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Abstract

Numerous studies have proved that creativity plays a vital role in personal development, scientific
and technological inventions and social progress. Creativity evaluation, as a key link in the process
of measuring the level of innovation of creative products, is of great significance to the subsequent
stimulation of creativity. At present, although the methods of creativity evaluation are becoming
more and more objective, the academic circle still lacks standardized and unified evaluation
standards due to the complex influencing factors. This article mainly discusses a variety of factors
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that affect creativity evaluation, including raters, creators, and cultural backgrounds. Clarifying
the influencing factors of creativity evaluation is of great significance for the reasonable control of
errors from the evaluation and standardization of the systemic standards of creativity evaluation
in the future.
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1. 5|8

BIEMERIRZ OB A AR 8, KT 07 B R R A R X T RlE MR e S, AR
S AN B (R A BN B AT T AR B A4 I A IS T 2 O o AR R RE R AT 1 e AT
P ARA IS AT G13E 1 1Y) 26 B0 B 557 5K 3 R A8 7 (G ford ) A A AE 7 AR B 187 Wt R i A v, 8
I YR A AR R, TR R EURYE, B AR E R EGEE, E— SRR
EEFEFE. P2 207 [1]. BENARR KR O R AWIRER, DAL 2 An] 1anE v
(IR A s AN P A — = A= BE 3 Bl (novel ) SU3&E F (useful) [P~ fb I AE (2] HHIL B R B T 4 2 0 24
MR T, EhinZ FH g6 (Alternate Use Task, AUT). #7622 ]38 14 B 4E | 56 (Torrance Tests of Creative
Thinking, TTCT). iz E & B A8 36 (Remote Association Test, RAT) A G 1 A A% I 5625

FEBIIE M P th 2 5 R AT ACE VRN B AR BN — AN BT OCIA YT o R B 1 I B T
HZFE, QUGN &, L& PN IR %A — e TR brtE. Pl “—TMAIR
HE—TAREER” . N TE—ACEM Y, BT EERMEUEEAE, TRt SECARKIEN
GER . VP EARRIVE R, X ONE T AT B AT, WEERAIANEE R R, JEE O
MEWEE &S5 — AR, AnrEl Br 7P AMETT I, SO 5058 SRR B0 Gt P 17 25 SR
FEAE B AN B . S ZE itk T AR AR, BEREMRDCER AR ER. B2, KR
AR B R BIE VPO I R SR B K IR 2, e AN TSR R R VT A 25 SR B3R AT S SE R

ERNEMEVHN R, BRI E . BEE B UL 5t #RTRe 2 52 M5 VP40 R 1K) 58 7 AT
I — BRI EAS, X TIPS R AT SR A . BT, QS IO A5 R 2 EER A
ANTJiM: —J71H, TR E PO AR FEAN B, BN T IR R A B A IR, L ndE
BIE A 22 FH 3 0 56 oot - 3 ML A BRI B ) P20, an SR A R X 2 LR 1A D77 325 BB 3t 1 O 2 )
AR KPSy, RIS AR A R 30, (FR eI sSE &, SRS “Ih—0” maliErEu
&y A BT R B A B AU KT e B 2 G SR AT SR 2 S R BIVE bRdE, 45 R
IR A B oy, ToBE v R LA IR o H2 L SR A R 2 R U 1) S P 1 % mT R A R A
P, WA DAE— RS Bl iR 72 . 55— 71, Vo — St R i R ME VP AN 45 A E 2R A,
RIS AN BL_E 23 50 T [F] — AR VP 46 R ) — B B, AR R MR &R, 1P — Bk
oy, PR R, PPN S Rt @ TR . L EFE bR B Spearman #H9¢ R4, Kappa &AL
HIR R BN B8R A R s o REEE. Bk, ARSCOETLLEWANTTH, 050 i P E O 45
R Z R R AT IHGN AT, J7EAES 5 T o Bz, DASE B o 636 M PP IR s v — 2501tk
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2. VS EHIRNE

T BiE M= i s e MR 2 REE, G R EUD SIS, X LA A [ E 2R SR, A B R
TALEPERPEAN B ZR AN, (HEANNHSMLESBRIEWER, XHe 3P 38 808 (rater
effects) [3] [4].

2.1. AN S ABRESR

HRYE W VPN PR BT AN 7], Runco A1 Smith 4 61138 14 W & PEAN 4 A1 A VP4 (intrapersonal evaluation)
HIABRIFH (interpersonal evaluation), #j& fa M0 B AL PP, TS LAY, J5 & FR 2 MA
Xt ARE =P (5] AWFTERM, MR T B SR ENE MEARE RSURAEA A, xS T AU
M TARAS, RS S AR 6] IR B A RAAE AT IR T R AR B IR 7). S i A
I RUX P ZE I R R AT R EARARERE, MR ME T B SRR E A ARG, X —Fh 3R
FZE, BT H S ENEERREA B g AT &, VE AR AEAX BEs, TR N IR ARE VT o At
FEPERE o B LA R TAERIETEVEAN R B DA PESr A AR VI

22. S ENQE TR SAAZE

AU T E BT 70 2 F R TS5 BEOP AR i FEARIE Y, P B AR KPP, SR R4
Setite IRZHETTRY], WUKVLHCITE 733 LEAVLEC I PE 7 & BERAS S TR 2> — Bk . #ldn, /£ Amabile
1982 4R — T o, BRSESK . SARFIMAN ARSI X — 28 LB QIR 9 AT 7 9F), 45 RANH
YUR L FAFR] TAFKCF R — Bk, RE =AU PR — BURARIA R T 0.70, RIBEIA N2
A AR P2 3 — BUE REUKF, (H2RILOBEF VR & — SRR, A 0.73, MZARZKA]
HIPP o — Bk R B ik 0.88 [8] [9] [10] (HR 7 — 5, AW FUH KIAEA R UK A7 # thA] e
BBV R P B, LR OB RS EIAIE SR [11]e X F XA AL, HEN AT B8 A Hh 13X = b 4k
IV 2> AT RERAFAEAE — SE L BRI A I, B, A4 2 BRI & — Bk KT, Hst,
SURIC R 5 PP 0 & RN AT R A B VIR, FMIRFEERONLTSR, MIREZNH T, o TE5M
PR CEEVERIE Z 5, DLATHI CAT BH et T HAEL R ENERE G aE, Tk, 5EX
PP BRI, PR A S AT AR I IOR, BU T AR T 5. BRI
/R N(Kaufman, Baer) A BLEPFAT 200 2 15 155 Al 1 B AR 613 V7, 38 T (106 44 KA 2E) LT EE 10 i % 5345
NEBL A e — 2k, BD0.94 X 0.83 [12]. (HR WA BT FIFBA LI E XA TIFr — Bk K 2
5t Wl Freeman 55 N FUEE T =44 L 5ORN =44 3 F-0F 003 £ A% (R IR Al B AR (CAT) X I 1 4 L AT VA7
Mgk, KL SN Z B FPF 7 — BRI B B3 & TR A2 [13]. Amabile HEH, UKL
WEFE, Tl AR BOA G OH ISR NP B AT S, JF4R il “Ek T ST ., ZRKE
FERFKEAPRIIMLE” , MAEFSREMERZIE > E LT E DN BN, I 2w 0 — 2k (8]
Amabile 7K\, X ATHERE BT IEAE VAl AR 55 IO PE OIS, BRI ATRE R 0B 8, BLAE T KRB HA eI
PERESEAR R, 10 S L U (] AR 27 AT RERR S 2 I Lol e s . [RIRE, X thi B R 2. DURAERL
/R(Kaufman, Baer, and Cole)fig th i) — MR, AATABL, BT K (8 ok TR bl P4 — Eedk
FHOR B R e B vy, X AR W] 1 US55 (A AR I [14]

B 7B FKAH T, BSEAEETRRE L IR “HEL KT, WA ARV R, BT ST AUk 1
AR RAELHFIRGS, (B2 NAELEIMFERGE. Kaufman, Gentile f1 Baer &3, #EIEXAE
XA B R SRR R /D U VP A 5 % A RO UR O [RIRE UL L, IR e A XAV S S L K AIIELL
ZIEAFAEAR B AR OGHE[15]. R, Kaufman 1 Baer 55 NAEXT B A A F L [T HIRIK P 0F- 4 3 30T 1O
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TR FUA s X B AEAN TRE S S TR 55 AR AT VP, RIMEL S AR K, (BOGEM T SRR,
X R R K AR AT 55 ) REAFAE A LA X [16]0 IXEEA RIS R W], A IR L TR AR Z
RICHE R, (HRAE R RO A RO, L RIR LRSS, X, A AR T s AT DL 4R
TFEE FAHF I Z R A R

2.3. S EBNAIS AMEFHE

R TERIN, BA @ KT AR GG AT B2 35, X0 B A0 8 55 AN 90 3% B R A
B eI I DK T N R AR P O T 4 e T ) 00 03 P A [ o (R e T 00 [17] 0 P AN KSR RS AR
SRCMAE AT, [FEE, PFE 3 X SRR AE 25 B P VAN & = A s . L, BRI R,
PR E MAE A, VPR, (RO SRR, AT i R A AR A AR AL I R [ 18]
Bribz A, WABTCE RN TN PR A R R, R RO B AR R O Tk R SR SN £
F (R SCHR[19] [20], H 23 TN B A 1 A 58 K VT 3 38 76 AH B — B 8] P9 Be i Ab 3 22 /D H 2 i A1)
ARV, Amabile B FLEE RRI, PO AE— BT [A] (AL IR B 2, TE ORI KO A R A K, 557
FEFE MR, HRRIRE st 2 2. B4, Karwowski ZEATE 2016 EEE T Jauk. Benedek. Dunst
A1 Neubauer W 5T; 1% 5 IR A0 AR DT 1 B1IE T PPN AR D) 2RI G R ([21] [22]0 1 NFSHFFAETT T,
Tan S5 N HEFC A S0 K22 B30T T R H GBS A GG PR &, 2 J5 DABATTVE NP3, WL IR
FEARAAE AT VRS o SRR, AASIUES B N PR 4E BEAS 7 s ARG IE YK = VR &, P b
S NTERA23]. [FIRE, Benedek S5 PRI 78 I A 3L 17 v TR O M i 248 B0 VP 2 e 8 B 4 i R IR AR AR
E[24]0 KEREAT, mNEACER S LG R AMEANM e B CA B B LG R =, RS T
Bl NSRRI P2 AR R

24. TS EHAY

B 1 VRar AR P SREAE BAAE, VP23 35 I N B0 o] B A2 52 1 601 33 12 DE A 1 2 2K 25 . Amabile 48 H
IRMEFR E — N BT, R T NAZAER RRERE FARRE I B n] 422 52 10— B i 75 1 2% A1 SR i o 28T,
MR A TR WSS RANE, RMESRAT TR 2 /D87 AT Reseilix — H AR, Silvia 8 A£E 2008 4
W, B TR B2 Ak, WA TR S DN RBEAER; 20 MU RIS S H 7 [25].
T, Kaufman Al Plucker 2 N B, “BURZHH NS, 5~10 HiFo# ABUEH” [26]. AT,
SEBRIE AT A PR B N BCERIR K. Lhl, 78 Amabile 12 DGLEERT 7T, P08 AE 3 3 21
AN EH L R T WAV # . W Daly %8 NBIBETTH, BRI PE 3% 439 & TRMZEA W
HIBE AR AT VR, SRV — 8 R LN 0.70 [27]. 4AMAE AR T 2 BEMTEY
#, ¥, Valgeirsdottir. Onarheim F1 Gabrielsen S35 T 215 134 42300 A AE 0 5 AT AL S
BIE PEREAT VR (28]

HHICE K, XTI P o PP o & N R AR E R 0 — PR &R, BRI 74T 25 A AL & 1)
ANFE, RERTE NS AEES, HENEHE% FokIF, SRR, BEEE R & v
SrE B, RN EESIN ). SRS TR SN, AR AR T LB A .

3. AMEE R

TRV ERY], (EEEBAEZARIFM I s HEMIEH. e, A1EEE SR & En,
R IS RN S VPR S K o IX PRI S RO B EE I L (prestige bias).

KR WL AAAE T 2R AR A #ilhn, —D0OCT & SR Im i IR IT, SR A DLZ 254 i i)
JREHATIPSr . X B RO Lk B0 A MEMKAIER . 450 RI, 2 I o s ) O
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g B AER[29]. FE VX L2 i 1 i 4 7 T AL 1 SRABLAR R ML[30] [31] [32]. BEAP, Kirk. Skov.
Hulme. Christensen A1 Zeki ¥ — AT S IAARAT R, MATTEE XM 44 MR ARTEIRAF I S AR M, 10
AN S SR A FH R S AR T 2R [33]. Bz, IXUERF AR, (E#E S BRI e, W T
QLGN AR EEMER . BAh, QDG FREAE B 2 R F RT3 00 B Py, Bk,
PR T LEAR S A PP 70 BOR 3 TR RN PR 70 B 341, XU HIPF 0 F A RN B R IR 2 )5
SR SRR AR, FIBZMAIMNERER, MRS HRIPED Tk HIEREIRSE AR IAE 1 5
VS NBFHEH ST, 2R QIR IR 2 A RN LI . RS R AAIEESE N DY AL,
SRR, AT AERGR ) LE AR QLG MEEE, PR R T4 R AR R SE A 2y, TR T R
NEAFHREE, g B EARR 2>, Bk 7 AATTREE R <N R0, ZmmiE " B2 ETR[35]. Bk 1
R ZIMREN S, BIVEE RIMERNE B S GE ME PPN IO 25 5L, %81, Lebuda #1 Karwowski K3, €1
YR N BVERINE i 23R A5 B PR Ar [36], XWAFEVERI ZIMREN RIS R[37], BN BEAEIR Z 05007
TR T2tk #EAh, N TIRFEFRA AN A 520, Kaufman, Baer. Agars F1 Loomis 55 A I 7E
WA I T PPy 6T A N QMER 5 = (38]. Bz, TEQNGEHEMIITFI RS, KT BRVE
SR BAMER), (HRIMAL TENEE RN NGEE, VRSN S R4 m, Bk, £45FER
HIRR P S A EE ML EAE I B IC N E

4. XUERHF M

K F— T SRR B AR AR BEVE PP HEAS o (HD, S SR EE R [y Sk A 2 i
KERE, QLEVETERE RN LSRR AR, DETHE R BERA T 0 ) BiE bz
TE[39], 1 53— SAL NI PSSP AN L E gl 2218 (401, 1X5I AN, XEWEHA? BEEWE 1
AAFERRYE — ) BRI SORNEIE T, AN BE X LR € B2 5h, AF 8 — AR
NIERIEE RPN RIE N ? N 70 FERIE PRI B8 SCAE VP4, Lan A Kaufman #HF 78 Hrade B 1 5€ B A e
Il PP 202 06] A — A REEAT PR, S5 SRR, o E PP SR A E — B Ab 6 R AR, TR E
S FEFIPFE 73 W ANE AL 22 26 AR RO BR 1, S0 WK BB AN A BLE A ARE(41], BISC T RIE MR A R R
S HE PP 2 SN S AUE AU » 1 r EE DF 233 S NAE R SE PR [42] o A5 R N2 57 5 AR U 5 B SO T B K
S, R NE LG X RAAE Hong F1 Lee IIBFFC 53] 7 it —BI0IE, FEXT £
WENEPEREAT PRI, FIREN PP, MRS OLT . AR LGSR B sl SR vF 3 BEAR[43]. =
&, TR, OB E MR, QUENETHN IS ST R AT LA Bl e i, BRIk H ATR T8
EPEVH B AT SR AR Z . B2, B SCHVRI R BIE TR FU A 1 — MRS, i B 2 ATAR G
FRAE X —F. ZTCEEN, (EIZJ7 B & A 2R, EeqTar i osls, DUIMERERATR
SCARAN B IS (52 TS W (1 AR o

5. HibE RN

B 1 DL R BB ma GE VPN LN R R 2 AN, BEAREATARIR R, WAIE A B4 17 HAhszm
RFE. tbin, R=TOEM IR B E R0, Bimey. Beckmann 1 Seah 1 2016 F#2H T /M& - 1T
% - R OGP BT, 2B U BE P HE AN S — AN TE A BT IR, fE AR
HAE R AMEIE 3 L2 OEE . IPIHE S G R ILFEE[44]. ZJ5, Zhou Z5 NIHIT 80 e btk
— BN, BEEYEIESZ 2VF5r & T E A)) A (A% PR 7K 1) R 58 (451 2R BRI 7 ) = 2[RI 28 EL5%
Mi[45]e AU, SREFIAESEGE B 7RI 1 B3E V7= St P B AL, SR “ BRI - MAR
P - PR SRR, SRR, TR AN SE Y PR ERAEAE MARRRRE [46] o 17 2247 I
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U PEAN I IR A 9225 R A A, BIAR AR ONIE 03, 20 90 225 PR 0 25 SRR AN P A ik A 25
REEATVNES, PRI, PIHEFAFAEREZERT]. BT AN GG M R M T EOR 42— A
g%, BT BT S E WA T RIS AT THEFC, ARE PS8 AR Python ¥ 5 et I I A HIUE4E M
KM PP O RER R OSSN G 1)E AT LR ), SRS AT AT teEL, B T LS PR (K]
TR R R RO (471, XA HUBAEN 0 S0 B 3PP 3248 1 AT SE A BOR SR o IR R G 1k
PRI G ARUE R BEALIR O T AT RE, S TUE R TE L.

6. RESRE

ZREPTE, QUETETT AHER TN — S 2 B 2 M R R AR, 1P AR R B PE > B
BV FEE ARG R, SMER ST RBR AR AR R R . BRATT R 9BUT LA
D) WRFERWANRITI, DA E R T AR, BE O H CREEEN ARG R . 2) IR
FAMBIE I, VP B URIE BC AU AR 256 5 M 6 1 70— Bk, WU IL RS A3 — Bk K or 2 T
WU AILEC PP — Bk FIRZITTIH, & 5 LU ) — Bk 2 2 v T T ROVP o & — 2uhk,
MIAE 3 — LU A B B 257, RYIFIRGI A YU ST AL EAE M - 3) PR FH WAL, &)
ARG LK B A QG PRV SENHER ;. AR RFAE DT, R TUAKE R STPE R B 2 R i 6
EYET . 4) HATHE T TALEE R ANBOF A G — bsiE, X Z0E A m ORI IR R SR R
5) RTQUEETTIH, AFAEERZIMREN ZANE R ZIBREN S, B RAT ) L2 8 5 MG 15 B I B 1 1)
BEAT G . 6) AN, U FAPE G S A F G i a5 R =R . BARUCR, PEI71E &
EFTAERI VY, ATV E MRS M TR MR R, RIOEBUITREEEN
OERHLEII I CLETE, B ] DR FIRAGTE 22 N FIRIT T . HEa AN R 2 T PR RS ORI S . R i
TIMPPIHEASAR ST s D iR ZE (48], HRT, X T RIS TERIPFO iR T8 2 DAYF 20 & B0 E AR N
XA AR IR T FH RN VPO Sk SR, IR AR R0 F X — R YA R )5 10 3
AU 2 2 O LA AT 0 B i 3L, R RATE T2 T LR P i R B A RS AR S A S50 3 — i R ) 3 A48
e, AL BB IR, DLEASBORT DOIRERS P70 AR BRI IE, 38 AT B A M iRk 27 05 T (1
PR, BB SCER R R ERRITEE R — 02, KT ER AL ME, 2R 25—
AU, IF EARGEAESAE, Bl B E NEBB A E S, IF HZE RN 258 21 10 HE
PEMA S BRI S AL AT, OGT BTy T R Tt 7 B PR R, AR R R BIE MEVE A I T — N
Fo BRI, EESCHLEIE TR 400 20 502 A S IR AR A TEmT g, FRATRT DURIE BT AL fE
WA, i SCAmR, FI A B A Python S5 11 FWAR, RANLASG—1F5r, BABE CLmE
THPERR, BIRIEAEEE, HIXCENCSIBE AR 7 E0. AN, BLEMETEI IR R
EAEAEAAAEE BRI HAR A, R II mIRT e %R 3, B M ARA —MREDERE SR, EfTIEERE
Wt B AR IR AT 2D -

ASCIE RN QUGS PRV SRR R R IR T TR R, AR T4 5 RO 0 ARE R €136 1 00 1 25
ARIEZ, NQLEEPFO R ORI ARG R PEAARIE, Rpol A& s SCALT 5 R (K G PRI VP 5 22
—HEMRGE, SR, XIS ESUE AR LUMERIZS ).
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