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835 91 BURL 19 ) o S4BT

THH

A P EEERAT IR A E AL E (P EB OIS ), JbE
100049) (3 MRFRHMBEFT T, dbnt

Q@ HEBE R OHER, LR

100101)
100081)

¥ E  NEIE Carson % AW G J7 w1 % ( Creative Achievement Questionnaire, CAQ ) 7E P [ i A B4 Y &

P,

XFHCHEAT BRIl R SCAR IR SE S e e o SO (( C-CAQ ), B 59 44 A B, AT 3 ) f EIAE B O

IR M K R ELp=0.77 ( p<0.01); LA 107 4 BN R Bk, M C-CAQ. FEA& W A i M B 4L 5 ( TTCT) myE%
M#AES (UUT) Fifh 2B mifE 55 (PCT), HHE KA AM GRS L C-CAQ MR AMEE, 4R EME TTCT M
MMES L A5 R R IR IF A B2 (5 UUTHE S & 15AR M6 . Witk 022, RiH1E 019, 2Btk
0.26, 5 PCT fF: 55 MRS B G 0.24, 5 K 0 AR 0y FF 314 4 B2 AR 3G 0.29 )5 FH i SC b i i 31 DU 38 2% %% C-CAQ M

BRI 5 RUE

SRR ZH A B W DL 324 2 B X C-CAQ 1Y 10 A & dsk ik 7 B R P T 43

M, 25 5 SR 9] 45 A0 400 RS ok ME A AR s DL 122 & BN O B I % Ok 2 A 1 h 4 i 3 ( K-DOCS) Fil C-CAQ LU
5L C-CAQ MIBAR AL BE , &5 R R ZHE MR . 2RSS MK E (p=0.62,0.47 1 0.41 ), WFFRFEH,
CAQ 7] %5 H 3C R 7 T [ A B0 T A BL A 45 07 1 1 B N sk )

xR SIS, B, FE, B,
SHES Bs42
1 515

B3 J7 WA A 3 e — e A S I S
B A A LR AE G B A AR R B Y
AR WO R UL R AR5 I Z 3
HAER (g4, 2015; Plucker & Beghetto, 2004 ),
IZE SCTF M LA TR 3 ) 45 RY DY A FE ST
X N g B (Rhodes, 1961 ),
XN B 5% 3 G I 1 o TR S AR AIE 5 A 3 )
FOE CInAKS o S UM% 55 ). A 36 i 2 D) A 421
TR A 1 — ol B R (AR DA A5 A Y R
TARRI AR EERGS) WA )
(0 & A= LT o B3 Y AR B AN TR 8 I IR ——
PR A B 1 7 i A L, AR N (gt
SR U L AR ) R AW, TIaxX 2L “ b
N7 R T B o S B b gl 2 P SR SO Ak R i s LA
HHRH R . B3 I SR oy — 5 1y ™
iy SR IE P A AR SO R I (RP pl At 2
BURE E ST IA A O ), WIAR 22 o 213 g st
( Karwowski, Kaufman, Lebuda, Szumski, &
Firkowska-Mankiewicz, 2017; Sawyer, 2012 ), H #{

ek HI . 2019-10-12

X BI 3 77 I 2 AT A 22 2 DA I S A R HEAT Y

A 3 7 I R A 3 D WY R FE A, SR TR A
B 58 B A 2 32 B T BE, PRI e o A
A1 TR R ROy R (DT E, XA, L,
2016 ), 20 22 50 4FFCLAHT, OB K — ik
fen B ) S R R R, B A 3 g ) A
S SR 1o FEF B, I H UM &A1 )
M AA A E (Sawyer, 2012 ), Ul Terman {1938 &
BF%E ( Terman, 1926; Terman & Oden, 1959 ) &t &
B 005 O et — e A, SRS B BRI AT
BHE R R R X — B XA 7 ot i i
A WARMLRS, — M EE DA ST (&
TBINATEL ) AEFIWHKSE . A M Guilford (1950)
MR 2 FOCTE RN E I oe e, Bl ) i oE i A 3%
PR B, WHRHE IR N R By M RRRE . R
et B BREE DAL AR R B ) E AT IR
A S SE . EIX SRS MY, AR S
B 3 77 0 5% R R B G T A R L e 5 4T R 8 kR
PE, BT LAXT & W OC R AT AR A SR B0 —
ANEENPFIFTMNMA (O’Rourke, Kaufman, Feist, &
Reiter-Palmon, 2017 ), X J7 1 F B 55 5 401 2 M AAE

*IEIH . P EBERE CAREATE 7 TR AR H (TSS-2015-06 ).

WIRFEE . 5K 2%H], E-mail: zhangxl@psych.ac.cn,
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Ff ( personality traits ) ff EEHEAT, a0, S K2z
171 58 1) 5345 1 A DN it 55 Y 9 2 e i it 9 3 U5
RPN Z AT AR IATIFFE, KL
L] B SR FRIE . JEORAUBEIE T Z AR T AR
HM I 1 ( personality types ), B A PR A9 A%
AR AT IS, X —RFR R B CRE R
TR A 0 3 28 AU SR G o) 1) 301 R A FEL A kS
545 ( Myers-Briggs Type Indicator, MBTI )
( Quenk, 2009 ), F Fir AA% 2 RUML A1 A9 0T 50 5 5 WL
FIFE T HZE KRB AMESE (Sawyer, 2012 ). H
KA RTINS OE SRR H
I — B S50 02 : TPt 2 N E A
A 54 1 ) B B ST AE G ARSI R I
B . T S AR A A E T, H
FHOCBERAR ( Feist, 2018 ),

Br T A& BESEA A5, B B ISR iR A DA
KEPE B 4E (divergent thinking, DT ) & 3 A1 &
PEEGE R RN E L RAEds, JF 3 T
JUNEE b NG UL N o0 O AU § ol B 5 82 Eh
TH, el a)iE B 4EI 5 ( Torrance Tests of
Creative Thinking, TTCT) & iR/ ZM T HAZ
— o HEMER A, A6 i 58 & ik
PEELEAE S D 2 03 1R AR iy & BRE . Ao E A
Ry PR SR AE G AN S — o Y A o A 4 4
fig, MEEA —E MM E ( Anastasi, 1982;
Brown, 1989; Crockenberg, 1972 ), i W 5% & B4
TRTEAS R B3 7 403 i SR IUAH OGP IF A 8 2% ( Baer,
1991; Runco, 1989 ), FEMF 5T, Baer (1998)
PE T B 7 SRR IR M AT, I\ Sk 7 4k
— PR R R G B R D R, R BTk
SR 1 O R L DR 8 Y SR o (EL 2 R T — it
P UL R R A0 5 2 DU A AR 22 SR O Sl 3k P 0L
) F 98 70 AL G L O Tk R R AR I AF AR [R)
( Plucker, 1998 ), Sternberg (2005 ) LA PH %[00
FAE 550 BRIk R B D R A LSS AR A
s 2, DL — Mt R SR R 1 i e U
KA A IE 7 IF N B AR 4F Hb A R B 1 ) 1 &R 2
o BEEMSIRA, W5 E IR B A )
B A7 78 S0 — Pk B 43, AR A T SR R A B 0
( Baer & Kaufman, 2005; Plucker & Beghetto,
2004 ), 4N, Baer A1 Kaufman & % b LATE i 5 3%
Uit Be 1 2k 2 Ay 461 30, B B 3 ) 75 DN — i B R K O
203 T ) R L RE .

HH T 5 400 0 B g 0 e 2 R N R T 4 —

JE A B U A ) D, DR I R A0 A L S R R A 1Y
Bl I T BAR o 3 JLAR Sk 5 T A1 3 ) 40
SR R P PO 4 ) Y B 3 ) 18] 4 BEA Carson,
Peterson 1 Higgins ( 2005 ) AY €& J1 w5k 7] &
( Creative Achievement Questionnaire, CAQ ) LI}
Kaufman (2012) B4 J 4kl i % ( Kaufman
Domains of Creativity Scale, K-DOCS ), Carson i
(2005) il B9 CAQ M) & —E Ay 5 . B it H.
X Z M ARG E, WREEAR, &
. BRER . BRAAR IR AR 10 NS0 0 ) ) ek gk
70 . 5 LARGAS B3 B 5 o DU o 48 B i L
HB—EIEAR, &I EEE T 10 AF WY
1k, REASGURE E 8 A AR R A BAR AR R
BB EMBEREMEE . 5LRKIPMEMI,
2006 it U RN PE Sy B T A L BREEL D3 4h, DIAERY
H R & 2R A 0y IR AR AR LS, A nlii
ANF R EEAE , 1 CAQ MRy H B om H Ak | %
WL, RE 47 M aBE G At 2 R T PR AT SR Y I S I 22
( Silvia, Wigert, Reiter-Palmon, & Kaufman, 2012 ),
ARSI (2015) EEIT T K-DOCS #3%,
AN it i R R 5 N4, T Carson 461
CAQ [ BH S GEE £, BA R T X1 71 1Y
GRS AT S . S5 4, CAQ [l I i %l
B3 J7, 10 K-DOCS 2 &M i H % @& 71 ( Silvia
etal., 2012), CAQ [0 % A %l th ok LUG , AR
W)z, HEMARERANGIECTE, WARLEBIT,
PR LG A AT 50 3 7 v R A e AT B 1T, JF
Xof AR B FRLRE A TR 50

2 HES5REF

2.1 CAQ FhRiaE E I
211 REBRRERTEK

Carson ¢ (2005) ¥EFETMEZLA . Hik.
B OESEOT . RIS E. Bk, R, Bl
BRI . PG RBUX 9 N N 77 B4 i A i
FI Y, IFm BT AR — R s AR AR SR A AT
WERWEIG, AT LR &k 8
HOL BRI I X, I e B ) L B
HARYE B O FE DS £ & H B RIK IR
HEAT B) 3 o 18] 4 1Y g i A 55 [ OR 27 A MBI 5 AR
BRI 4 AR RO AT TR
212 [aEEE. EUEITSFR

CAQ M &B 48 = &Ry . H—Hrah T
IR (mABESE ). Hh. BE. DAz
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(MERAIE KRR ), Hikizsh . @Rk, 4l
o, BEMESE. B, W BREmR . B A
SR | AT 13 AU, R B Ak A A
HEE—ANBEAEELZ R, e i HZdEZI
SR, MTLAZ ., B I T R AR
WAAR (m AEEYE ), HAR . BRI BRI
. BIEESAE. WM. £ Bl BA
LR . 10 N4, AU 1 8 A
AN BE B BRIR ), EEoRK A ®E S A C
AT B2 H o B SUEEE — Sk WA e IR
FEA G A e 2 i YNGRl E Bl il i A B 7 5k
AT B 23, LAy %) 328 T 42 FE Al DA AR 380 55 114 I
FEol o X T AR U Y B i EE . S R LA
SARiD, WP A e Tk I, O R A S
IR DR A R RE . [0 36 Gt ] 28 38 X AN ] 4 3k 22
)[R S5 2 4 B ST T ks, S s A
BEEME . = 3 A 5 AR R A
KW MRk Ay, W nT AR PR A O S PR I O A 3
FESZBR R F R, BFSE 2 RT LAAE A AR 48 E 2 RY
AFF 5% 28RN i HAth 1) 85

TET e, ANGE IS —FR 41 10 403 )
Ho BAIAE — M ETMER 0, JFi 7 ik
WAMEMR K R 1 3] 7, X Far 25 ki, Hks
Gy ECh 2 B SR o (R R DL B R AR IR
o AU AR 2 R TR A BE A 43 1
o 10 NS AR A, MBS, DT
FEE AR R G 8 A H 1L ERX T
REANANARE, 2. REWRELPUIZBE H W i
MR . 3. T’ it — AN KA H AT T
Uit 4 BE LTSRN G. S RELLAS
BTy & WA 5 — AN R/ 3R B Kk B A — A3
R R, 6 M AR — KA
VRN . 7 TR K& I AE s X Ll L B8 3R ad
*7. W — IR RS B FER . /R RS
KL HFEh %, 8 YL HO W —T R
Sz — R /R EHAESE (ER) €
A e T 2
213 ABENEESHE

7] 5 9 JFR 0 SC A B4 A5 20 ( Carson et al.,
2005), HEM{EE N 0.81 ( p<0.001 ), TERAREL
FETT T, AP 0 56 19 & 4 R AhR . A G
ZHN 0.59 (p<0.001 ), FERERE T HE, 54
TP MG A O BB =033 (p<0.01), 5 KT
N K 28 5K TF R 4 A 56 BB r=0.33 ( p<
0.01), S5&ABUEHEME: (FH TTCT 56 1 35 5 #L

FHEAT 55 A RARGAT 55 M 2 ) = A5 45 10 40 ¢
ZB N Wit r=0.38 ( p<0.001), R
r=0.37 ( p<0.001), @I r=0.46 ( p<0.001), 5
5 TR D 56 53 K5 () A G R HCH =0.14 ( p=0.06 ),
YN AL ESESE AR R iUy O
22 HMHEITTIENRER
22.1 EESEEF

XF B EITHT, PR E AR T Carson #H#2IF
R T AT SCRRIBIT AT . S BT &t
THRIEE L R SO R A R . TE BRI IR,
A B 4 4E F 19 4F T4 45 56 1 35 SC 4
XFJ ) 4 HEAT T A Sr B, SR JE A TN BRI
225 Z A FF EAT R E, B P KRR . — R
SC A HL B A 0 P A 5 0 0 ] A o P SR
FR M BE S0, AR JE T Il A 0 ) 36 B R 2R 47 X LG
R 18 S I 22 51 okt v SCRIIE N A EA T 4
222 XHWIAE

FEX AR, 40 s — O 5 7k R R EOm e b
Y. P LR Lol i . — 07 & 5k B olb G o
— AR T . — T SRR EOE . —
BT TR, — LSS I . — A S
SNSRI E . — BB RIS . — iR
SR A A R A JEE O 4 X 45 B R
B ) 4 B UEATPEAL B R DL Rk
i 2 XF 8] 45 v SRR WA AR T TR 3 R
(1) “PHE LA (2 m FaE s )7 43 m T
CERET W, AN ANisg (RERFE R R )
Bl A Nisgh (B ERBER. PEBRF)
(2) S IRE 3 TS o i o m e X . 4
FMERR I PESOF PR WA E (A A
% B0 AT A % 0 AT fe] — BiIE B # R A X
T ), IR AN [ S 3 ) LA R R A T
FPPREE s (3) XFF5 =848 =AM h e “0
AEFZ R Z$2” ( absent-minded professor ), & ¥
Shy o BN A S B U . AE A O R 4
SR DT, AR R AR A 5 A N I E 7
223 #HiX. BFERARITEAMRE

AHIEFE 19 IR S DFE b BT 5K 2 2 iHE BE
2 HE LS TAER R PR, A 8okl
FRILER 1, BOERRE R T I AR AE AL

AR CAQ [7) 45 & ST 1 4% H I 10 910 2 1%
CURCWIOREUB A n o A (£ o e 18 W R & ST
S e R, I ) S TG R AT N &R
— MR A A 5 ( Silvia et al., 2012), LA
W58 76 A BE 7 10 >R FH A A B A 30 . EL AR O /2



5 310 TR . Bl Rk R s T 393
=1 ANEAEAES
r i () e ST
" i MeSD T 4l R B Wi T
1 59 23.3~558 37.3£7.5 21 38 14 5 13 27
2 107 22.8~55.8 36.1+6.9 32 75 36 16 19 36
3 324 22.1~54.7 35.4+6.1 85 239 103 53 41 127
4 122 17.8~53.3 30.3+9.6 34 88 31 23 31 37
He IR 68 &, KAtNE, RS E 2 RUFFE A, PIATESE R TTCT M A 2 NME

Wl =R S Z AR T E I . 9 AR
K, ARG SOh (FEA 1), Mk 5 4 1 R
GROEMX 4, Mgk 116 &, it il
CAQ [m]& h 3EIT IR . E KA R R (F
T, ORI, AR, 2011 ) FHGAS T B vk S 4
56 B4 A B I8 AT 45 Aeh & W AT 55 5 BIBRAE
BATENEE, MAAK%NE 107 4y (FEA2),
TA, XFREAS 2 v 60 44 4 i 0 Bty SC A v A B U
5, LK CAQ M SCETT RIS 1 1 IX 43 44
o AN )45 R AR, OB 357 44 iE AT
S, W sl 342 4y, BIBRAE BAERNFEE, 15
BN R 324 4y CREAR 3), WKL DN ] 3 1) 350 hR
ROEE, X123 ZRE N T CAQ R h B IT
i, RSB E L (2015) 51#EIEETTHY K-DOCS
B3 S (Kaufman, 2012), ZHA/EZAHE
IR 10y, EIERIRE 1220 (FEAR4),

55 B 8 AR bR AT 4, Vo E —BUE(E B
7 0.88 ~ 0.98, H [E K LA f] 2R LA HE 19
—2 M RN 0.74 ~ 0.88, K-DOCS Ti/>4¥i ek 1)
PR — MR BE R 0.85 ~ 0.90,
224 FZItHHIR

5T 0 3R AT B B8 {8 A SPSS 25.0 i 4T #fi iR
Giit . M REAIT R S, oA
J7 180 4 0 T 43 R A 23 1 IR 48 A B0 D A A A
T LA L2 5 B3 T 0k 0 80 E A G R, 1
Sk i Bz R 2R G R B

3 KR

3.1 ENEE

gEANZR 2 s, CAQ W SCBIT ML 10 A4
16 3 A W E IS AR 0.64 ~ 0.86 Z 8], M I(E
Bk 0.77, FEIIE BT

£2 CAQIXEBITHMEBEHNEREEONENSE (n=59)
WA LA IR S AT G Ha %W EE27T 2 AT By
0.64%* 0.77%%  0.80%* 0.86%* 0.68%%  0.78%*  0.67** 0.71%* 0.70%* 0.65%*  0.77%*

e **p<0.01, LIFRE,

32 HE
321 BEME

AW B TTCT 85 T 56 i AR
WL 3 AT 55 0 RT3 D00 456 v ) e 2 1] i A 55 4 56
CAQ T BT R G RUE . FitaiRunk 3

PR, AR UHTEAL 55 & f5 bRt 05 CAQ I H 3L
LT RRAS 20 39T B2 IR 2 AHOE R HUTE 0.19 ~ 0.26 Z (] 5
#h 2= FImAT S5 #1805 00 5 CAQ I H LB TTIR
oy W3 BOR SRR R BOT, B T SR EUEM
0.24 HAG 21, HABTETR ISR 3%

Fz3 TTICTUEAMESS CAQ PXEITHMEFHEXM (n=107)
AR W RS 55 #h AT i 55
TG RiEH: A Pk 7 3 A B B g K
AR FREL 0.22* 0.19* 0.26%* —0.07 -0.05 -0.03 0.13 0.24%*
P 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.25 0.32 0.38 0.10 0.01

. *p<0.05, PITF,

A5 R A A 2 RROR A6 56 CAQ 7]
LSBT RARE . g5 R ME 4R, =&

HA R H 0.29 ( p<0.01), 5 Ah =58 5 B ik
TR B AR 0.18 (p=0.03), BEA G it#E X,
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R4 FEREARERRRZHEES CAQ hXXEITHM A HM
HEME (n=107)

*5 BHRERNEAFHEATKEEEHNRSERE (n=324)

T ShME RAME M MR

R FREL 0.29%* 0.13 0.13 0.18%  —0.02
P 0.00 0.09 0.09 0.03 0.41

322 ROME

XPAEA 2 11 60 44 1 1t U 1 it SC A o 4 34
W (AR SI% ). iR ER,
CAQ [1] 45 h SUIE T WA 4 5 B SChs HEHE R 1 53
B B B R 2 A R BCH 0.20 (p=0.12), &It
SR o X UL CAQ [R]85 H SO T Rt Al iy SCHE 21
5600 5 P T X A3 80 R
323 HMBME

Silvia % (2012 ) A KX CAQ MY 10 445
BEEAT PR 43 BT 0 45 SR A B A 2 45 4R T 95 e 1Y
FeRE R A Pk, B AT DA 2 R i BRI OO K 56
WA 2 €5 Bl A7 AE T 2 i) e W4 BE . CAQ M2 T
ISR R T UL A o Y, PR AR R R R AR 3 1
10 sk AT T 534 o

Gt s R Won, EVRERIRR BROE B2 A 56 35 1k
p<0.001, KMO FEil #5555 0.53, 76 ARG R¢ 1 (E
H S S HUH F g LR, I E 0.35 1Y 45 X {8y HE
B B RR 32 5o o A vk e ad de R 22 1k e e Je
24 R M RE AR 5); 4 D25 3L
BT T 221 58.3%. 5 il 2 M B H iy
B, R TR, Bk SR, AR
BRI ZAR B — 200, BREHoT . g HA
K W B — AN 2800, BB N AR L — A2,
AT AR, ARG T W
47.4%, HEBCHH FRRIE (R LR 6 ),
AT R TCIRIE AR, HAE. BB, M2
AR BER L BRSO SR B 4 O — A
T, ATLUB N ZARER, 5 BT 211 20.3%;
B . gt R PR — N, 1]
DL RS R RF 22200, R 21 15.0%. B R
VI B D7 22408 35.3%, H 2 32 B 28 51 2 A7 5
PR o ARBIFSE P R PR A v 5 R e
TR 5 AR A R — 3 FER R
Jrf, JRAEE MRS A R b A AT AR R
Bh2E20, @SR T HEBR AEBL I LLAN s RIS
25 R @ HR T AR5, AR HE B A
HEHI LA

1 2 3 4

FlERT 0.81

i 0.76

SRR 0.81

LN 0.72

LN 0.71

=i 0.44 0.59

KW 0.47 0.57
WRZA 0.63

BB AR 0.63

R 0.54

Fz6 10N FESEIRI 2 TR IERE (n=324)

SR, H+1 H¥2
ik 0.68 -0.02
ZEN 0.58 0.04
M ZA 0.55 0.11
AR 0.52 0.33
PRGN RE 0.49 -0.01
PG 0.49 -0.06
Pl Rs -0.01 0.83
T 0.04 0.71
-3l 0.04 0.53
E3as 0.20 -0.16

324 HIRME

AW H R A B E R (2015) B1TH K-
DOCS 813 J1 & 5 CAQ ] 5 SCIB 1T IR (193¢
PR . ZE RN a3 5 I E R SR A 7E—
ALY F AR I E AR, AW 524X 7
A RAE N CAQ 0145 1 20 AR U I A5 bR A6 T
Ho 538, 0o 55 4 W 2 Bl 22 ) i
71, HIEA R 5 7 3R AE N CAQ MG L2
UK R RPR R T H . Gt as R 7 iR, K-
DOCS £ 5 CAQ [ T EIT R R . 2R
BV i P T Y Y B il
0.62, 0.47 F10.41 ); 17 Hif & AR 45035 A S
ARG . FEE 12 AR SRS 5 10 F) 27 40
P NTE N

4 i+tig

AWFFERIPE T CAQ M5, Xt/ H it Ay 1
SCARTRIE , I X HAE TR TR A A5 RE R
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#= 7 K-DOCSEFRHICIA CAQ B1E D ITIEITRAIHE X1
(n=122)

1 2 3 4 5

1LK-Fh
2K-EAR 0.36%*

3.K-DOCS  0.60** 0.85%*

4.C-Fl2f 0.62%* 0.23 0.42%
5.C-4AR 0.02 0.47%* 0.33%* 0.13
6.CAQ 0.25%* 0.45%* 0.41%* 0.44% 0.89%*

T K-F22MIK-DOCS R WA GUR 4L, K-ZAR N ZE R

ARG SIH, K-DOCSHIZE R RS, C-FIEEICAQIR 5 H 3
PR G 8, C-ZARENZ IR Z ARG, CAQRIZ IR
BAr.
JEEAT TR . Silvia 8 A (2012) K, HIT
CAQ 0% 1143 77 R IR, X0 & 0F AN il A G
D PN BB — SO B CAn 2R t5 10 AR ) Sl gy
By e —EorE R A, SEBR B RR 1R A D ST
fity e ] P 2R 0k 2 3 0 e S A TR RN ), B
LA B 5% 0%k 0] 45 480 7 T B = 8] A 000 15 2 A 0
(r=0.77, p<0.01), &R HERH (r=0.81, p<
0.0001 ) FEA—F, RWMEIT I & BA BF
MAEE .

AHEGE T IR T CAQ H SUIETT I
WM. B, R TTCT AR MR AT 55 Fkh 42 ]
AT 55 LA B2 R T N A 1 T Tk 4 32 o 2% 45 0% 1n) 45
MRGRE . 45K LN % 55 TTCT WL 55
ABIYE . W YE . RIGE . R B 2 TR bR
DA R R T AR B 3 00 T 0V 2 B2 75 43 AR OC 8 3%
XM PR R — 8, W Kim (2008 ),
Plucker ( 1999 ) #1 Torrance ( 2002 ) AYWFFTHR K& P
R HIC A JE A I 55 AR i ) RO A R B E /Y IE A
Ko AHIEFE K TS TF RS 3 5 R g O
AR RECHN 0.29, WAL R,
i Sawyer (2012) Seit T 258 )5 & Mk Bk R
e AR T B A OCTE 0.30 224 . DL SR —
BRI, BT MU A BA BT R AR

Uk, SR Fi SCHR 1 55 7% 5432 7] 4 191X 4
RO, S5 R R B 3 7 OR35S SR D
ORBCH A B3 o X R WL & X T
B AR CF TR OEQIE R PR TR
BN 7 ( threshold effect ) B % : % Sy 274 h Al )
TR BN FE Sy A TR IR TR TR
B, ZFAHSCHLA I W, (HEYSE & TiXAT]
hEt, —FHXAAEZE (Barron & Harrington, 1981;
Sternberg, 2003 ). 7 B E R AY R, T SCHfE LI 46

RSP N & < A B G S e o U
1989 ), PRt A 5 A 0 %) 2 A0 32 7 g A — e
T X 3% .

SR, I X WORTE 10 AN i g 45 0 #h ok
T o0 br, RBAEA R IR R, W] —2k
i) A IS ) AN ) 5 8 2 1) B A B 2 Y L [ 4 g
LR, ARG SCHR T 3E Tl U AR R 1 X —
CAQ [h] 45 i) P2 g i il o X X ad B JLH4FE—H
FETE Y A 3 g G — P M R 00 Bl o R 1 1) 4 9
Bt TR R SRS (R 5, R, BuilE 7, )
TV, 2016; 5K, BB, 5k 246H, A, 2018;
Baer, 2016; Barbot, Besancon, & Lubart, 2016;
Kaufman, 2009; Plucker & Beghetto, 2004 ), X [F] A}
WRH, CAQ ) %X Q1 1k 1 Y 45 s — fs A 0 400 B
FRIR TR R — DR EF I T A

R, PIRZRFMB R (2015) BITH) K-
DOCS #t R IR | ZARGUIR B S5 R Rbrift— 2
K, 48Rk, CAQ %5 K-DOCS H KA
[Fi) 51 Sl A G fi 351717 AN [ 4BUAR DG AN 2, BRI o
R Rk 2 U 20 R AT A3 O A G 2 Cr i)
0.62 1 0.47 ), {EFI+ HYF} 7S5 J5 & 89 2 ARG
B DL KR 2R G 5 R A U 5 1Y
RN E Cr5ilh0.23 f0.02), %458 %W
CAQ [FJ&: Ry M A A% R4, i H e — 20 385 T
B3 ) BA SRR LA

A5 5 Carson 55 (2005 ) YR 55 78 A+
BT A R T AL A N — B Uy . SRR
£ Carson 55 1Y JRWE 50 R B HERRTEAR BL 2 5, FEAS
WEFE rp W FE AR 2 U s T S AT 50 b e B2 40
R “ORAR T AT T RHRBR AR B A . X T
TR R A I T g HEBR AR 2 A, Carson 45
Fi 1 AT B8 FIZ B A9 WA A R A AR
JEA Ko X TR ST v s A R AR A 4 T AE AR
W 5T b AR B AE A Y A, )] RE A SO AR 22 AT
K, Bl RE SR A G RIUSOFSE LA R4
A FNAIT ST AR B, AR ST DL A A N R
B, A L O SO R] e R R TARBY Be A B 4
by WA . BG5BT R . B
SIS 1 A R e 8 2 W o ] S N N T DG K
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Abstract

To establish the validity and reliability of the Chinese version of Carson et al.’s Creative Achievement Questionnaire (CAQ), the
following steps were taken. Firstly, the original questionnaire was translated into Chinese, and then translated back into English, and
finally culturally adjusted. Test-retest reliability of the Chinese version of CAQ (C-CAQ; Spearman’s p=0.77, p<0.01) was
established in a sample of 59 adults. Convergent validity of C-CAQ was established with other measures of creative potential in a
sample of 107 adults, including divergent thinking tests (Unusual Uses Task, UUT, with ps ranging from 0.19 to 0.26; Picture
Completion Task, with p of CAQ and PCT’s elaborateness being 0.24; all results were statistically significant) and Openness to
Experience (The Chinese Big Five Personality Inventory brief version, CBF-PI-B, p=0.29, p<0.01). Discriminant validity of C-CAQ
was established against 1Q (Raven’s Standard Progressive Matrices, RSPM, p=0.20, p=0.12) in a sample of 59 adults. Construct
validity of C-CAQ was established by exploratory factor analysis of CAQ’s 10 domains in a sample of 324 adults. Criterion validity
of C-CAQ was established against everyday creativity performance (Kaufman Domains of Creativity Scale, K-DOCS) in a sample of
122 adults, with ps of C-CAQ’s and K-DOCS’s science, arts and total scores respectively being 0.62, 0.47 and 0.41, and all
statistically significant. The study result showed that the Chinese version of CAQ had acceptable validity and reliability among

Chinese adults.

Key words Creative Achievement Questionnaire, creativity, validity, reliability.



