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Abstract

Creativity is the ability to produce novel, original, unusual and appropriate solutions to complex
problems. It plays an important role in promoting scientific and technological progress, artistic
creation and commercial development. Its core is creative thinking, which can be divided into di-
vergent thinking and convergent thinking. This study starts from the four factors of creative di-
vergent thinking proposed by Guilford (1967), sorts out the evaluation methods of divergent
thinking, and summarizes them into objective and subjective, at the same time, analyzes the me-
thods from the perspective of subjective and objective perspectives. Looking forward to the future
research direction with their advantages and disadvantages respectively at the end.
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1. gEM B

B3E M (Creativity), WFREIE 7], JEFHT 3L creare —1i] . BABAIE . Q. Ar~MEisE. BaEd
A B Y, B 2 8 (Aristotle) Bl “ GG E SO PP AERTIT ARG RIEY” X XA 1R
YUk, WELE YR BRI KR TSI R E R, ERA R OB 500 G138 M R
fRAME AR R ZE 7, BRI, &S IR RIETEIR A — NG —. FEIHIE L. R, ZHEETRE
NTA], B3 P AT HE AN ™ AR 3T L 3E B AR VR B0 S P E JJ(Runco & Jaeger, 2012). B3 45 (2 i R} 43k
A ERCME Rk AR AR, SIS O G M B 4E R R & B e, 2004), BIETE
Y FEFA RS 4E 772, B R HUE 4E(Divergent Thinking, DT)F1 % 4 JH4E(Convergent Thinking, CT)
(Ashton-James & Chartrand, 2009; Chamorro-Premuzic & Reichenbacher, 2008; Colzato, Ozturk, & Hommel,
2012). Guilford (1950)7E %4 /7 ) =4t G5 A B AL gy IR X 40 R BUB 4E(DT) AR A - 4E(CT) . K HUEZE(DT)
Fe AR 81 TR i) R ] 7 A 22 M AR B O T S I BA R AR (Guilford, 1950, 1967), AMAVEANFE TS ]
BATEE, HEBHALCHEL, AR, AFHHEHKEE, SRR S T IS A
[F 07 ) B2, T P2 A 2 A AT B S, TG B YE(CT) SRR L% A & 77 TH DR 28 H 545 A ] 58 1 77 1)
BEAT R, TP ME— I IER A R . o US4 R BE PR B 4R R AL O

2. RAUBHERNEES KN EIERR

X R BUBSE I AT, DR R TSR R OB 4ERE 270 TR, B L R BUB 4T 55 BA R L
— &% Hi&{E% (Alternate Use Task, AUT), HIfE—3E KA1 NS AT REZ 41— N8 WA A&, tein
“F&3k” (Gilhooly, Fioratou, Anthony, & Wynn, 2007; Guilford, 1967); & J& H4F 45 (Consequeences Task),
BURATREZ ARG “an RIS KA G AT A JF R HenE ) Rt it 4 G s =M %
{£45(Story Generation Task), R %A & 3717 A2 B — A 58 8 i F (Howard-Jones, Blakemore, Samuel,
Summers, & Claxton, 2005); VU2 i) @ & BT 5% (Problem Finding Task), R 5B SCF B K B Aok ig H 2
ANATBERT IR & (Cheng, Hu, Jia, & Runco, 2016); &F 6221 4 M 4EM 56 (Torrance Tests of Creative Think-
ing)~ B MNAIAE R R 220055 2 aF oK 203 PRI 56 | B BR Atk 17 1) 34 14 ) 35 (Williams Creativity Assessment
Packet, CAP)555 . & BUB ARG O 28 5 9l B Qi PR I FE AN 5 B PR A o0 I g b Bl F 1 B (Kaufiman
& Sternberg, 2007; Plucker, Qian, & Wang, 2011). AHF 55 H IR BUS4EAT 55 HIPEN BA AUT 145 41
R4 Guilford (1950)[%8 ) =4EREAY, RBUBL4ERAT VYA T B E . — 2 MURe P 0BT 831 (Originality
or Novelty or Uniqueness), $& [ 42 %} S 4 (1) 1L BUAR VA HE T~ 5 B0 HE O 3 R0 A R 8 o ) 3e e v 1A
FEAT e RBHCH AL 50 R 4, $E T H RS . Z iM% (Fluency), F87E— € I [A] Y 4L Hy
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FEAEARVE AR R T SRR . OGS ME, ORISR, Bt 7 G BRI [A] Y B2 H L2 (R AR,
B NG B H 2 . — &AW M s R 15 P (Flexibility), $8XJ RBREZ 1A £ A B3 R TG
o BA mAR@EMER MEEAEA G Z B B e B rsm, BYERIEZR, — k= il “Fk” —i,
AR EARH MR — B A8 3 B, IR SF, MU T CERFUMRELT X —-JumE, (HR AR A
AT Bt tH AN [F R B ROE, ldn “FTAMEN 4R ZIARE” 55, D954 PE(Elaboration), FRAEVE
(R VE A BT I AR RO REE, Bt R k™ I RORNIN A% Sk B8 by AR 2 J 1B VD 8 S A T 4 ) 4
R XD B AR NI & R EUE 4E 68 1B 8 45 (Guilford, 1967; Radel, Davranche, Fournier, &
Dietrich, 2015; White & Shah, 2016), A —L0F 55 R HBIRTH =AM abr. BT DUE S, KRS Z4E R
B AN s S PR £ 8 T L B RS R 613 4 5T £ (Silvia, 2008).

3. REBHESHITENTSE

KA LK, BFFRFNTASR TR AR BUBAEAL S5 PN 07 30, Ferh im0k B T SR PR VA
I R SCHR, O 0 PR R R R IR AR A v R EORT LU g PR, BB L P4 A AL
PO A PPN 18 PR R AR AN T 1 20 AR EAENE, AU AE T A SOl B R,
B — e BT AT MR AN . LA PPN AR A 75 0 IR A s DA e A RVEAS kS
PP ) IR 52 B B R A ) B SR HEAT R 25 0o

3.1. EMEFEMN G E

MR Guilford X A& 1 1 5 HAITR 2, BRI € SO “AFHB)” (Uncommon), “IEFEESH]” (Remote)
N “HEBART” (Clever) (Wilson, Guilford, & Christensen, 1953). A1, X “AFHH]” (Uncommon)JHAEME
& SN HEAREAE GE T Fo0 T2l o &8 BB A R U R AN LI . BART S i, i
HIRNIEEAE L, Gitd— D RNAEHN HILIE, 2 IR ) S T AR AL R, R H I
RERNERS TEmMBE. Bk, LG5 mmAME, AR L T A Bl N2 X% 21
AMA. BN, EZA R, PESRXT 6 ANE WA S 6 MEFEIHE. 410 ZH0AII A RV E SR
2 732K G RINAL, K 5 FA], T AFE B EEARE N 5, KOG A F R B R EAE N 4,
DALEHE, ® TR SR B R ACE N 1, AP AR R 23 BRI B R 45 BZ Al i SR 14 234

Wallach #l Kogan (1965)#&H 7 —ANE BT & 800 /7%, R FTA A EICER K, S8 —MEA
T 081 70, WREMEA R — Mkt th, XAME—RE RS 1 0, MHRIFEAETS 0 5.
EANTTEARZ R, H—, MAFEEER AT TR £, fltt Guilford Frigth g —1
FEARTL IR IRE A . 3=, A —DEB T ARE—AaIE T % S 2 — MRy
PIME—E SR, BMAEM, TTCT Wig A R 75 AR IR — Be B RICARE—ilE, &
N—NEEE, KBXANEREZAINEIER T — 708 (Torrance, 2008), R 541X L4 70 HUiE KA sk
FEPEAR 5o HABBTTErh, A S XS REA DT 5% B RIMRE 1 43, R FTE HAh 2 IE 0 /- (Milgram &
Milgram, 1976), AKX RIMEMIN. RERM LAEZER, Wallach fl Kogan fIHURRETS 7> FIFE
MRS 2 FCR A T AR O BRI E AR . AT RN G EANE W S N4 75, X 285345
R LA N o

SRTMIZ AN 7 SAFAE AP E R BR B o 55—, BURAMECOMURR 2 22 N300 23 5 Q1 P L 4R I I 14 (P
HEZRBANE)IRE (Clark & Mirels, 1970, Hocevar, 1979a, Hocevar, 1979b; Hocevar & Michael, 1979). X
Wallach M1 Kogan £4# (198 22 5 F 70 A I, T8 FE 30 19 1 AN MURS 14 A8 5 2 [A] R A 9G4 1 = .89 (Silvia, 2008).
FERCHTFRAER) TTCT W, SRR P[RR 5 B2 AH 5K r = 0.88 (Torrance, 2008). JfH., BEEFEAE
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N, I AR 2 TR A SR PR e 39, PR IR R AN B I KRR AR (R 5 2ok G e 26—,
SRR PEAR 53 (1 5 8 AR JEANE 2 (Silvia, 2008). QG S AU & B Ml R A ME— 1, EATH L
UE & T HATHAE S (Sawyer, 2006). ARLEE BT SEHEMT . AN G B SRARME R S B 98 oK
SEWIE AL 0 7B 1 7RI RAUA S “QLGEME” R “BESME” ARG [, IR i S
SNIZFPE THRERIEAE, W BEREEEYETE > IO AT SEVE. B0, 8 —Smk it ” AR RE (0 —Fh
H13g, ABAE/NMEARRIQLE BT T, ErTREs R — T T MER. B=, MRIERSS AR R
S (Silvia, 2008) 0 — AN SRAE/IFEA T EUAE RREAS T A W] RER ARSI 1. FEAR R TP I R H0R
PORECE AR, BEERAR R, PG AR RO B 2.

3.2. EMBGFEMN SE

BESR B MBIV J7 AFAE X B e, IS4G A4 J7 R R 8 b X SBR[ e 2 B 90 5 A 1R AR BT %
Yo B3 1 BB AEAT 55 EMVEA B E . 7E B S 01iE 38 5, Guilford 7T HIBA SR 5 22 K H P43 (7
DT A YEAE 54T 00 BN GRA 2 IO VF 20 N SR VAN 38 SR X B 10 S SO A, AT R €1
PEFT 73, XM AT INE . 9 T v AE S R ) “HEWIEE” (Cleverness), Guilford b4 58
FSCAR T bR AR AT 55 (Plot Titles test), 25 41 2 I PN 1 A2 s s, w5 2 AE U I 1) 2 4 55 LRV AT g
ZHEE AR RJE A4 VP4 RAE 1~5 fURVE ] X BR AT 4T 73 (Christensen, Guilford, & Wilson,
1957), BXH 3 SiFRTE 0~6 sSHITEEIN 4T 4 (Wilson et al., 1953). XFF-Ai&E 1 i i g5 fE
J%” (Remoteness) I PPN s PR 38 0 #3761l 1) J5 SR AT 2% (Consequences Task)iEAT 1-3 s F2E PEAN
{RRXRITVEE S 4 80 A BB /R

“#e 80 FAX, Amabile (1982)F8H T —F IR PEMN F R (Consensual Assessment Technique,
CAT). XIE AN @AM ANEMEI R B, ErFREEER, X ALEVER &AET# MZ 24
FAIE A T K (Experts) (Amabile, 1982; Hennessey, Amabile, & Mueller, 2011). ERIIATEL LIRS
B/NET R, T2 R ARATT B QLR34 52 B P A5 H B S PP (Baer, 1994¢; Baer & McKool, 2009;
Kaufman et al., 2007). PPNEEHR G, 580N — BUERE Lk 2 (E PPN 38 Z IR T 2115 45
IR B ERE B 5, DU T 5O AN 245 W 00~ 3 70 AR iz il 1 i f5 1543 (Amabile, 1982; Baer,
2015; Barbot et al., 2011; Hennessey et al., 2011). & A3 4 R B H 58 ) P9 58— 20k, — IRAE 0.72 2 0.96
#1785 [l (Amabile, 1982; Baer, Kaufman, & Gentile, 2004; Brinkman, 1999; Kaufman, Gentile, & Baer, 2005;
Kaufman, Lee, Baer, & Lee, 2007). &FATHIENERA B FiA 3R, Wi, BEEIFAN & T WK PR
=, CAT #{E BRI B A 2% 1A R (Kaufman, Baer, & Cole, 2009; Kaufman, Baer, Cole, & Sexton,
2008).

TP TR RA — @ 0%, FT L IR 2 W H A0 P (Uniqueness) V23 B I I B9 = AN R . & %%,
Ve R EA SRS YEIRE . BUAVE B RN B R W R ML), A RERERIFA —EaRm
— N ANWBIETER 5o Fk, AW RIMURR I 7 23 7 s e 1 B Re . 360 DLACHE W25 SR AR Re e 4 =
MV B R B, “HH— AR RR 7 PR SR WL, PP B g BN o Er . B =,
FVE T I TTIEA S REA T RN o B3 I H P23 2 B8 BOARAESRIEHI Y, AN T2 i Sz R A
RAFFIRT o BRI, TRFEAKN, P HIAR A A A (Silvia, 2008).

4. INESRE

B T I X G R B AE BV VAT B, BRI O s M R U AR PPN U7 ik 32 A
KA, BN 5 EWPPO o KPR ITEFAES B RIPLER T, X BIE PR A OB LA 55 VAN TT IR0 R A
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R AL .

B BN IE R R THRCH, EREAS TR E AR, REE T, TR
BRI E QI RAESE B MBI AN E A TEAR, ARVEIr 8 AR AP bR 1 1 20,
I BV R E A A 17

B BV ITE, JUHE CAT SiRTFAEE 2R, BT EA 2R ES, HEHR
A Z 2 i, PR R BE TR e NI ? LUK, PRI AR B I A = R A S 2 57
DA QG P AR ? X LR SRR IRNARTT 0 1] L

W=, ANEREWINIE R EUPFO, R EUE AR5 PP AR X BRI S R 4 T — D 4G 5
RELT VRS, R R RE I 1A 9 T 5 A 2R T 2 R A 58 R BIIE PR AT 55 A
FIERE. ERTABTE AT, TR RUB YRS MR A, SRR P IQNEMERIL, sBirak
—Fh A vE 5 3.
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