Dumas et al., 2021),
43 WMRABRERE

DI T35 MR B 5 0 0t B4 X R 5%
R AEAR—B, B E— MR ARG
TR ABFE D T/ AL 8IS T DMEAR
(i) S 5 T %) 5 DL LA B SRR 5% v o SR 9 5 0 3k
P SECHE A5 0 2 b ) A DGR B R IR 9 [m) B, & B
Wi Z M AEAE S RRE W IEAE G . BFE 45 A —
FE R L bSO T RS D HRAE B IS (Mednick, 1962),
[F iz N IRA R T —ENS%,
AR TILEARNRZA: &5, Bl
KB I S0 A e R I IE IR A i
B, AR B XT 8D, BARAT L
S YRG5 PR AL UL A IR 4 S R, (H R ORI 2
FEFHERFEARMITATIIGR . Hk, W BE M
HRAMNBELERZ, AR E A B SCHk
SGEBCT P EZ s R R SEATHRIY, HAh AT
RERZ M — 3 A DGR M AR B AR v e . il
AN [ A B P RN AL WT E 2 X o SR B 5 A0
S8 4k By & BE 1 A 5% W (Beaty & Johnson, 2021;
Dumas et al., 2021),

AR NG RARMET —EME R~ 5,
MR A5 0 45 SR mT 0, 3k i 47 0% 2 A1) 1
26 P d A N SRR S A R AR 2 1T Y
KRTER M, BRI T 25 18X A~ 28 A
ZHERATMEM . HWR, hFFEE MR AR
VI RGN . BT SCHE B 5 00 1 B
X & (Orwig et al., 2021), HLAn#EiTE CHE R S5
Muiwte . BREREN. A REEXEC S
UE W5 B0 3 1 JEL 4 %% A DG I I AELRE 07 =2 ) 19 5%
Z(He et al., 2020) & HIAMM LML BT H AL
1 AN Z BE A T i) L AR 10 A2 55 X i SCRR

B 5 RSB SC R BN . 5=, HATEZ AT
FEHE P T X — U A 1 T 15 5, R BT
PR SE PR ] 1 SCHE 88 5 e R U B 3 ) (ARl
B S AT E AR S1) 95 F B A 2 AL
W, TEWFFEINIEIZ T, KRR ZH N R SR
P TR TR A2 B AN ) TG 07 i A A T SR g 245
REQNE R 4EZ SR, DUYIHE N B & P
2 14 00 AR 3L B 1 S ) BRI AR A

5 HIR%ie

ABEFER AT BT Tk R B, i RS
B P B 2 ) A 7 P AR R A IR OG, HoX —
KF 232 BIWRAF W b A3t 1 R A 00 4 s 114 9
T BRI (DBEE POLAER R, i X
S 5 R 1 R A DG RSB AR () [RT e
AR LT B PR e, SR R T SRS B A
KRR . MAN, RS R R A

S 3k

(FF* RN T 8 LK)
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Abstract: The development of natural language processing has offered reliable and valid research methods
for exploring the relationship between semantic distance and creative thinking. There are more and more
studies in this direction in recent years. However, the research findings are inconsistent in this direction.
Based on the Associative Theory of Creativity and the Spreading-Activation Model, the present study
investigated the relationship between semantic distance and creative thinking by using a meta-analysis
method. The reasons for the inconsistency of previous studies in this line of research were also analyzed.
The current research involved 14 studies and extracted 53 effect sizes from 4729 subjects. The random
effect model was used for the meta-analysis. The results showed that there was a moderate positive
correlation between semantic distance and creative thinking (» = 0.379, 95% CI [0.300, 0.452]). The
meta-regression analysis found that the correlation was moderated by the age of participants and dimensions
of creative thinking. Specifically, the results suggested that the correlation between semantic distance and
creative thinking decreased with the increase in the age of participants. In addition, flexibility had a higher
correlation coefficient with semantic distance than originality and fluency. However, elaboration had a
negative correlation with semantic distance. This is the potential reason for the inconsistent results in
previous studies. The current study provides new perspectives and explanations for exploring cognitive and
neural mechanisms of creativity. It contributes to the exploration of the relationship between semantic
distance and creative thinking. The current study offers better scientific evidence and important implications
for interpreting, predicting, and improving creativity.

Keywords: creative thinking, semantic distance, the measure of creativity, meta-analysis





