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Abstract—In this paper, we discuss approaches for integrating
Computational Creativity (CC) with research in large language
and vision models (LLVMs) to address a key limitation of these
models, i.e., creative problem solving. We present preliminary
experiments showing how CC principles can be applied to
address this limitation through augmented prompting. With this
work, we hope to foster discussions of Computational Creativity
in the context of ML algorithms for creative problem solving
in LLVMs. Our code is at: https://github.com/lnairGT/creative-
problem-solving-LLMs

I. INTRODUCTION

Creativity is “...the ability to come up with an idea which,
relative to the pre-existing domain-space in one’s mind, one
could not have had before. Whether any other person (or
system) has already come up with it on an earlier occasion
is irrelevant.” [1], p.216. For artificial agents, Computational
Creativity (CC) is a multi-disciplinary field (spanning Philos-
ophy, Psychology, Neuroscience, and Computer Science) that
seeks to develop computational methods capable of generating
creative outcomes reminiscent of creative processes in humans
[2]. Within CC, creative problem solving is a sub-area that
requires an agent to discover – from its perspective – novel
and previously unseen ways to accomplish a task. For example,
in the absence of a ladle to scoop ingredients, an agent might
creatively choose to substitute a bowl in place of the ladle.
In this sense, creative problem solving encompasses creativity
that is specifically task-oriented, as opposed to the generation
of creative artefacts such as music or images.

While recent state-of-the-art large language and vision
models (LLVMs)1 have demonstrated competency in artistic
endeavours [3], [4], creative problem solving continues to be
a shortcoming of these models. For instance, in [5], the authors
point out that “discontinuous tasks” that require a certain
“Eureka” idea, i.e., creative problem solving, is currently a
limitation of models like GPT-4. Similar observations have
been made in follow up work showing that state-of-the-art
LLMs inherently possess poor creative problem solving capa-
bilities compared to humans [6]. Given this obvious limitation,
ongoing research in Machine Learning should seek to address
the gap between LLVMs and creative problem solving, to
further enhance the intelligent capabilities of these models.

1We use LLVM to denote the umbrella of large transformer models for
natural language and vision tasks. Here, LLVMs include both LLMs and
Vision-LMs or VLMs.

Fig. 1: Computational Creativity can help address a gap in the
intelligence of present-day LLVMs, elevating their ingenuity
through creative problem solving.

As defined in prior work, “Intelligence is the ability to work
and adapt to the environment with insufficient knowledge and
resources.” [7], p.10. Demonstrated in hallmark examples of
human ingenuity, like the makeshift CO2 filter built onboard
the Apollo-13 [8], or the makeshift medical devices used to
offset equipment shortages during COVID-19 [9], creative
problem solving is especially important when dealing with
resource-critical scenarios. However, such an exceptional de-
gree of creative problem solving remains beyond the scope of
LLVMs today.

We believe that a discussion of Computational Creativity is
essential to addressing this limitation. Machine Learning and
Computational Creativity should be strongly integrated in
research to enable effective creative problem solving in
LLVMs and push the frontiers of their ingenuity. While
[5] and [6] accurately point out creative problem solving as a
shortcoming of state-of-the-art LLVMs, they do not expand
their work to include the broader scope of Computational
Creativity nor discuss how its principles can be applied to
potentially alleviate this problem.

This paper seeks to encourage the ML community to think
about how LLVMs can be augmented with creative problem
solving skills through a deeper discussion of Computational
Creativity. To emphasize the applicability of principles from
CC for creative problem solving in LLVMs, we discuss the
seminal work of Margaret A. Boden from CC literature that
introduces three forms of creativity, namely, “exploratory”,
“combinational”, and “transformational” [1]. While prior
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work has discussed the extension of Boden’s forms of creativ-
ity to creative problem solving in AI [2], their work does not
include recent advances in LLVMs nor how Boden’s principles
can be extended to specific approaches for these models.

Ongoing discussions by leading ML experts like Dr. Shane
Legg, co-founder of DeepMind, have suggested that “search”
could help such models perform creative problem solving,
quote, “... these foundational models are world models of a
kind, and to do really creative problem solving, you need to
start searching” [10]. There has also been speculation that
OpenAI’s Q∗ search (described as a “significant breakthrough”
in popular media) could be targeting a similar approach [11],
[12]. Interestingly, we note that “search” as described here,
can be linked to Boden’s proposed “exploratory” approach
(Section III-A1). However, we posit that “combinational” and
“transformational” modes (Section III) should also be equally
emphasized for achieving creative problem solving in LLVMs.

We begin by discussing the relation between creative prob-
lem solving and task planning, providing an overview of how
LLVMs are used in task planning. We discuss the application
of Boden’s three forms of creativity to enable creative problem
solving in LLVMs. We also present preliminary experiments
demonstrating the extension of transformational creativity to
creative problem solving in LLVMs.

II. OVERVIEW: LLVMS IN TYPICAL TASK PLANNING

Creative problem solving is described as the process through
which agents discover novel ways of accomplishing a task goal
for a previously unsolvable task that can be computationally
achieved through planning, learning, or hybrid methods [2]. In
this section, we discuss how typical task planning is achieved
with LLVMs. We divide the discussion into three subsections
based on the level of task planning abstraction where LLVMs
are applied: a) high-level task planning, b) low-level task
planning, and c) hybrid task planning. While not exhaustive,
our review is intended to provide a general insight into how
LLVMs are used for task planning, to identify entry points for
introducing creative problem solving capabilities.

A. LLVMs for high-level task planning

Approaches for high-level task planning often involve using
LLVMs to identify high-level goals for accomplishing a task.
Some approaches to task planning with LLMs often take a user
input specifying the task, and generate high-level task plans for
accomplishing it. These approaches often use LLMs as a form
of “knowledge base”, to extract actionable task plans from the
models via appropriate prompting [13], further iterating over
the task plan with repeated calls to the LLM as needed [14].

In the context of Reinforcement Learning (RL), prior work
has focused on using LLMs to suggest high-level goals for an
RL agent [15]. Dubbed as ELLMs (Exploring with LLMs), an
RL agent provides its current state to an LLM via a prompt,
and receives a goal suggestion from the LLM that is then used
to shape the reward and the agent exploration. Further work
has extended this approach to incorporate the use of experience
memory [16]. Existing approaches have also used LLMs to

generate directed acyclic graphs composed of sub-goal states
to aid the exploration of an RL agent [17].

B. LLVMs for low-level task planning

Approaches for low-level task planning involve using LLMs
to generate low-level code for performing a task. In contrast
to high-level planning, where high-level goals and sub-goals
are generated, these approaches use LLMs to directly generate
low-level execution code via appropriate API calls [18]. Other
approaches have also investigated the capacity of LLMs to
generate task plans via a low-level planning language such
as PDDL [19], including iterating over the generated plan
descriptions in case of errors [20]. In terms of low-level
planning using vision-based VLMs, prior work has introduced
an approach that uses a diffusion model to generate robot
trajectories conditioned on language and the current visual
state of the robot [21].

C. Hybrid high and low-level planning with LLVMs

Hybrid approaches use LLVMs both for high-level goal
generation as well as low-level planning. For instance, in [22],
user inputs are passed as LLM prompts to generate high-level
plans. The high-level plans are then converted to low-level
plans for robot execution via LLMs specialized for coding.
Other approaches have used a high-level LLM planner, a VLM
perceiver, and a low-level LLM planner for re-planning with
both visual and language inputs [23].

D. Summary

Given this overview, we see that LLVMs both at the high-
level and low-level, can be modified to incorporate creative
problem solving into task planning. For instance, the high-level
task plans generated can encompass a novel substitution for a
missing object, whereas the low-level task plan can generate
an appropriate trajectory for creatively using the object. While
the above approaches could, in principle, be studied within
the framework of creative problem solving, that is not usually
how the problem is formulated; there is a lack of paradigms
for studying creative problem solving beyond just, “do you
solve the problem or not?”. Creative problem solving needs
a fundamental rethinking of the typical problem formulations
and approaches in ML. The next section is aimed at ways in
which ML approaches in LLVMs can be reformulated from
the perspective of CC.

III. AUGMENTING LLVM EMBEDDING SPACES FOR
CREATIVE PROBLEM SOLVING

In this section, we discuss how principles from CC can be
extended to LLVMs for creative problem solving. We begin
with Boden’s definition of “conceptual spaces” as “[concep-
tual space] is the generative system that underlies the domain
and defines a certain range of possibilities: chess moves, or
molecular structures, or jazz melodies” [24], p.18 and “... in
short, any reasonably disciplined way of thinking” [1], p.214.
By this definition, the embedding space of an LLVM describes
its conceptual space or “its way of thinking”. Some evidence



for this also comes from existing work that introduces an
approach for enabling LLMs to interpret continuous embed-
ding spaces via natural language. Given an embedding vector
representing an interpolation of different concepts, the model
is able to interpret a text prompt in the context of the supplied
embedding [25]. The embedding thus determines the model’s
way of thinking. Hence, a discussion of enabling creative
problem solving in LLVMs should target their embedding
space. To this end, we explore two questions: a) how can
LLVM embedding spaces be augmented to achieve creative
problem solving, and b) what information should they be
augmented with? Aligning with our original position, we show
that CC literature can offer insights into these questions.

A. How can LLVM embedding spaces be augmented?

In this section, we draw parallels between Boden’s three
forms of creativity and existing approaches in LLVMs. We
further elaborate on how the three forms of creativity may
enhance the potential of LLVMs to perform creative problem
solving. We note that the ML approaches discussed in this
section do not specifically perform creative problem solving.
However, we discuss how they could potentially be extended
to do so, by leveraging references from the CC literature.

1) Exploratory Creativity: Exploratory approaches involve
exploration within the conceptual or equivalently, the embed-
ding space of the model, and most closely relates to “search”.
Note that the term “exploration” here differs from its usage
in RL, instead referring to exploration through the model’s
embedding space. Several existing approaches in the ML
literature involve searching the output space of LLMs with
the goal of improving the performance of these models. The
“tree-of-thought” model generates a “tree” of next possible
LLM outputs, and searches through the states via Breadth-
first or Depth-first search to reach the desired goal state, often
guided by heuristics [26]. Numerous other approaches have
built upon a similar strategy, such as using Monte-Carlo Tree
Search (MCTS) [27], [28], beam search [29] or integrating
pruning to remove sub-par candidates [30].

Extension of exploratory creativity to LLVMs: An im-
portant point to note here is that these approaches involve
searching exclusively within the output “solution space” of
the LLMs rather than directly operating in the embedding
space itself. In contrast to operating in the solution space of
the LLM, exploratory approaches directly within the LLMs’
embedding space would not be limited by what the LLM
can generate as output – “Some exploration merely shows
us the nature of the relevant conceptual space that we had
not explicitly noticed before” [24], p.18. To effectively reveal
the full extent of the conceptual space for creative problem
solving, the approach should not be limited by the outputs the
LLVM can generate. Rather, the generated (creative) outputs
itself should be the result of heuristic or non-heuristic based
search within the model’s embedding space. However, to the
best of our knowledge current approaches have not focused on
LLVMs from this perspective, and have also not applied search
to embedding spaces of Vision-LMs. Regardless, exploratory

approaches are still limited by the dimensions of the model’s
embedding space. “To overcome a limitation in the conceptual
space, one must change it in some way” [24], p.18 - this leads
us to combinational and transformational creativity.

2) Combinational Creativity: Combinational approaches
involve combining two concepts to create something new - “A
novel combination of two familiar ideas is something which
did not happen before.” [1], p.213. We can broadly translate
this to a function that takes in multiple concepts within an
LLVM’s embedding space to output a novel concept.

One way of extending this definition to LLVMs involves
applying cross-attention layers. The attention operation is
defined as follows [31]:

Attention(Q,K, V ) = softmax(
QKT

√
dk

)V,

where, Q, K and V denote query, keys and values respectively,
and dk denotes the dimensionality of the keys. Cross-attention
involves passing K and V from a different model, e.g., in
Flamingo [32], the keys and values represent visual input
(from a separate vision encoder) and queries represent a
language input. By applying cross attention in this manner, the
embedding space of a model can be extended with capabilities
of another model. In [33] the authors show that using cross-
attention layers can help augment an anchor LLM with an
augmenting LLM’s capabilities to perform a task that the
anchor LLM was incapable of achieving before - hinting at
some creative possibilities of this method.

Other approaches in LLVMs, while using “combinations”
in some way, do not conform to the notion of combinational
creativity. This includes, for instance, approaches that perform
arithmetic combination of LLM weights to enhance the model
performance [34], [35]. Or approaches that combine image
and text embeddings via concatenation [36] or a scaled dot
product at the output [37]. While these approaches may be
useful in imparting multi-modal capabilities, however, they
do not lead to combinational creativity since the combination
occurs external to the models as opposed to within the model’s
embedding space.

Extension of Combinational Creativity to LLVMs: The
ML approaches described here involve combining embedding
spaces across models. Existing approaches have not looked
at combining concepts within the same model’s embedding
space. The extension of combinational creativity to LLVMs is
much more apparent in the sense of conceptual blending [38]
for generation of creative artefacts, e.g., via blending of artistic
styles. However, the extension of combinational creativity to
creative problem solving is less obvious, and CC literature
offers us further insights for making this connection. Typi-
cal conceptual blending corresponds to a form of “aesthetic
combination”, whereas creative problem solving would benefit
from “functional combinations” [39]. Functional combination
combines the functions (as opposed to aesthetic) of two com-
ponents, e.g., a coin combined with pliers could function as a
makeshift screwdriver. The authors extend this framework to a
combination of two nouns with a “base” noun (e.g., “pliers”)



and “additive” noun (e.g., “coin”). An interesting possibility
stems from this notion: Can a combination of embeddings of
the same LLVM, corresponding to “base” and “additive” nouns
(perhaps with some prior denoting the task), enable the LLVM
to generate creative combinations of objects for solving a task?
This question remains unexplored, and points to a potential
research direction for LLVMs inspired by CC.

3) Transformational Creativity: These approaches involve
transforming existing conceptual spaces to produce new ones.
Transforming conceptual spaces can involve “altering exist-
ing rules” [1], p.216. One way of transforming a model’s
embedding space involves fine-tuning or training [40]. How-
ever, additional insight into transformational creative problem
solving comes from prior work in CC, that describes creative
problems as those with a poorly defined structure where a
solution is not immediately apparent [41]. And in such cases,
“... re-representation being the process which transforms an
ill-structured problem into a well-structured one with direct
inference to a problem solution” [41], p.1. The notion of “re-
representing” or “redefining” the problem can be best captured
in the input prompts provided to an LLVM. This most closely
connects to prompt engineering and in-context learning (ICL).

Prompt engineering augments LLVMs with task specific
hints, called prompts, to adapt the LLVM to new tasks [42].
Relatedly, in-context learning is a prompting method that
provides the LLVM with instructions for solving a new task
without requiring additional training. Prior work has shown
that in-context learning and gradient-based optimization are
equivalent [43], thus connecting ICL to training or fine-tuning.

Extension of transformational creativity to LLVMs:
Task re-representations for creative problem solving, through
prompting or ICL, has not been well explored within ML.
Prompt engineering and ICL is a challenging task, since model
performance depends strongly on the chosen prompts [44],
further compounded by the fact that creative problems are
inherently poorly defined [41]. However, useful insights can
be derived from CC literature. For instance, regarding prob-
lems that require creatively re-purposing objects, the Object-
replacement-object-composition (OROC) framework [45] il-
lustrates re-representations of tasks, that can be translated
into prompts. The paper defines three types of creative tasks
involving objects, and their task re-representations [45], p.16:

1) Replace an unfound object needed for a task with other
objects present in the environment: “If I do not have
an object X, which I would normally use because of its
affordance2 AfX , what other object Y could I use, so
that I can get a similar affordance, AfX ≈ AfY ?”

2) Compose objects. ”If I do not have object X with
affordance AfX , which objects Y1;Y2; ...;Yn, could I
use to construct X or an object X ′ with an equivalent
or similar affordance, AfX ≈ AfX′ , AfX ≈ AfY 1 +
AfY 2 + ...+AfY n?”

2Affordance is defined as the relation between an agent, action and object,
e.g., bowls have the “contain” affordance for humans.

Model Overall acc. % (no creativity)
CLIP-B-32 100.0%
CLIP-B-16 92.0%
CLIP-L-14 98.0%

CLIP-H-14-laion 98.0%
ViLT-B-32 68.0%

TABLE I: Accuracy of the models in predicting the nominal
use of objects with no creativity involved.

3) Decompose objects. “If I do not have object X with
affordance AfX , which objects Y1;Y2; ...;Yn which are
components of object Y could I use to obtain an object
Y ′
i with an equivalent or similar affordance, AfX ≈

AfY ′i?”
For task re-representation, affordances can refer to object
properties that are relevant to the task, e.g., in some cases the
shape may be relevant and in other cases, the material [45].
Within LLVMs, the affordances AfX or AfY can be defined
via natural language, or other modalities such as images. In
the following section, we present preliminary experiments on
using LLVMs for object replacement, with prompts that are
inspired by the above task re-representations. However, an in-
depth application of these re-representations as defined in CC
to the field of ICL in LLVMs remains an open question.

4) Summary: In the previous sections, we drew parallels
between Boden’s three forms of creativity and approaches in
LLVMs, emphasizing how principles from CC can potentially
help enable creative problem solving skills in these models.

Integration with task planning: Given the three methods,
we see that transformational and combinational approaches
may be especially aligned with LLVMs for high-level task
planning. In contrast, exploratory methods may be better suited
for low-level planning, e.g., trajectory generation.

Creative problem solving as a combination of the
three methods: An effective approach to creative problem
solving may require all the three methods described in this
section. While papers have explored chaining of LLMs within
frameworks (often via prompts) [46], [47], the individual
LLMs themselves do not exhibit the characteristics described
here. Existing frameworks in CC have shown that achieving
creative problem solving would take a combination of all
three methods, each of which is triggered in different contexts
[41]. This presents potential opportunities for ML approaches
that develop frameworks using multiple LLVMs. In particular,
using CC frameworks such as “CreaCogs” [45] as a start, can
be highly beneficial for productive developments in ML.

B. What information should the LLVM embeddings be aug-
mented with?

In the previous section, we discussed three methods for
augmenting LLVM embedding spaces. In this section, we
explore the question: “What information should be targeted
by the three methods when augmenting the embedding space
for creative problem solving?”. In the previous section, we
discussed this in the context of OROC. According to the
OROC framework [45], information about object affordances



could enable models to re-represent the task, such that the
solution becomes evident. We propose a small experiment to
validate whether the principles of transformational creativity
from OROC are useful to LLVMs. We note that creativity
can occur in various contexts, e.g., creatively solving a math
problem or creatively playing a chess move, each of which
would require different information. However, to facilitate the
discussion in this paper, we focus on solving tasks that require
innovatively replacing missing objects (Task #1 of OROC).

1) Experiment Setup: We create a simple experiment setup
that tests the “object replacement” principle from OROC,
where we create test sets composed of images of objects
for replacing one of five core objects: “Scoop”, “Hammer”,
“Spatula”, “Toothpick”, and “Pliers”. We create two groups
of tests: a) a nominal group where the actual object itself is
available in each test set and requires no replacement (which
serves as a form of baseline), and b) an object replacement
group, where the nominal tool is missing and a creative
replacement object should be chosen.

For each group, we create test sets with 4 objects each,
chosen from a set of RGB images of 16 objects (Appendix
Figure 7). We create 10 such test sets per core object (total 50
samples per model). Each test set only includes one ground
truth object, along with three other random objects that will
not suit as an appropriate replacement. In the nominal group,
the ground truth is the actual object itself. In the object
replacement group, the replacements are chosen based on self-
assessment of the authors as (core object −→ replacement):
“Scoop” −→ “Bowl”; “Hammer” −→ “Saucepan”; “Spatula” −→
“Knife”; “Toothpick” −→ “Safety pin”; “Pliers” −→ “Scissors”.
For each test case, we pass the images in the test set along with
a prompt. We record whether the ground truth object image
was chosen by the model for the prompt (i.e., assigned highest
output probability)3.

The nominal group is subjected to one type of prompt:
“Can this object be used as a

〈
core object

〉
?”. In the object

replacement group, each test case is subjected to four prompts:
1) Baseline (regular) prompt: The same prompt as used in

the nominal cases to obtain a baseline.
2) Prompt prepended with affordance information: the

prompt includes additional information about the desired
object affordances specified as object features.

3) Prompt prepended with task information: the prompt
includes additional information about the desired task.

4) Prompt prepended with task and affordance information:
the prompt includes additional information about the
task and object affordance.

Case #2 aligns with task re-representations of OROC, and
we explore cases #3 and #4 for comparison. We formulate
our affordance prompts as brief versions of OROC’s task re-
representations. According to [45] affordances can be defined
using shape features, which we apply to the prompts here.

3CLIP generates probabilities that given images correspond to a text. ViLT
responds with a text, and we evaluate if the model responded “yes” with a
high probability for the ground truth.

Fig. 2: Object replacement test: Using the same prompts as for
the nominal group. Random selection of a replacement object
achieves ≈30% overall accuracy (i.e. 0.3).

Fig. 3: Object replacement test: Accuracies when the prompts
are augmented with object affordance information.

The full set of prompts is shown in Appendix Table II.
The models that we explore include versions of CLIP [37],
and ViLT [36] obtained from HuggingFace. We use different
model sizes (Base, Large, Huge) and patch sizes (14, 16,
32). The open-source code for reproducing our experiment
results (including our dataset and test cases) is available at:
https://github.com/lnairGT/creative-problem-solving-LLMs.

2) Results: In Table I, we see the performances of the
different models in the nominal test group, where the object
requires no creative replacement. The models perform > 90%
in such cases (except for ViLT). In Figures 2 - 5, we see the
performances (accuracy shown on a 0.0 − 1.0 scale) of the
models in the object replacement test cases, where the object
requires a creative replacement. For reference, a model that
randomly picks an object achieves about 30% overall accuracy.
The figures show performances for the different prompting

https://github.com/lnairGT/creative-problem-solving-LLMs


Fig. 4: Object replacement test: Accuracies when the prompts
are augmented with task information.

Fig. 5: Object replacement test: Accuracies when the prompts
are augmented with task and object affordance.

strategies. From Table I to Figure 2, the models perform poorly
when they need to creatively reason about object replacements,
highlighting their limitation. Comparing Figure 2 to Figure
3, we see a general improvement in model performances,
when object affordance information is provided, consistent
with description of the OROC framework [45]. We note that
“hammers” present a particularly challenging case for all the
models, perhaps due to the fact that correlating affordance
of a hammer to a saucepan textually is difficult. Moreover,
information about the task (Figure 4) leads to mostly detri-
mental results. Information about task and affordances (Figure
5) does not lead to substantial improvements either, and is
also detrimental in certain cases. We note that there is quite
a variance in performances across the different models, which
may be partially attributed to the original training datasets
of the models. However these observations warrant further
exploration beyond the scope of this paper.

Fig. 6: Object replacement group: Average accuracies of the
models across ten different seed settings.

We repeated the experiments across multiple random seeds
and found similar performances, showing that our general
findings hold across different random cases. Figure 6 shows
the average accuracy and standard deviations.

3) Summary: While the experiments that we conducted are
only preliminary, they offer some validity that the extension
of principles in Computational Creativity can help overcome
limitations of LLVMs in creative problem solving. The notion
of task re-representation via improved prompting warrants
further investigation in LLVMs, regarding how the prompts
can be generated automatically based on the creative task.

The models used in our experiments have all been trained
jointly in visual and text domains. Multi-modal prompting
capabilities may be useful for achieving creative problem
solving. It can be quite challenging to describe affordances
in words (example of “hammers” in our tests) and they may
be better described through other means, e.g., images or depth
maps or spectral data for material properties [48]. This would
require application of multi-modal LLVMs that can process a
variety of data types [49], [50]. Computational creativity can
offer insights into meaningful representations of these different
modalities that would help achieve creative problem solving,
e.g., whether object material or shape matters more for one
task vs. another [45].

It is also worth noting that the creative problem solving
examples in our experiments are human-centric. For instance,
robots may not have similar capabilities as humans to manipu-
late bowls for scooping. In such cases, LLVMs need to account
for the affordances as described with respect to the agent, in
order to derive creative solutions. However, that adds another
level of complexity, yet to be explored, since these models are
typically trained on human-centric data.

IV. EVALUATION OF CREATIVITY

Existing approaches in [6], [51] describe problem settings
that can be used to measure CPS skills of LLMs. In [6], the
authors create a dataset of 1600 real-world problems that in-
volve creative reasoning abilities and [51] introduces the Only-
Connect-Wall (OCW) dataset to measure CPS capabilities of
LLMs. Currently, to the best of our knowledge, there are
no standard benchmarks available to measure CPS skills of



VLMs, although our preliminary experiments show one way
to measure this using the task of object substitution [45].
Since CPS involves solving a previously unsolvable task us-
ing newly discovered information, these example benchmarks
specifically evaluate how the task was solved rather than the
typical ML evaluation of whether the task was successful or
not. Future CPS benchmarks should target the same.

V. ON THE POTENTIAL LINK BETWEEN CREATIVE
PROBLEM SOLVING AND GENERAL INTELLIGENCE

While not the thrust of our position paper, existing literature
hints at a potential link between creative problem solving and
Artificial General Intelligence (AGI) - systems that are broadly
capable of solving almost all tasks that humans can [52]. For
instance, in [53], p.85., the author argues that there exists a
strong correlation between creativity and AGI: “... features
that systems need to develop in order to achieve general
intelligence are aspects that they need to possess also to earn
the attribute creative”. In [54], the author compiles a list of
competencies deemed essential for achieving AGI, including
creative capacities like “conceptual invention” and “creative
constructive play with objects”. The processes of “insight” or
“incubation” often associated with creative problem solving
[55], [56] is also considered important for AGI [57]. Taken
together, it is likely that any promising vision of AGI would
be incomplete without creative problem solving.

Alongside the heavy ongoing discussion of AGI surrounding
LLVMs [5], [58]–[62], there is often little to no discussion of
creative problem solving or Computational Creativity within
mainstream ML. As described in [53], p.96, “The investigation
on the nature of creativity and on how it manifests itself not
only in human but also in animal and artificial systems should,
thus, not be intended as a niche discussion but, rather, as
a fundamental research which can lay the foundations for
further studies in artificial intelligence and its relation to
humans”. We hope that this work will encourage discussions
of creative problem solving and Computational Creativity
alongside discussions on AGI.

VI. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

In this paper, we argued that an effective approach for
enabling creative problem solving – currently a key limitation
of LLVMs – should derive from Computational Creativity
literature. To emphasize this at each juncture, we discussed
the specific principles from CC that can be extended to
achieve creative problem solving in LLVMs, describing the
potential for further research with these insights. It is rare
to see special tracks or workshops targeted at Computational
Creativity within more prestigious ML conferences such as
ICML, ICLR, or NeurIPS. There was a related 2021 workshop
at ICLR on The Role of Mathematical Reasoning in General
Artificial Intelligence featuring an intro talk by Dr. Alison
Pease titled, “The Relevance of Computational Creativity to
Mathematical Reasoning Machines” [63]. Other workshops
targeted at creativity (such as the NeurIPS Workshop on
Machine Learning for Creativity and Design [64]) do not

discuss creative problem solving and often fails to bridge
the gap between ML and CC, instead focusing primarily on
algorithmic approaches like stable diffusion and its extensions.
We hope to see a deeper integration of the CC communities
at such strong ML venues. We hope this paper encourages the
reader to view creative problem solving and ML from a more
holistic perspective, through the lens of CC.
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Prompt type Prompt

Regular

“can this object be used as a scoop?”
“can this object be used as a hammer?”
“can this object be used as a spatula?”
“can this object be used as a toothpick?”
“can this object be used as pliers?”

Affordance

“scoops must be concave and hollow. can this object be used as a scoop?”
“hammers must be heavy and have a handle attached to a cylinder at the end. can this object be used as a hammer?”
“spatulas must have a handle attached to a flat surface at the end. can this object be used as a spatula?”
“toothpicks must have a pointed tip. can this object be used as a toothpick?”
“pliers must have two-prongs. can this object be used as pliers?”

Task

“scoops can transfer beans from one jar to another jar. can this object be used as a scoop?”
“hammers can hit a nail into the wall. can this object be used as a hammer?”
“spatulas can spread butter onto a pan. can this object be used as a spatula?”
“toothpicks can pick food caught between the teeth. can this object be used as a toothpick?”
“pliers can grab a coin. can this object be used as pliers?”

Task and affordance

“scoops can transfer beans from one jar to another jar. scoops are concave and hollow. can this object be used as a scoop?”
“hammers can hit a nail into the wall. hammers have a handle attached to a cylinder at the end. can this object be used
as a hammer?”
“spatulas can spread butter onto a pan. spatulas have a handle attached to a flat surface at the end. can this object be used
as a spatula?”
“toothpicks can pick food caught between the teeth. toothpicks have a pointed tip. can this object be used as a toothpick?”
“pliers can grab a coin. pliers have two-prongs. can this object be used as pliers?”

TABLE II: Prompts used in the experiment

Fig. 7: Complete test set of objects used in the experiments.
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