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Abstract

The fierce debate on the domain generality and specificity of creativity in 90s of the last century
represents that the creative research has already expanded from general to specific performance
areas. The study on domain specificity of creativity has become an important research orientation. The
focus of measure also transfers from divergent thinking to creative performance across various do-
mains. Because of the complexity of creativity, how to measure is an important question in the
progress of research. The study begins with the concept of domain specificity of creativity, and reviews
three types of creativity assessment (Consensus Assessment Technique, standardized measurement
and self-report measure). Finally, the future prospect of measurement in this field is put forward.
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HERA B B EKRATE. BIEHRFRIER ARG/ AT P EEN . WEE SRS
TG PEBIR A [ GRS MR I N & . BT RI3& 77 B Rk, anr I B BB A R I B 2 R
AHF T BIE ST TR BR IR OB R, W RBRAl . AR RIER A B Btk & X =3RE & /7 B S &
HATVT. 85, MZISHMERKRE.
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1. 518

T HATIRIE IBFFCeR, AU — MR R HL A L 2 — . A 00 4ETFAG, BFRC
5 TFHE A B3 7 0T AR A e TR TR 4 . QU 1 P — R A A A 36 3 47 7 1 AT,
f—BehE, AESUAEE BRI . B3 AR U I A (Plucker, 1998): T Bl 77 0 TSI HEVR 1A A
VTG 1 8138 ) T R R A R, 7 — U 3% ) AR ME RS 3 FL At i (Baer, 1998). 750 FE
SR, TR (2007) A, RAF “AUBUETRIE 7 AR RGO B S, (H R
(OIS B A A . REFI A BB S IR A (1L, 2014, i, &
18, 2011). EARSUSIETRME L2 OIS S0 p BB, (T eE A S E 4, R
SR T EABAE KRR b, X B AT R IO R VP AR, AT LA I 7 AU Tt AR
7 .

2. BIEARTUIFFR S

AR R AR S B2 A O B AR SRR G, A ATTIA A N S b B S () i@ PR AT Ay, T
AT RLES AR A R o A0 — MM 0 3R S5 0 oV M AT P& L, ATAT A L IR R FEFERR AR
STURE AR 1) R I R g e BAT B8 22 AL A B3I B 1 AR 18 £ B 35 bk (Cosmides & Tooby, 1994).

BEE A NSO B SR R, 0T NI 77 BI00 B 1 B2 25 PR R R P A 78 BV PN SR i 7 b 75
BT F I IUESE . Gardner (1983) 2 U B REEIR N, ANERWERE A-LITH, RIES HRE. 124 - #
TR, EARER. TR, SiE - B EE. AR R RN B RINRERE. Feist (2004)tHIRH T
LA ORI, Al 0B B Y. BT B 2RISR, &) LRSI 5 0)iE 7] 2 TH
BHEIEEEVNRR, WRMAAAEE Z MR R AL L, 4] BAEES 2 FE 0 i
71, Baer I Plucker & st 011 /) i AR R P A — MO 7] 15 IR 7E. ( Creativity Research Journal) biEAT
riif: Baer (1998)IAAANE M 4L R AERFIR BRI R, ARG SRR, & BG5S MRk
P, AR XA AR S FOA IR J1, WA B, BIRBUE S5, KR AT S5 S N
B, Plucker (1998) U3\ A O P 2 A3 — M PRI, BT iR A SUsURF R I I 70 R 8 o BRI R R, A7
FENES . JHEFE A R, 1K AT B4 b5 7555 G138 I () S ARr Rk Mt 7 1 T X o

AR RAEBIREN, RSV TUZ 1, 8 AT J7 B 700 5673 £E mN S — eIt 47 Fe 2] 4k
ikt (Baer, 2012). 613 /703 5k AL A (Kaufman & Baer, 2004; Baer & Kaufman, 2005), $2H 613 /71
VUAN 2R Sk fE(Initial Requirements). —fi 3= @4 (General Thematic Areas). 45ii#(Domains)
Ffag 4 (Micro-Domains) . f1lid /7 AT ik M R FE A5 7Y (Plucker & Beghetto, 2004; Plucker & Zabelina,
2009) U] A1) & (1) £/ B, 4 R B3 77 1) 8t — e — REBR MK P 23 BB 35 4 2o B SSERT 4 DA B84 31 B 4



WAF, SR

PR AT AR, BEE MR SR R, L AIE ) R R R I B . X H R AN BRI
TR T AR M 1 B3 B . BR T EIR R, SRR T AR T A58 ) 1 AT R 1 (PR 1 AR
NS o FESEUERTFE R, 50 2 AU (B3 A 7 o DAk ) R T (B3 M I ) 3 A AS [ 11 7 P SR
B8 1)1k ) 1 B USRI [ R, DA A BT 255 1) R O B 7 AN R U8 13 MR i E 2 =2 A O,
DA AE — /A0 1) 1) 3 14 DI 52 75 T DA o — /N4 1)1 77 (Baer, 2012), Conti 25 A (1996)4a%: T 13
ANASE IR QNSRS AE DS, KIL 8 NG, 4 AMAHI, 1 ANEMIG, H 13 MEKRECF 5
IRIK(r=0.11), HARRET 1%M78 R . Baer (2008) IR 78 AR A G518 AN [F A0 & i B P v 4y
FHRARG. Han (2003)i8 3 =AM FERIR R Qi ) 1) — P EAVRR IR IR e) @, 87T 1 b s 1 109 > 7~8
SHGTAEERS . ZARAMEEE AN FE U OISR I — R aDE B g R o R, A RS
MECA AR 22 (r = 0.28), BEFHER, BEEERZAMHRYA R, — B REUEYER &
I A3 7 BT 2 ARAG s AFAE 2 X 3 AN O ) #  RARE FOAR S T O 7 0 — M I R AR R
PER AR o X PRANIT T3 SR T A& JIAFAE U RE R 1 . Dow 1 Mayer (2004)7ERF 7T 1 HRif#
TS W AT 7028, o T 4 RiE . S5, . SEMSIEMERNLGA S, ER
2 A1 3 R, BER RS T 4 AN R AR AR I £, S A] R AR R I SR 2 T T R A SR 2E AR S TR i)
B ERRIE L, 7EH AR ) B g e B ARG XA AR XL TS R — AU i 7
ARBTG5 — NS BIE S B PEF= ft DPAl AN G P YN SRS AN TR AR BEXT Al 77 2 15 B 4
BRFIRYE” BORSIR IS T AT Qi 7 AU AR R 1 1) i

3. BlENNENER

B A EL L HER R B O L8 NE. Zeng, Proctor £1 Salvendy (2011) VA48 1 230 &6
W75 O R T HORBUB4ENEE) . SRR, SEAMNBRY. AdRER. R4, 200
A BERWE Pt SRR, BRSNS IS S MRS, 1% B IR X 4y — MR AR A4
SR Sy, IR R, B R EUEGE . K. RN E TR0 i e, AR
e HIRIRAE BE 0T VRS Q& 77 1 — B RRAE (0 /A 0 H R BIE 1 A% . S BESE), ] T B4
ORGP REE . 2R Bor. BAR. 2m5), TRIFE. i sUBRER I B BAR G
SR HINE= i, B IE AR I AN R A3 g 1 77 i

H _EAMEAS 90 AEARGNE 7 i SRR IR VERI FE % EE AR, e I 5 3 LS i) A g, A& AT AL
A 5 S PO AT B B SR [ A e . RS R Qg R 56 380 S )3 ) — Mk R A 1)
M, a2 1 Torrance & HIUE 455 & 52 2 577 & 5 2LV (Baer, 2008), {H[EIR A #F 7 &
Fre ] DUVE i — ek 6id 4 5946 200 B (Kim, 2006) 883 28 /02 il 613 /1 59 B 3748 4R (Kim, 2008).
B & TSR R T T R R R, WF U T AR R BB 4EAS S5 [R] -1 /7 (Runco, 2008), Kim (2008) 1765
MR IR BB AE RN G Rt AR S 23, (ERARMK(r = 0.22) BFF 7835 A AN P AU 1 S R 7 B A A
MG FAEREERER, WSS 5T R1IE ) oh E AT A 2800 & 7 72 (Weisberg, 2006)
WL WA FAUR G USSR, BEMZR) QU= g, T L DA SRR R I S
K163 71(Baer, 1996, 1998; Han, 2003).

4. TRIGHEBHRENNE

FAT, ARG A I T E AT A =R S0 Q& I i A R IP Al s B0 i IR 55
RIUIARAELLINGS ;S0 2 AU B Bk .



4.1. RIREVHE

FIESHEMAE N EEAREMESE, FRAOE. BRASRE. ER A INFRE: Baer (1994)
() — U T SRS IR, GRS B mA &, HhE AR, R
JETE L SO IR SR QNS PESE 5 AU R ER TIPS BRI AT R A BN & 77 % (Amabile,
1996; Baer, Kaufman, & Gentile, 2004); &&= hbmai t ¥ 72 — Lt 5 R (40,  Eisenberger & Rhoades,
2001). ZARSUE il EEA P E . 2xE . fEdl . HAE R ZERMEM: Amabile (1982)fx 5.1 Ar
(R T e 5 2 26 i XAH (] R R R R ABAT TR 58— A 2 g AT PG 104 s Ward (1994) H 40 2 B AT
M ZARAIE 77 Chen 25 A\ (2006) TEF 78 H 6 ZAR A3 ) 10 & 2 7 B 37 8 438 P il 8 AN TR (AL T
M. =M. WEE.. S8R, N, E30. ). NSRRI S i 7576 5 Z 1= i, BE R
RIS I  SEIRTHEE, WME T IS R T eiE .

BT COREE 4R BT ONEEELE? 7 S, ANTER SR R ALE R 5, e
AT LA TR R R ) 32 I TAN i ——TREGTAd 8 R (Consensus Assessment Technique, CAT). ZHiAR
i Amabile (1982)$2H, 2 J5 €3 /74T i) & o0t it — 25 K & (Baer, Kaufman, & Gentile, 2004; Kaufman,
Baer, Cole, & Sexton, 2008; Kaufman & Baer, 2012). CAT HIFR IS ERlE A, B [E—4538 1% F A T0 R —
PEMA FR, X2 O0E /A, CAT FERTH TGS 1. 2R, 1B AR AU AR S 1)
sk,

[F B PPAR B A A48 A — 3 ) ) S 0 o e i B3 R A i, A3 P 1) 2 SRR i IR B3 1 1A T V40
B FVE 5 56 A ARYE FO GG M 1) F RS AT 4, RS IRAFEE R A S S HIES, HARS BT
T HIARAE S . B AE 5 MU EAFER L4y, (XMt AR R, WAAEH 6 mEl 7 &,
HEDFRT 3 gl —WikESLIRmE 7R ok H#0E S8 A #dlE——103 Mg, 103 A~ ABRiA
102 s, 18 13 AL 1FH L X B AR 6 i ik R BT A1IE Uil (Baer, Kaufman, & Gentile
2004) o W [FRGTALHEOR B S YGRS 2] 74 R, AGEH TR S OER = AT VR, T H AR R R
VB4 W DA S FIAS [F) R IR 2 R S vt 77 a0 WP & — B R B R R IE R 12, RN E A
— 3 R ER I RS BOR (104 &bk, 1@ % 0.70~0.80 & A 252 ¥ (Amabile, 1996).

RGeS ) VR b R A A P iV SRR ks o NIV B Y [ S b B G e R B A R
HEFMER, KB LHKIFARS, 5T FERTEWEA R, ZER I AT &
M2, B LRAAEE X BRI ? £ X AN AR, Kaufman, Baer, Cole Al Sexton (2008)%LL T %
FAPAGFIHE L AP GG 2500, 7 10 N5 51 106 AR 2EAE TPl 205 FeRrak i BiE M, R IL—# 1IvF5
BRE—EMES, HEREZMWMA, UULERFRX M, AKEESFIELE KT (HIERHEAIE
SR AT T S5 AN R, B0 [FIREE 10 446 A1 106 44 KA i G 0 B3 P47 904, RIS
WREFRAILERFEEA, WorrIRE—SE AR T 0.70 Bk (Kaufman, Baer, & Cole, 2009). Baer,
Kaufman 71l Gentile (2004) B 78 h 4 ER A 13 A% 5K(5 LAER ISt , 4 L HUM, 4 2.0 EF) N4
A NBRAFIRFITAL B R AN F SRR fh, L VT BN — B 2 A R . X8R 7 AR
SRR TERE L SR AR, UGB AT R R, X L RKIW 7R Rikia v .

4.2. pRfELCmLE

PREAL G 5 22 LK) Torrance 6Nl P BL4EIN 55 4w il (Torrance, 1998)[ it BEESAL, o fEFR LS
FEFRYE. R ), FERAEA R -GUR, ke, Thee. HOR. B B, il
T RAME RN, X —RMETEHEREZ F.



WAF, SR

H/DEREAIE PG FRE e gk, W PP A S (2002) 4], S8 Torrance 613 1 L4k
M55 4w (Torrance, 1998), FHTMIEF EMEEQIE ). ZNIA 7 NEH, 5050060 MRS, 15
R, PR, BEAARR, R, BRSSPt SRR A T TE . RIS AR A,
Vo 2 AR AL I PE 2> F- W (BUFE H B0 FT 40 o AR H 00(5E BE /A R4, IR /BT uF e g5 i R
RAF. Z5E A T g [ 1) 1087 4 g A fd [E 1) 1087 44 92224, FEfe 1 e B R [ i b AR R
BE SR, ZERAREPR LBERTZ AT (Hu & Adey, 2002). LRI, H G %E 1 1k
4t (2004) IR O 7056, BN R T A BAR R BRI I EE S . YR fR bR B FE RS
ARTPE L FREIVE. KRR SALEIE A, 56 A5 U R AT .

ThEe Gl J7 s . 613 P % 112 W82 (Creative Solution Diagnosis Scale, CSDS) 2 H1 Cropley £l James
(2012)4wth], B RET VL= i elE I, FeT 77 O MBI S K TR, WA 30 MIH, 1
AR TSR, 4t 157 44 K2 AE ATk B Google B A FE A RIS ALl iR 2%, S HERITH 3T 5
RERFERNITY. SRR, RE T 24 NEH, 35 MYERE. BN S A M (Relevance &
Effectiveness), [ #i{t (Problematization), zh771E(Propulsion), %3¢/ (Elegance), 114 (Genesis). )4
5 R R AF

BAGE W : FIAKEFH, AR A7 A A (1995) ¥ ia F MR E 51 1) )L E D R
ARBUIE SIS (PRS0 e AN E )L R HEOR QE Jy#EAT T SO L. FRE S (1, 0
Vi, 1R, 2000)FE DMERE SR AR A B w1 LE T D EREORANE A, e TAE . ekt M
BEN . Dheedert, $oRI7EE, BHEER. 100 f8Fr 218 Torrance KEUEAENILS, 7 AviistE. RiENE
A, &0 ERMNE—BE RN T 0.61~0.91 (7], SEFRIEFH] 0.80.

BEAE ST HeE A AR R QS NS A Balka (1974) 4 il ¥ 205 61138 B 771155 (The
Creative Ability in Mathematics Test, CAMT), fthig ¥ £ T 100 Z%#5K, 100 44524 K #1471 100 4444
S0, A 81%HIAMARIN T, AL T HEERIERE I 6 ANIUEFRIE, 2 BN T BB TR R %
RIBCEIE R FTHC B e i, JE I e SR E B AR A R )
SN [EHR 2 AE AR AR i BEIA B 80% LA . PINER MK BAERZ L RIS, Fitk
W EFIRE A EE . BTN ERAERESH, 23 E80 0, 150 BUEYES )R E B4 Q2 &)
AR ZE . Mann (2009) ¥4 & BUB4E8 H T HAF e, FFE— P 17 568 H A 2. REUE
e, B« BB T, #E R RE AN RER, WRAEER BT, F TR R RE R A EE 7
REVBHERTH o Rbs B R E. RIGYE. JBIE. Balka (1974)WF 78 FR 15 H B 38— E0tE R %0 0.72, 1F
Mann (2009) (K 7t 3% £ 0.86. Lee, Hwang £l Seo (2003) &t [ 384 1 LAERF 72 b HY B0 AR 48 L8 2 )
) T T P 5 2 ) S 2 AR W BN 77, Rk T B i v e A R B8 7 35 (Mathematical  Creative
Problem Solving Ability Test, MCPSAT). Zill%3tA 5 M EAABH, 7071008 6 s, 6 MAIFR @, /K
L R R SEAR LT R A3 28 . Z IS TH R bR R T e . RIS MArE. i —
Ftt #4009 0.80, 5 /M H IR N 0.85~1.10.

FDEIEICANE MG FRIE 52250 17 R R 5 (2006) a7 A AEESCANE I . %
WA 6 NMEH, HRIxRim @ . SRR, SIEME. BX5E. RRR. i
SCEAE,  CRREZS Y 10 MATE, Bk 100 AN RN AR S o AN E ML, TEAY
TR BRI RiEH. R, WE—8ER/E0N 0.80, 4MBUE R, SEHZREEHS 852
] (R AH 5 R %M 0.47~0.83.

NG B AU B3 PP AL S DL RSP AL B 9 A B A& P ST AL, B B AR
FIPRAEALIN GG, ERAR [FRPPAS AR 5 5 9 B I PPA I “ B bnifE ™ (Carson, 2006), {HHT3Efh R



TSR RGURNTK, MHEN 5T, HERANR A, TR 2R, RN E & 7
AR AEAL TN 56 RSO BE N e B DN B T 1% . b2 i e iR H 22 F I MR, H T 22 E WA A
AARRMEMIE TR Dhfg. BOREIE JJIIGE X UG T AT hrAELL PRAG, §7 R T DA T it
77 it R RO BRI s BCEAAR D — T E N AR, X% AU 1T S0 AN & TR X 50
Ay, EEANERRZ, AHFNE T DNEEECIE K, DU IZUS T TSR A4 KIEH 2
B IT R ESCRNE T & 1 ESCRE A IR SE Y, DLREON RS 2SR 615 77, IF 2ulls
#EAIC 7730 WU A R AEAL I 36 T AR B TR B AL VRl B — R AT 7k, PRl IR C
ARFEIRRE, AT LA L SR TN 7E -

4.3. BERE

B3 4 SRt 151 3% (Creative Achievement Questionnaire, CAQ): X AMAEFE NN [F] 45 i) 613 14y it 4
1714, H Carson, Peterson 1 Higgins (2005)4miill, AN EAR. &k, QIESE. BHE. KA.
. R BEERIL R ZIHEAR, PR hE = R ERE . B, RE)EGE ZHERE
. KiH). CAQ LA 96 NMEH, 4 RN=AN, BRI =AU, ER RIS B S E
Se MU B A N RE . B IENSR, 2B R BTN, BAMUERA 8 ANEH, &AM H %
FRAE M s WS B Z P HE o $2R0E 0~7 S [m45 5y, A AMREAFMRE. FliniigZAR
i, CAERMNIIEINGEA LA ANEN” 45 0 45, ATCAEEBRR N — AN, “IEIR ARG T
WY 45 17, 3| “WIMERERZFE T LN 45 7 4y, =802 3 MTREH, #il 2
A HREA RS, ASFE T HARR B BRIRE W E TH, 00E Mt 6 i 58 B i ald s, oy E
FRAE LA I /NG T AN TR AR, BRI T DU -0 H B 7y, mT DU 00 5 B8 /K -F 1 13 %
. Carson, Peterson #ll Higgins (2005)&#I%} 117 AN K& AEFEA IR 7o R DLE IS FE 9 0.81, NH—EK
PEAS 2 0.96.

A1l P4 151 25 (Creativity Domain Questionnaire, CDQ): Wl & A~ [A] 4tk it 13 77, 9] i1 Kaufman Al
Baer (2004)%F— % EARATI RO 7, fATE SR 241 & K0t H QAN 0 BiE AT, £
KRR EAE R BAEASIRNBRIE R 2 BRRAS N RS 1 5 TH 813 1), ShF(E R,
T ARG AR AE )RR #A0IE 7). s w5 F, Kaufman, Cole l Baer (2009)4% 5¢ T — ff 32 i
JEHRFHERE T —20, A1 3553 A4 VEM A C7E 56 MAFEE H ERGIEyE, PREMF R
BRI R EBZH: 5182 AR (Artistic/Verbal). #1195 2 AR (Artistic/Visual). 1)V (Entrepreneur). A
Fr(Interpersonal). %2#/F} 2% (Math/Science). 2 i (Performance) 1] 5 fi# e (Problem Solving). # H (%A
K AR B, Wik, EORER, dERIER. R 6 R TR A EAREEE. A
RAEFEAOENE. A SENETE. AUEIETE. EEA B R ANEN: . X FRIEEFRAAR 7 aE T
U R BEITH(CDQ-R), A 20 MITH , BFEIUAN R : *REI(W, £, B3, S51E), Feamisn,
o, B, END), 2R, FIL. L. BB, . AT, #HE).

Kaufman 41883 /1 &% (Kaufman Domain of Creativity, K-DOC): FH Tl & MALE 11N [F) 45 i
fi& 7], B Kaufman (2012)%afil. ERgmHIEFEF, fEREE T 94 NSRS, X 2318 KFA M TR
TR RN, Bt T 50 WUEE PSSR N H R AR 0 A F . HEANE ). ZEARAE
71 RI(BFEEEMNE IR HUIEFGIE AT ZARA)E 7). K-DOC B)# H it H -1 CDQ, CAQ,
PR Iveevic il Mayer (2009) 2 M4 15 7] =& (Life-report questionnaire) , #1325 5 4 (A W in) 3 PR 7747
“BUE—g AT . EFRR A 5 s BSR4 35 AN YRR I — 20k RS 5 2, 14 £ 0.90~0.96.

INGE: ERIFIDNIN & 2 AN B3 0 A, 1R HL IR 10 AR DISRIF R BE TR, =AM
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AHE R BIETE R 48 (CAQ) I A LG AT Jy, ¥ L BB KT M g eSOt , B IMARE] =
JRRGH; AEVESUH A AE(CDQ, CDQ-R)5& M B1Ii& /1 1 EME S, BATHIR S5 Kaufman ik alis /)
R (K-DOC) B3t A [FI U 1 B PR iE 3, I A2 QUG PEAT B RE R iR =R T4
gry BAEREG a0 TR E PR, HEONE AR 2R A AT Se 0 TR, BT T LURGEE 7 H
I o

5. AKRE

BIRTAH IR Z 450 77 (A [ Sk iR I &2 073, AR St Al & i R BDIR T 5, s AL R
JUIANTT I EE: 1) Blit J s as /b R 7t . Bl ) SR R PR R R R HEIE 7 AT TR T AN [R) S5\ TR R R
1k, Baer fll Kaufman (2004)$2 H 138 779 ok el #5584 [X 3B/ 3 82 1 (Kaufman, Cole, & Baer, 2009),
B 8Z T e BAR A, AU T OCE A, X AUR I ST TRk BRI S E, HETA
[77) = AL )22 T AP A B 5 90 2R (AR AN BR) o T XS 3 43 A it e P B A4 1) 23 I V50 A 3 248 ) B R S
WERSEHE, BRIk HORTEES A IR TR R X Qi Iy e g A AT 7 B 14 5 5 2 X A (R AT A1) 3 7
BEAT I ) A, DR R SR 75 B0 24 X 1)1 ) B A &5 R R SEERFF 95 2) ARiEA I E R R & )
ST B A 56 DT 43 AN R BB T X PPAL, EONEGE @R (EARAE AL L R AR AR
— 5 TR 75 B AL VARV A . FEFF A aT SRR B, 59— 7 T AT R R IR ki sy, R B Bk
QI AN B 2 R B SE R A AR, R H AT R R BGAR  EE BRI bR IR HEA 2, X
AR AR M R BT 3) 2okl RIE: QE ARG R—ANZI0MiS, a8 L
B ARSI R 2 2y, RN BB N (person). i (process). ¥4 (press) F17 i (product) 2 45,
TEACE ESCERANE 77 M TS 011E T2 5o SO A FHAEXA T T RRE,
R T E RS AR AR 2 1 FEIN G A, 20 56 045 A0 — M M AT R 1 0 2, I T )i
PEIEFR PN = ZEB B QUL s 7= AR AN DA ), B4 PN G 1 Sl 46 (Il B3 7 B k3 7)), BB
50038 F19e 2B VIR 1A AR (Agnoli, Corazza, & Runco, 2014). % o4k 813 7356 () & & v LL
XPEIIE AT B A . BEUSE SR, A IRAT AT DU T BE B b S “Bit S AR .

B oW
| % P 2k e TN AW TS — 18 R SR [ RIS K22 —SF B Bl
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