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MG TR Ay EE A T - AMREATIAINES - HP it

Al M ~ LB RS

~ FACEELAAE T ~ EHOAR] - BB
ZEMZERE - AR EBERR Sy - EEAE S0 -
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AAHE RRVETT RS E AE TR © tEA1 > BN el A BERSBI LUEETT
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A=
FALE (analogy ) EigEEEHEEEAR

AIorHY » EEAVFEKRZ — W &P A E
BYRILLEBIAE & - FF S BRI R
iRy AN - B2 ML S

( metaphor ) & [ 18 iz 58 11 A 189 T A

(Starko, 2005 )~ B ZVIHLLELAIE 25 2
TR VIRIRREEEE - (H2alds AT I
AR I ASCE S IR
RARIERE > HmERH L EEREAE
Bk o AP AR CEETRE /5 A G R S e
Zm (structure-mapping theory; Gentner, 2010;

Gentner & Smith, 2012 ) » SR it EEE
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AYEA NG ~ FFEER R > B SOEEEAEE
1B T P AT A AR ATAR
XHIERE > BIFEEEEAS TR (4 -

R - FAEER PR E SR

HMEENER—EEBRTETT > Bt EES
MR » BLIEtEmES > AP EE S WL
(within-language analogy) DLKEE=HEEE
( between-language analogy ) - 5= PNEEELAY
T B2 R {18 ) - R ) AR [S] T 182 R s By
bt - 2 T RAMEEERE ) B TNEE
B AR AR RAEMEEN " =
a8+ K Y@hEE + = (SVO)  iyajRl > 5%
P48 FE HEE B (analogical thinking )



FEEIAEEREZIEFEEN A G
( Casenhiser & Goldberg, 2005) - F3& > (& T
SOEGEREZ AN 45 > BiEE - AR - A
an) B B g BTN R MU S B R A
%8 (Gentner, 2010) - FiaE = EEEETE » £
TR —tEsE S n B S — R S
R Ry It Wi RE = &S A A DRy Rz BT
HE (Esa, 2005) -
bR T rEnh = HVARE - HEMEEE BT
HIHIRZ. 0 (Esa, 2005; Gentner & Kurtz, 2006;
Hofstadter, 2001 ) - FHLLAYFIF B2 HFE %
(&S5 [HAfER R E R DB EET B
FAE » R REEY 2 R - PR
{3 —F~/B0 4 7 FH 88 R e B A B g R el R
FEHEEEEEHEY (Gentner & Smith,
2012) DARpsERReay 2 BI#EE 2 (Gavetti &
Rivkin, 2004 ) 255 ; Gentner, Brem, Ferguson,
Wolff, Markman, £ Forbus (1997 ) tZ45 448
LB # RSB T  BR T o0 AfE
fe25h - BIL I EE B R e g
Goswami (1991) » AJHAEH! A 1% 28 (16 H HEAE
5 W¥ 5 R W) [T B B (& A DL 1 ( relational
similarities ) » [l HkBE AR UME T D2 FEHEERY
TR - ER ARV ES S & BF e/ 4H
2 (% AH (D014 DL B Bt 3 [F] 7% ( relational
commonalities ) °
JHEE AR 2K B A [F Rk s e oy S e 7
17 ¥ FE BE (% 2 48 f2 ( Doumas, Hummel,
Sandhofer, 2008; Gentner, & Smith, 2012) » {¢
BENAERE » L EED R H R
i% (domains ) EX1EHE (situations) 27 [HAY3L
FR RS (Plaefzs - E5E5%E -
BRI ) P& R GE I P e 2]
Hy#tEsm (inferences ) 7 EFAZGE I -
72 I SH I8 (8 SR %4 T R R (R
(analog) » {F75 Wi H - ELE AR B
iz ELAG Y SH I SRR Ry AL S (base ) BRI
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(source ) 5 [fEEEEA PR ECELHHHG A FHIE
X B R (target) BUEEE (topic) © £
HSCAVIE RS b o B AUEET (R - i ARAy Y
i Ae (st » 2000) - —fAARER - BRER)
Pl TR - R R HEEm AR S B
SHEEKEER TR - H > BLLilE
FRAREEERS AV - SERIEY R b
HIFE IR BRI N EE © AL - JHEERE =S AT LA
TR EF Ry " 228 B R (S (UMY AE
77 (the ability to perceive and use relational
similarity ) ; ( Gentner & Colhoun, 2010, p.
35)-

— ~ SRRV EER

ANEIEVREEAEAN M ~ F B iR BRI
2= EEE A (Gentner & Smith, 2012 ) » R »
IR Z A A THERRE > &R

( retrieval ) ~ HRE & ( mapping ) ~ LG 2

( comparison ) ~ #f{f (evaluation ) Eiifi52{b

(abstraction ) Fi{lEFZRHENNEARREA

R EEE —(EELY 2 HRAA TR
SUIRHEG - SS—(EMEEEY e R IR E
FEH SR (Gentner & Smith, 2012) -
R A E N ENEC B R R EYR A
HIFE AT P IA%E » TRELE e R AR IR P P Y
HHPRAVREE P B A T R ALY
F 2 TR AR (UM » &8 R (R PR AR R G (]
WK ~ BREEE) » d0BEIRE T RS T LA ES
SHIHYERE B - HLLIR A UM R BB
MR AR IRLEZE Y - T HHEY)
HyZR g 2 AR Y © 55— 71 » DA
BARILEE (BINALR ~ (Ef@RIAE ) Rk
BEAAR 2R ] LB SRR BCR AV EE Y DA B
B o AR EE SRR EHEE MDY

( Gentner et al., 1997 ) -

Gentner B Smith (2012) #5H B8 &8

(relational mapping ) SZFALE HAY T 2EFE -
LB 7 AR WA (B L (4 R 2 [B] 2 g 2



{TEPE R E 4R (alignment) HYEH(E » FLERF
A EAR T E A R A E (7 e S ( candidate
inferences ) {E&GFERISEEEMVEALEY)IE CEE
BB ) b 2 4SRN S B AL
Vi (i AR EERS ) FTas i S e
e e P IL[E R4S A Pl H O 25T
Hrpr —EEEY R - HE AR ZEEAE
S > BMATFEIEZ B AR »

FH LRGSR A Se B AV B EE Y (4 45 1 5 o
- NEY)HE'E (Gentner, 2010) -

PLE B B R BE LS SR
1Y+ REs WAL )RRV AH BT 2R RS
A aetbeg - fEthd g - 4548 E AV E 7T

(structural alignment ) &4E7F M{EFAEEYI(F
Z [ FEHIEEAE R ILE R 2B K
BHE o BRTRGILEME S - 4565 ERVETT
TME[HREBRZEFEME (relational differences ) R
J ; Gentner (2010) &t FTaRHy A ¥R =52

(alignable differences ) BiH %50 » FIAK G
1 EFREEY ) tPA S 32 A [E R AL B Y A [F]
ZhR o BE L EWBELEYHISEBOTR
Gy ény BN B4R 1% - MHIE BEAAE 2 2 R AL
FEEF—HT A - Wt ZEZMAH R

(contrast ) EAHL[EMEAYEEER ( comparison )
TSR - [EIE ] DI R
KEE (Gentner, 2010 ) ©

TEMERRIEIL 2 1% » JHEL B R ET g
St HY A AR 3 B S B 1 Sk [B] {4 HY 2R T B R
& ~ IEMEME - ZERfR R HIERE ~
FIERAVE 42 (Gentner & Kurtz, 2006 ) o
FHRAILI S - HEERA GRS A geEJHEE
BEE Pl sk - AR LR A EEREE H
AR » R AV EEEE R MEE
T (general schema ) FVEEAE > [ EEESRE AT DA
IR B FFERAFERIR - DU S
HY41:5%#8F% ( Gentner & Smith, 2012; Gentner
& Colhoun, 2010 ) -
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— - JEEERYEZE A

Mt EaIRA] - Erh R E
o8 9H 1Y JR RIl By — ¥ — ¥ 8 ( one-to-one
correspondence ) B £ 4714 (systematicity ) [
A1l 5 zze bt —JRRIESREH - Fral—%—HIE
JRAEEEEFAE—(EH2E (element) ¥f
JESIAEAY Y —{E H A BE—{E 22 3R ( Gentner,
2010); ZFeE R ALEFe A EER =S rh KA
B3 e PNIER RS S s e NN A T =
BB - RATETT S FTEAVEIE - Hm)55:R
&R —HEAE —E DL AR o AR
B& BN - IREIFTaE W 2 4 M HE i
( systematic interpretation ) B2 E( =% - 12
[EIFEREA T B R i REFE R 2 s UEHY
B HeimieA & BIAVEEE (Gentner & Smith,
2012) - NIHBEREIRJE HAE NSRS 2t 2 T A2
EET T BT R AR AL AT B RS EAYIE
A Eatss A (Gentner, 2010 ) »
=~ R RIVERE R

T B BT B e 7 WA A (S RALL
Hrp—fE (ansfl—) EEBAR—(EHEEEY)
fF - B EEFILEFREE I T AR
BT RS VI - L (E A AR TIEECE
o BEFEHR R R AR PR S —
ALY - A& W & I PR AE AR RS BA
B LRV EI(E - M5 —fEEEE (40
g ) [FERFBRIN(ERREEYE - w52
W EFHEEY M — B aa sl —it 34 TAFECIE
oo B DUEREETHIE - RIS o WA
JALEYE o URTEAEERE T © —(EZEEE
REHVLE A B 55— A~ AU B AV
EEME 5 TR A A RABASEAE AT 22 25 WA {210
RAEAVEEEYIE © I ARA AR 2 A
FeRER o S E AV RREL N o] DU B R
kY ES - BB R PFRe TR R BB R
FARSEIE IR IAIARAEE (Gentner, 2010) -
fufl—
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NG
]
NAEFRGHER -

2~ Ftb - o EEEEGRE TR

(B R e 1 A I ST 1T RE
(Sternberg, 2003 )  {EFHELFUELLHE FIEH
G IR PHIEEACE > AT DL E M
FEMPEIEE A B WS Z FERR (R & Y] - &
GBS A ARG A B=C D>
HFIATT -

EESEKE > shir e EE
A BBk B. HZE C X D. M

DL EHIGEH A5 2 S A (A A
HoAth E ZAVHE SR A E R R A (1
b RE=EH ) KA (fifg R
& =H7T FIfl) ~ RREL (Biis - e =23
3 EkEh) ~ TE/HAZ (§t - =16 mo)
BB (E] - fEE = - BEREE
VIEEZ Bt = EasiR oy« Wik ) ~ JFURH AL

ool CREBR © L =#fdz © A ) ~ B/
IR (FE 0 =M - RS - =
gy B~ FiE AR (BREERE C BRIE
fEZEF > B = BRESS ¢ REI=1E
5 PERL)  TRB A (B T RE =

BRI ¢ K2 =tmfil - ) ~ RS
B (s SE =2 - AREEERE Rk
=HE%E : HIR) FE - B MR IR
— o A FEEA Mt IEE 2R > —(H
FHEEEEUE T R R = s - A
RPN HI AB B CD B A B R HERY
IR A RE 23R LK -
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FR#Z Sternberg (2002 > 2006 ) > 3 AR )]
(EGEEST) B85 (1) FpfERIREND T AL

75 (2) fEREASAVEE - BHERENEK
S A RTRERVAR Y © (3) BLEls 6 B e (]
SCR{E DL ERYERY) 5 B0 (4) (E BEE A
=Y - IRBHEM > EEECRE T BB R ] B
BREYE ST 5 55— 51 » AEFEL - EEETN 2
LB T3R8 2 — (Gentner, 2010) » 24
Sy PTEUEAEE B B8 S bRl o PR 0
SR A TR BE R E

AL EEAEY A : B=C : D B
R AES (24112 = 6:3) £
B MEERAVEL AL (24 ¢ 12 6:3)
NPV r EE S (2412 = 6/3) 2
W ZRMABAYZE > Rff24- 128163 2
EIVRHEA B RERA MR AFRIE » TRH]
& EEE e AH—F - AIPHELRHARMRIAR
17 B ARG A NMEEE - HREIER
B T RREERY TS (Esa, 2005) -

B2 - StEERAER =

AR E B MBS AR - 1 H LAl
EEHR - LRI ISR BRI E R
I Y RE #2( Gentner & Smith, 2012 )> Gentner
FN (1997) EREZFTEEE (Kepler)
HIPE st B A EE R A0 o B 2R 2 LUK RIE%HY
A3 - Gentner % N IEHE H e 8 20 JCHE i
FEZALEL (distant analogies ) 2%z H & SHiE T
HURT B Em 2L - &2 55— (8 A A1 E5% S I

(IR fi A g 1L By RSB ERAE IS ) - AH
Hy > FrE8 AT BEECE 8 EE (near or local
analogies ) HIJ 7] DL FH 2k /& B8 SHIs RV B A
HIFRZEAS - (EATmAt T Al - B EEE A
B Bth L s DA KGR SRy 78 77 - RIBEER
AL A gE E R B A A B AR -

— ~ MRS T s
AL B2 Al TR AV SRR - Mednick



(1962) HyE%EH s (associative theory ) {H
=B AERT - SRS HAE TS
Fe—TEKE - E N BRI R A B A TH
SPERE A AL RS S - 2O[E] R -
Lo wy ey i N E R NEPSI S T =) a1 I =
BRI G R o T BN FH R R A
BHIES ) FEF T AR B AR [E R ERE AT
oSSR TR T BT TERA A
Mednick  FY7H &5 FH S it 2 e ke 1 Y AR 10
P H WA R S A AR S R 2 B A
[ o [EIfEH > Koestler (1978 ) $2H @
45 (bisociation ) HVEHS: » [EEAA $45E HZK
& 5[] 327 BE — g T P A 1 S Bt o 1 A A
FE— Bl VAR RS » el ke
RHIRIE T30 Re S W {lE A8 g T 2 T HY
TS ERAE R T M E AR S E W
{EFEEEYIR BRI - T T (R TR
BR Ry T ERE A

% L E Gordon (1961) 73 &4

(synectics ) HYE A > FHAHYVUREEREL 73 B Ry
EH P H#E( direct analogy )~ H B HE( personal
analogy ) ~ JFAEfEHE (fantasy analogy ) DLz
FF92HEHE (symbolic analogy ) » B HEEEHEETS
B WEEY) - BESERE BRI
o PR R AUV REL I = B B
g R B ARG R Y — &R 7 - B
Wl - SRR R A B R R
HOERGE—THL 2 - ZM&RER R - T 20
A ReE RS LU e R ? o B
BAE O ET N —BNE  RMRHE
i RS e AR E B R R - 3k —2KH]
FEFFEIEE A (emphatic involvement) DL,
fesEET AR ER RS R fEE
FAEE? ~ HOE B A =5 WY R 17 R
TEERIME - PUEHEARAE Y Freud AYRRSEEH
M 3w ( wish-fulfillment theory;, & £ 5 -
2009) - FrAE HAVEY) - Rl & &l F o
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T T35 BRIAE V8 B ok v R B i 55
B o E AR AT R A AR B — e FRT
4] (self-mechanism ) © 3£ (sublimation;
Starko, 2005 ); PSSR EFE TR D45 & WA {2l
SR TG HIBE S DU RS B AIE - X
T By 22 45 M @ 22 ( compressed conflict;
Cramond, 2005; Starko, 2005 ) -
Z - SR SR

[ [a1#E B2 (Janusian thinking ) #%7E
Fo By B3t [5] 0FRF A W =0 I DA _EAE K2

(opposite ) E¢fH¥%S (antithetical ) A ~

TEUEEE S (Rothenberg, 1978) - B IEE
0 RAESGEFEEARE BB EAA RS
HEAH[E] > Rothenberg (1990) 38 Fyfz Mm% &
& A DA S BllIE 7 B e — MR R R I oy HY
5}5 o

T — st 5 U A _EIR A IR 1]
BEEFENHT - HAIAER BB FHY
¥ & {EHfZ% (oxymoron ) » HAIFH/NEA
EHERVAR ~ EREINVERE - FEENED
YRR I Fe FaA Y [FINS B - BEHZE L H
S NEFEIVBER » DU T - S
BENEE  FHEEETFFRA LGNS
e > LR HEEEAM T E
FZHNME - HRERE N EENAELERLL
Je NPT (Grothe, 2004) - oF [E{E6fETE
f& R BE A] 1% Bk R Ry DL 2 1 9F 89 &5 5E

(paradox ) » PARIHYHIFH AR AR ZSE -

S P FE— R BN EILEEE - FIHAEME
HIE ZEME S BE S B F MV AR - BT
HYES » 327V O EE (EiiciE > 2011) -

TERNG JTBEEE F - AR AR & R
FE A THE S (SRE - 2011) - &
Fifr 225 HH B ) - s R B Wl S R e aE (1
A FEEBEEESINTERENR A S '
AN Byl ~ B EDIRHIZ 2 R YA
Ry EERTENDI I S B8 1 2k % %) - Al
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R E S T HE AR R RIR S e
H OB RS S A 85 B A a8
T PR Ry W {18 [ 25 [RINFREAT 2 i e ok -
Clark (1970 ) 558 T —{E#730 - S/ NEFEE (the
minimal contrast) > FHLAEE RS 355
HBAIE G o S/ NEERVB ST ER T —
NS EFHENEE » —f AR AW
{18l 2 FF et i & A= N R E 7 © 280 > A%
N AR S NE TSR T K BT R
e BhE THEA L BTN WA Ry
frE I AR - BB - B2
EAMZ [EAY I — A [E R E AR ME R F EE (the
dimension of gender ) - HLELE R E{ELE L
F& BT R (R - EERAYRF Gt R
B AH[E] - LRI AR [E B (R R MR B T
Fo 7 o0 [H 0 0 B 78 5 A B B 1% ( Jones,
2002) - (EASFEEETH AR - MBS
TR GEHER AL (Gentner, 2010) >
R RV BOT R ER —EARE - HerE
FHIE] o MRIZSCHTE P Ay n s 2 52 - W
(il B AEME— [ ERE R AT ST H
A RN R - REE G » fiDAE

= ~ FttEEAE B

AL L AE S A V)RR - (22
HIRZ RS TS AR H R - 7R/ D8
LRI RNE TR EE - Brig(ars 1=
JLEE T HIES (the Sternberg Triarchic Abilities
Test, STAT; Sternberg, 2006 ) #EHYEIZEEE 47
Mg R H R EX o Lo IR0 T
EL Ay s 28 T A el 8 A B = M LR
(novel analogies ) » it E7E A LRI REAY AL
W E— A B RIAC - FE BB B LR
MEaGEHE  2RENBENAEREOT
2 HARREM B E (Sternberg,
Castejon, Prieto, Hautamédki, &Grigorenko,
2001 ) > R iE LR & 2 B E A F B I

- BRI -
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B (Eapl— - =) [HEAREIA
(anaa@Ivy ~ FLEA7S ) o BEIEAUAIRIE B
B M EIRA DURAER R g T - s hnEEA:

SR E I -

i —

AN RUEMNERFEIAVERAL -

Gk LR SE - NN S|

A BEEE B RE C KF D. Y

il —

EREEER

B ARG E R T
Az B 1§ CWE

D. JJ¥

HPI=

i emattEhy -

BEPR ¥ L s b i (BB 1

A BB B ERE C R

D. %

HHIY -

FEFRORK -

DL [t G A B °
A.#2fr B e C %&JE D tEas

#ITL

fESZH RS -

LIS SHERGUSE AT A5

A BEEE B HFLE C. BilgR D. B

HPHIN -

R EHAY -

B E SR B S

A BERE B HBJE  C.EBE D EIH

{h ~ #Atk - R EERR



i (simile ; A {2 B) HLIE W
(metaphor ; A 2 B) #50 Fy /2 ALLHVE I AS
(variant ) » RSy & B 0 2 PEROEFE - AT

o 157 By s SIS HY ¥ [E 45 72  ( cross-domain
mapping; Bowdle & Gentner, 2005; Lakoff,
1992 ) - FACL B R A By B U AR T DA
SRAE—EREA T AL ~ B DR fE e =
[EIRVRBAE 4 (Esa, 2005) °
— ~ BRUAR

FEEHOERN YR B 7 an B 2 A AL
FALL >~ & (analogy-based metaphor ) - {Fi2
{EVERI - BTN E BRI L1 =AY TP
F (A:B=C:D) & BHl D & VHR
F o PEIAEERL AT PACTAE R (RS (B=A+
D LIk D=B+C) (Esa, 2005) » ZNLL T/
FI7w -

i (i1 —

(A) =K :(B) BE=

(C) —4: (D) Eff

> (B) BEE—RNEFE (A+D)-
> (D) EFE—AEFERE (B+C)-

i —

(A) HfG - (B) HEH=

(C) F&8f : (D) SHEHF

2 (B) HEZEZERGHIHEF (A+D)-
> (D) HEHFEFHAVEEE (B+C)-

BT S ) O R B
o Mk " FEst—RIVES T EF
MR — AR R T RGBS SHEH
) DR T B RRGE RS - A
& JEUARH U I i ) S ol D B
TGS
= B MR ER

TEMIA BRI - P AT LIS RIFT A B
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AR R o FMTEY O B 2N R R
A EEngy T AR R Ry 2 40 SR g B e ]
A YR > s 2 R AR 7 R
TEtE I ERET -
HRfE 2% 5 iy B e gy 201 L= Py A0 G 25 S [
Bh o AEEE— A ARV ECRESR - R PR 2ZEHY
PN ek 2 i P = 22 Y P el B R 5 ST LR 2
( Zharikov & Gentner, 2002 ) ° 5t S {ZEFE
HYEREL - PR B A a2 T » R R I i
Eig g~ AR A R ) 5 (R8s - Iy
W Ry mH I A AE & 1 5 (R - D fRE g S
A sk » 2000 ) - (EFEHIGE S E2AVE]
BE o B RAVARRY (IES ) EFEEETIEE
(i) X FRAERE - S a) 2 Hy
" T T TR TR ) FEF
SPE(E I B FERIRERR - 1T & ) A
BRI - eV F o
BRI B R RAY G MR M I TR M
BE - AEHERILRE S ERRER -
FR#Z Gentner £ Bowdle (2001 ) AffAE
A ERR AR - AR TR EFREE
"5 LK (conventional base ) | > HIftE[=] DL
Peim 2 MUK AAEN " 4 AE
(novel base ) ; » Rllfi [ AN 22 - HrAR Ak
EEFEANFRAES  HEEAEER
THXFRAOEE  BHFEEHME - —E
EERHVFRE T T ER AN AR SR E
B [E AR T T RE B LR - 1 T A
IR BN EERY— SR E SR A4S L
BRI AR TR — (B R — %
PRESHSE o LA 2R 8y — A M AR B S
T8 Ry o] o BV S B2 W AL R YRR
YhNFFE (Gentner & Wolff, 1997 ) ; [Nt > &
HEJRHEZFHY (polysemous ) 5 [ HE&ESN
HIA G 3 Z O RCGRTE » TEPEIE T Riiay 3
PR R — - Hhgb -
B ZRES 7 R R A ) DAt =5 22 1T 38y AR
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M= DA REE > B meEERRAREE
WA B RE RE S LU R - B R R
AR REFEH A LT REES - 0] ISk
TEE EFEEIE - EWEREH T FrAnvEm A
R LIS S v S sl B ) Y (2R
FEER IR ) » R T T E
Bapk Tut o Bl - T EEE R EE ) 1)
iy T EEE G o T BHE IR
P2 rTEsssE R G BURE o AR &
0 BT RAE | B RS AR 2T
B2 - WRRE T el Rk TR | SHA
Wi e EInER - B oA T A E
REME AR R EETE - bl
FAERmy g B e > il - T (B E s G i | -
BRAE SO S GRT T b i 8 Ry By o) 2 i o 5
FEEIREINE > B0 T EEEE e
Bl T AR ARG T e
—IREBRIMNFEE TR » FTLUEE A A
JEE HY % g ik 22 FE FI R #Y ( Gentner &
Bowdle, 2001 ) - jZ L1370 T #EFTA IS
Mgy /] - o] DRSS p s ) - {ESIERTA Y
Sy )1 ] DA R R ) 1

L Bt > FAMT ] USRI EE A AL B
AREH SR M T - (HEAER
RIRRES AT R A - 2 DA ) B ER
TR A B o el o R e
B ARGRIEZ E RS Tl E 5 RS EN
e > Rt - B RECE S RS TR
Bprp > #BAIT -
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i — :
Ak nea
B

il :
BRI -
B%

[ - &8

MR BRI BB E RN 2R
& EEIIZL - (ER A LR EUE IEIEY)
2 I EIRE (G esE L FEME - SLEA =
HMEASAENERE - (FE LS E T
PAF > Guilford #Egzi4E RS HHINIEZE (O
e~ St~ BRIMEURAE M) —HZE
TR R AR AR L RIE T TR ERAY AR - F6
ffraliE 7 EE A (TTCT) g i—
{& # A 5] + ( Kaufman, Kaufman, &
Lichtenberger, 2011 ) ; 72 {[& 27 52 i Kz Aft H AR
BERBENET) - [BEERIE HIERE 2L
R ARG = AIET] (EiciE > 2012) - f&
ARSLHYE R+ Bl ] RIEAEL B =S B R S
(T {1 P ek A (BRI 8 et A [ R fE %
e ) BAHEERIVE K E = Al 1M
Er A 5 EAN o JRERTR AT Rl AR EEN DA
RIEARAET] - B BEER iR ERE
FreEtl R ek B RS BB AETER
R LI E SRR -



SERR

stk (2000) - @ - 510 22K -

SLEEEF (2009) - BRERBEBER - 510
OEH R ©

=R (2011)  PRITRIES S S B R 5 2
V&R © B2 Janusian Thinking A% &
ar  BEFZEEN > F 181 > 1-8 -

= (2012) - BEBARIE JIHVERRL © S
AYVO(E P - 558wt > 120 1-12 -
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Examining Creative Thinking Process from the Analogical Perspective
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Abstract

Not only a kind of figurative language, analogy is viewed as the foundation of human
cognition at present. Analogy exists everywhere but only a few people pay attention to its existence
and subtlety, let alone its significant connection with creative thinking. This article is intended for
explicating the relationships between analogical and creative thinking, so as to add to the
insufficient literature in this field. In the article, the definition, characteristics, and principles of
analogy are first delineated. Then, the role analogy plays in the traditional intelligence tests is also
addressed. After the background information regarding analogy comes the main portion of the
article, including analogy and creativity theories, analogy and Janusian thinking, analogy and
creativity tests, the re-arrangement rule, differences between simile and metaphor, etc. Analogy is
the cornerstone of creative thinking, in addition to being the main element of analytical thinking.
Analogical thinking can thus be used to enrich the content of creativity tests and be integrated into

the instructional activities designed to promote students’ creative thinking.

Keywords : analogy, creative thinking, structure-mapping theory, Janusian thinking, associative

theory, synectics
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