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Abstract

In the creative thinking process, the semantic distance between concepts plays an important role.
In other words, the more one can associate with concepts that seem unrelated or far away from
the given concept, the more creative the combined idea will be. The semantic distance between the
two concepts may seem intuitive, but due to the challenge of measuring creative thinking
processes, most are subjective measures. In recent years, the quantitative measurement method
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of semantic distance has been used more and more in the research of creative thinking, which
provides a more objective index for the research of creative thinking. This paper will give an over-
view of the existing methods for quantitative measurement of semantic distance in creative
thinking research.
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1. 5|8

BIE IIE A NEHRERE, B MEKRNELERNER, T2 MREHPHRM, 2H
KA K JEIA 5 170 52 [F [E Z R 22 FE 4> £ (National Science Foundation) ) — 34 2 B 4585, Fl2EF L
T2 Q3 RIRs i A= P S L R ZERT A B I R AT TSR A IR, T8 Aok B AN A Sk R &, DA 2 T 1)
fif R 77 %€ (Schunn et al. 2006). >k H — RAISUIRAIETE R, & DA RMEEA 5= 253 E AR R I H
AR FE BRI R R, AT &7 A %8 (Holyoak & Thagard, 1995; Sternberg, 1997; Mayer,
1999; Costello & Keane, 2000; Dahl & Moreau, 2002; Schunn et al., 2006; Green et al., 2008). A 5T & .,
L HEHE P A8 SRR B 5 i 715 % (Holyoak & Thagard, 1995; Boden, 2003), 1% X _F 3Bzt E 1a] @)
fE R ] BE VS Je — v 5 0100E M 4TS B AH [F] AT i F2 (Green, Fugelsang, & Dunbar, 2006; Green, Fugelsang,
Kraemer et al., 2006). A& MEBAEFL IS (Mednick, 1962)5m ML 2 18] BE B RGO, HT 04L& siicE G .
X — IR A iE B Y 518 e B R ALk, Bl —AN NTEIE U7 (] A BE 0% IR AR 2148 SR B8 T G B AH
KRELHH MRS, XN Sk BB B A B3 M. Collins A1 Loftus (1988)3&H 7 —ANZ HLIYIE i 1245
PN o XA AR ML 1] 115 SRR S A J 138 U, & 1) AT, IS 2
[E L HE SRR Z , B MR R Z, 15 SO SR, R AN & 2R 0 H SR A SR
Btk . Ak, Collins Al Loftus (1988)i84& H—FiE XN TR BUsuE 218, RIS 1E D2 M 2% i
—ANESBROE I, XS SRS RIS, JF By B B0 I R A0 7 () R HERS T
HIH L . Rossman Al Fink (2010)if i ik & QliE /125 & 51K001E 712 5 & #O RIEAH GO - 9ol%, A
I SRAH IR, 2 BRI G s AH 5% M58 4 AN AH SR (AR - A8 ) R 1] o) HEAT 328 B B I AE (RAT) 28 i e i ) 1
PRARPE B EAT 1~6 RIIT (1 RRIAEH AR, 6 AAERAMIR) . MATR IS 61E JJA A LUK Bl /g Mk
ATRAR R BE B SRR, RN v N P AN A AN SR 1] ()1 SCIRRAR PR B ) P I TSRS A
A, LE R RAH SG TR 40 (Al R VP40 A 0 22 57 . R I GIE A A A BN RS s XM 2%, Bk SGd1e
W 2 A B 22 1R SRS, EUAIRBIAE AN A B % B8 BRI S v SCIBCARTIRR &, AT (2 adF 610 M ABE 1R 7 A

WSO S AE P B g R B /E A R el i 5 F 1B A O B A& PR 45 3 2 I H K (Runco & Acar,
2012), HAE S22 b8 1] 115 SCRE 20 i ARV i 7= A B IR B R G:, (H i Tl & Xl
285Ky RS RS IR B I B 26 M, AR MEFH IR AT o A% 48 (1015 SCE B9 A2 MR 1] 0T 1) S B A2 B 17
73 VEE R E 1. Nelson %5 A(2000, 2004) K&K 1 i 0 #7- 10 3547 B HICAR I SN, AR 48 K AE 3R]
XF ok BT IR A () A0 2 SR R R AR A O s CEE RS, B AR RSN “E e 3T E B, BRI
U FE R A TR AR D o R S S e (P . 76) o AR PR N T U R 23 A RIECAR R
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MGSEAR R LS, X TERE . o AR R DA 9 B AN BURK (Hahn, 2008; Van Petten, 2014). Fh/LHH(2015)
TIP3 3 K R AT U SORE AL VP 23 SR VT A 6F [ 0 15 SCIet, 1 90 1 SR B It 5 s e R 4 ) o
R, XFEMVEAIBONEM, ZRNVFE H S RIE R . DR R SRR 22 R 7T FH T B A S
AE PR E BT 1) BAEE XM (LSA), 18 XHE B s a7t i —Fh i HF B 9%, 2) 18 UM
2%, I S 2R IR AR KRR RS EE T

Figure 1. A visual example of semantic feature similarity between
concepts in semantic memory (The greater the semantic similarity
between concepts, the shorter the line segment connected between
them)

1. FESGCIZ BT U E FHER I S AT AL = B
(BB R R, P E R RE)

2. BEBNSHLSA)

TEAETE SO T (LSA) A2 38T AE — /N 45 5 I AR 1o 4 1 15 S22 (8] A 4 T 45 3K 6 3] 1) [ 8 22 ) 18 2 A
FR) A 52 R A B AA] BT SOA S SO R O SCRRABAE s RIFE S KB SO R BEAT Ge vt 0 M i) B il 1,
X T (2 M S ) A PR AR ACA P AT B A ) — P 5 0 o T ] 2 RD PR SRR B9 B 1 O 25T AE TR LI HT(LSA)
FAALLE PR3 TR AE

AL IC R, CAEH LSA FER IR SRR B KA L alE /1. BN, Green 45 A(2010, 2016)i#5d LSA &
HAET IR RS, SEAHI SRR EEHERR I H < [A] (1E SCEE RS, RS 16 BR B U SRR B AR AU,
Al A=A B 2 BB HIfE k77 %5 Prabhakaran. Green Ml Gray (2014)ESNHA A BT LB — N 4H, TE
ZH5HF B SHMRK—A3hE, B4 EENEON, 2555 EQEMER R85 ZAHKE 5 iE) A H
LSA THREARH A ANZ) i 5 R BAE, AR5 7 it AR SR “BIE M FIRA RN N2
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HRRP AR N N S SR B3, RIMAERLE IR B IR, 2538 77 A it 8] 1) P 38158 3L
PR LL A SRR S L . R IAE GG VEAR IR 2 5 7= A Rl XoF T) (1915 SR B 2 R OB 4 A
SYHTE TN R T peAh, AATE R IAERNE VSRR AT, FEARE R E B RN S 5 H RS
VEARSS = E T B 2 RS M, 1F Torrance M i T L QLEMERI B . i M ol K4
B S S5 HE TS M T ALEE SR RN . EANEERIRAM T, B IS SE AT 6 R
o AE T RN F7i0 56 (W ALS) Al SCHERE I E6(RAPM) L1570 8 2 5 38 5 A HoR 4438 72 4B T
BEZANFH BRI .. 7E 3-back {T55 HHHEM S5 51 1K 2 5 1L )1 A AT 45 A 4 v 450 HE 3R i
PRI R o

LA O AE FH 2T LSA I (W38 S B oRAR SR 50038 1A SR A R R AR 7 Tl - Gray 25 A(2019)
FIF LSA Sk Sh AR LB I 18] B35 SCHEAL (R, BUPE ARV St R ARV £ KR 2ER) . /6 B3 HBAETE U,
BT YT RRIAAEE B S 2 BTARVERVE X AR, R IUAE Mo B RE R R IF [ T A At 4
Beaty %5 A\ (2014)ff F LSA P& 17 %6] 7] (04915 SRR RS KEAh 2 5 3 AR RE ), B AR AT I FRE 2 K
FERE EREA B T R e A2 .

8 LSA HARVHEMES (R A5 SIS, R—MA MM BN E, A2 A S 0iEIrm, H
LSA THEIE S B B MR RRE BB SCATE B EE )i 8 (Recchia & Jones, 2009).

3. IBEX LK

TEVE M2, JEE BE AR K RT DASE I 5 — Fh R R BRI S . INZRL 2 L= e
Henlk, CLE BRI R T R 2 45 (i, 75 L&) (Baronchelli et al., 2013; Borge-Holthoefer &
Arenas, 2010; Karuza, Thompson-Schill, & Bassett, 2016). P4 H TR RGIEAREICHITT AW, & 3G8
17, OHELRNOD) RN AT 8K R PR B (B A, 55 SO A . @ E F AEAZ A IE e — A
WA 2, ) 4% sk 2 AT DA B 42 5 B MBI 9 28 L ) DA R B0 DA R R A AR TR A 2R RH IR AR R 4 il e AR
(Vitevitch, 2008; Chan & Vitevitch, 2010; Vitevitch et al., 2012, 2014),

MRHE Mednick (1962)FIBAEZREL IR, BRI (T TORE 2% B2 75 R R T A P B 4T 7T, &
RO FCE SOICAZ G5 MR QG P R FE H FIAE B « Mednick (1962)BRAR JZ IR AMA 22 B A m ik vk
AR EEAR B8 PR A LA B 38 A RS AR 2% . AR PR A 318 (Mednick, 1962), @il AN
FHIE A it P (R OR 45 58 IR B2 T T IZ IBR R, AR OIS PE A A (R REAE A2 Bk UF PRI BB 2R 2 IR, X6 4 e R
BIRADH . LRIEER . B, maNE MR E OS2 M2 ] e d 3 2 IR BERE, I HRe W LUK
B P B R M (A B SR AR, TS 13 B8 i A i 48 R I FE (Rossman & Fink, 2010). Gruszka
HI Necka (2002)f&7R T @& S 5 & W B E 2 8 KRiCN g 454, DL s s S 5 & i
AT R IV R 28 0 B T2 B BRAR o 3 B P A I DA A DG B SG AR RE S M S R R AE R
SELRY, IR LRSI AE T M B HTE S RAE. Bk, Kenett 55 A (2014)i@1d B BHECAETERA, KA
TR B PR I S 2 SR A T AR U I ZE S, RIS BIE PE MR S SR 2 N 45 LA
BIE PEAMA BTG A2 M 2 B R g, 45 s Qs A TE AT B E AR IS RE 68 SR HCSE A S8 R 2 SR
Benedek %5 A\ (2017)f8 FH 7 —Fh2E TSGR B vPAN A AR UM Z8 (38 v, A 28 MRS 2 T Mk
PG LM%, IRFE T8 LN A R SECR R R SFRRE SR AEKE . DMMEFEME, B R 5k
AUBZER OC R o TG SN 28 AT BENLIEE AL, R IAEF IR AT K A . SRR EUD B3 L 2%,
MRS B4 HAT B8 BE 25 2 BUIA A OC B 1% I I ME 2 (Kenett & Austerweil, 2016).

T VR SR 285 RN M 2 1) A SCEE S, % Acar A1 Runco (2014) B 70 IE B 7E P-A A& H5UE 4 s 8
THEL A 3 e () ] SE PR 25 A
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i A R SGLAZ B RGUH P R ERAE T 3, O GIE R 7 A S JL LRI T R AT
BE X BRI, 15 X2 ITRIE RS 2 QS MEA R R T L AT “ s8R, ARG E
Fethsg VMRS IR HERRRE, TS A 5 SR BIE MRS R R E N R FESREZ T, T RAWT K
JE I 2B 22 TR N i TR B AEWT FTIR Bt T oR KA IR HE R AL TR, SRVFIE e 1 LB 12 &
G E R ) BB R A AE S AR T SCRPEE TEAT . R AE S 5 SR TE OB, T ROYIR
TR 7E B 1 K8 Akt 4R i — AN SN 2 ML A &5 30, ] A 84 SRR BiE PR R e b i LA A
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