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Abstract

Large language models (LLMs) have significant potential for generating educa-
tional questions and problems, enabling educators to create large-scale learning
materials. However, LLMs are fundamentally limited by the “Artificial Hivemind”
effect, where they generate similar responses within the same model and produce
homogeneous outputs across different models. As a consequence, students may be
exposed to overly similar and repetitive LLM-generated problems, which harms
diversity of thought. Drawing inspiration from Wallas’s theory of creativity and
Guilford’s framework of divergent-convergent thinking, we propose CREATIVEDC,
a two-phase prompting method that explicitly scaffolds the LLM’s reasoning into
distinct phases. By decoupling creative exploration from constraint satisfaction,
our method enables LL.Ms to explore a broader space of ideas before committing
to a final problem. We evaluate CREATIVEDC for creative problem generation
using a comprehensive set of metrics that capture diversity, novelty, and utility. The
results show that CREATIVEDC achieves significantly higher diversity and novelty
compared to baselines while maintaining high utility. Moreover, scaling analysis
shows that CREATIVEDC generates a larger effective number of distinct problems
as more are sampled, increasing at a faster rate than baseline methods.

1 Introduction

Large language models (LLMs) have demonstrated remarkable capabilities across a wide range of do-
mains, and their applications are becoming increasingly widespread. In education, LLMs have shown
particular promise for generating questions and problems, such as topic-specific questions [1} 2], prob-
lems at varying difficulty levels [3} 4, 5], mathematically valid problems [2], and high-quality program-
ming problems [6]]. While LLMs support educators by enabling scalable problem creation, a funda-
mental limitation threatens their effectiveness in this domain. Prior work has shown that LLMs exhibit
the “Artificial Hivemind” effect [7], which is characterized by repetition within a single model and ho-
mogeneity across different models. As a result, students may be exposed to LLM-generated problems
that are overly similar and repetitive, which can harm the collective diversity of thought and creativity.

Existing work has proposed several methods to mitigate this homogeneity of LLM outputs. A naive
method is to use a high decoding temperature, which increases surface-level diversity but does not
improve originality and can even reduce creativity [8]]. Other methods use external information such
as persona simulation to steer models toward different perspectives [9]] or contextualized prompting
to add thematic constraints that guide generation [6]]. More advanced methods include fine-tuning
with creativity signals to explicitly optimize for novelty and diversity [10] or multi-LLM discussion
frameworks that enhance creativity through role-play and debate among multiple agents [8]. However,
a limitation shared by these methods is that they do not fundamentally change the underlying
reasoning process. When prompted directly for creative outputs, LLMs often immediately attempt to
satisfy all constraints, leading to premature convergence that prunes creative exploration.
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(1) Divergent Thinking:

1. A superhero’s cape getting tangled in a time loop, repeating different
eras of fashion.

2. A retired superhero cataloging their collection of defeated villains’
socks (each villain had a signature sock).

3. Superheroes using sign language through skyscraper window lights

Context to communicate during a city-wide blackout.
Theme: Superheroes 4. A support group for sidekicks who all keep secret journals ranked
Concept: Lists by how often they were knocked unconscious.
5. A vending machine in the Justice League lounge that dispenses
emotional support based on superhero mood scans.
6. A superhero whose power is to absorb the boredom of others,
storing it in glass jars labeled by date and location.

7. An underground archive where superhero costumes write autobi-

ographies when no one is looking.
CREATIVEDC 8. A dating app for superheroes that matches based on kryptonite
allergies and rescue frequency.

9. A traffic jam caused by flying sidekicks learning to hover in formation
for the annual parade.
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. L ‘emotional storms’ based on city-wide stress levels.
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— and sock pattern—can be implemented purely with lists. Each sock

can be represented as a sublist (like a record) within a master list.
Operations like adding a new sock, removing one, searching by pattern,
or listing villains in order of defeat can all be done with list methods and
iterations—no dictionaries, classes, or other data structures needed.
The problem becomes a creative inventory system grounded in lists.

Convergent thinking phase:
From your brainstormed ideas,
select one and connect it with
the required programming
concepts to create a creative
programming problem. If it
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gramming problem that re- Q

quires only Lists to solve.

Description: As a retired superhero, you've kept a unigue memento
from each of your past battles: one sock from every defeated villain.
You've decided to organize them into a catalog to prepare for your
memoir. Each sock is recorded with three details: the villain’s name,
the date of defeat (as a string in 'YYYY-MM-DD’ format), and the sock’s
pattern (e.g., ‘striped’, ‘polka-dot’). You need to create a program that
maintains this catalog using a list of sock records.

. J

Figure 1: Creative Problem Generation with CREATIVEDC. The input is a context containing a
theme of interest and a programming concept for practicing. Our method instruct an LLM to apply
a two-stage thinking process before generating a creative problem. (1) Divergent thinking phase:
exploring diverse and novel ideas related to the theme. (2) Convergent thinking phase: narrowing
down to one idea and align it with the constraints (required programming concept) in the given
context. The output creative problem consists of a description, a test suite and a sample solution.

Our approach, drawing inspiration from Wallas’s classical theory of creativity [[11] and Guilford’s
divergent-convergent thinking [[12]], addresses this limitation by explicitly scaffolding the LLM’s
reasoning into two distinct phases. In the divergent thinking phase, the model explores the creative
space freely by generating wildly different, unconventional ideas without the cognitive burden of
satisfying task constraints. In the convergent thinking phase, the model selects promising ideas
and refines them to meet all requirements. By decoupling exploration from constraint satisfaction,
our approach enables the LLM to traverse a broader ideation space before committing to a final
answer. While prior work has applied divergent-convergent frameworks to classification tasks [13]],
creative problem-solving [14], and human-AlI co-creation interfaces [15]], our work provides a novel
contribution by applying this framework to scaffold automated creative problem generation.



Our contributions are as follows:

1. We propose CREATIVEDC, a two-phase prompting method that scaffolds divergent and
convergent thinking in the LLM’s reasoning process for creative problem generation.

2. We instantiate this paradigm for creative programming problem generation in our experi-
ments. Then, we evaluate our method using a comprehensive set of metrics that capture
diversity and novelty, both lexically and semantically, as well as utility.

3. We show that CREATIVEDC achieves significantly greater diversity and novelty than base-
line methods, while maintaining high utility across diverse input contexts. Moreover,
CREATIVEDC generates a larger effective number of distinct problems than the baselines.

2 Problem Setup

In this section, we formally define the creative problem generation in Sec. describe the metrics
for evaluating the creativity of generated problems in Sec.[2.2] and state our objective in Sec.[2.3]

2.1 Creative Problem Generation

Given a context C that specifies the requirements for problem generation, the goal is to generate a
problem P that satisfies the constraints specified in C while being creative. We represent a generated
problem P as a tuple P = (Pgesc, Peval, Psol) consisting of three components: (1) Pges. is a natural-
language description of the problem; (2) Peva is a guideline for evaluating the correctness of any
answers to the problem; and (3) Py, is a reference solution that solves the problem. Figure[T]illustrates
an example input context and a corresponding generated problem. We are interested in evaluating
the creativity of a large set of K problems generated for the same context C, defined as S (C) =
{P1,Pa,...,Px}. We will evaluate the creativity of this set of problems in our experiments.

2.2 Metrics for Evaluating Creativity

Creativity is inherently multi-dimensional [16}[17]], and recent work has emphasized the importance
of simultaneously assessing diversity/novelty and utility (quality), highlighting trade-offs between
these often competing objectives [[18, [19]]. Following these multi-dimensional evaluation approaches,
we evaluate creativity across three complementary dimensions: diversity, novelty, and utility.

Diversity. Diversity measures the variation among the K problems in S. We evaluate diversity
using both lexical and semantic metrics.

Lexical Diversity. We measure lexical diversity as the ratio of unique n-grams to the total number
of n-grams across the set. A higher score indicates richer wording with less repetition. Let
ngrams,, (P) denote the multiset of n-grams extracted from problem P. Lexical diversity is defined

as: LexDiv,,(S) = }UPGS ngramsn(P)‘ /> pes [ngrams, (P)].

Semantic Diversity. To capture diversity beyond surface lexical overlap, we evaluate the semantic
diversity of the set S as the average pairwise cosine distance between problem embeddings. A higher
score indicates greater semantic variety among the /& problems. Let e(P) € R? denote the embedding

of problem P. Semantic diversity is defined as: SemDiv(S) = 1/(5) 3=, ; deos(e(P;), e(P;)).

Novelty. While diversity measures variation within the set S, novelty captures how distinct the
problems in S are from an external reference corpus R. Prior work typically computes novelty against
large-scale web corpora [20], which are vast but semantically sparse, and finding a close match for
a specific creative output is unlikely unless it is near-plagiarism. We adopt a more challenging
evaluation setting. For each generation method, we construct R from the pool of problems generated
by all other methods on the same context C. This creates a semantically dense reference corpus where
all problems share the same themes, programming concepts, and similar LLM-generation patterns.
This setting provides a conservative lower bound on real-world novelty, as achieving high novelty
against such a closely matched reference is considerably harder than against generic web text.

Lexical Novelty. We measure the proportion of n-grams in a generated problem that do not appear
in the reference corpus. For a problem P € S and reference corpus R, the lexical novelty is:



LexNov,, (P, R) = |ngrams,,(P) \ Up < ngrams,, (P')| / [ngrams,, (P)| . A higher score indicates
more distinctive phrasing relative to other methods’ outputs. We report this metric averaged across
all problems in S.

Semantic Novelty. To capture novelty beyond surface level, we compute the minimum cosine
distance between a problem embedding and the embeddings of all problems in the reference corpus:
SemNov(P, R) = minp e deos(e(P), e(P’)). This measures how far each problem lies from its
nearest semantic neighbor in the reference set. Higher values indicate more semantically novel
outputs. We report the average over all problems in S.

Utility. Utility measures the quality of each generated problem P € S with respect to the
given context C. We evaluate utility along three binary dimensions: (1) Validity: the prob-
lem is solvable and the test suite must be correct and complete; (2) Context Relevance: the
problem is related to the theme specified in C and requires the given programming concepts to
solve; and (3) Comprehensibility: the description Pges. provides sufficient information to solve
the problem. The utility of a problem is defined as the product of these three binary indica-
tors: Utility(P) = 1[Validity] x 1[Context Relevance] x 1[Comprehensibility], which equals 1
only when all three criteria are satisfied, and 0 otherwise. We evaluate utility using an LLM-
as-a-judge approach by using a strong LLM to assess context relevance and comprehensibility,
and generates a solution program that we execute against Peyy to verify validity, following prior
work [211 (7,16, [19]. We define the utility of a set S as the percentage of problems in S that achieve
utility 1: Utility(S) = 57 Y pes 1 [Utility(P) = 1] x 100.

2.3 Objective

Our objective is to design a method that, given a context C, generates a set of problems Sk (C) that
maximizes diversity and novelty while maintaining high utility. This objective is challenging because
diversity and novelty often conflict with utility constraints [19].

3 Our Proposed Method: CREATIVEDC

3.1 Motivation

Standard LLM prompting tends to produce homogeneous outputs because models converge on
statistically “average” responses that satisfy the given constraints [7]]. This behavior contrasts with
human creative processes, which naturally alternate between exploration and refinement. Wallas’s
classical theory of creativity [[L1]] describes a staged process consisting of preparation, incubation,
illumination, and verification, with early stages involve broad exploration before converging on a
solution. Similarly, Guilford [12] distinguished between divergent thinking, which generates multiple
possibilities and explores the problem space, and convergent thinking, which evaluates and selects
among alternatives to produce a single solution. When prompted directly for creative outputs, LLMs
lack explicit scaffolding for divergent exploration; they immediately attempt to satisfy all constraints,
leading to outputs that cluster around common patterns. Our approach, CREATIVEDC, addresses this
limitation by explicitly structuring the LLM’s reasoning into distinct divergent and convergent phases.

3.2 Two-phase Thinking Process

CREATIVEDC decomposes the problem generation task into two reasoning phases: a divergent
thinking phase that explores the creative space freely, followed by a convergent thinking phase that
refines selected ideas into valid problems. Figure [T]illustrates this pipeline with an example, and
Table 2] shows the prompt template used by our method. The output includes both the reasoning
traces (divergent and convergent thinking) and the final problem components (Pgesc, Peval, and Pop)-

Divergent Thinking. In the divergent thinking phase, the LLM explores the thematic space of the
given context without the cognitive burden of satisfying programming constraints. Given a context C
containing a theme and programming concepts, the model is instructed to focus only on the theme
and generate wildly different and underexplored elements, objects, scenarios, or situations. The
prompt explicitly encourages unusual, surprising, unconventional, and diverse ideas while temporarily
ignoring the required programming concepts. This design choice is motivated by the observation that



premature constraint satisfaction limits creative exploration. By removing these constraints during
ideation, the model can traverse a broader semantic space and discover novel directions that would
otherwise be pruned early.

Convergent Thinking. In the convergent thinking phase, the LLM selects one idea from the
divergent phase and connects it with the required programming concepts to create a valid problem.
The model is instructed to verify that the resulting problem satisfies all constraints specified in the
context. Importantly, the process is designed to be internally iterative. If the selected idea cannot
be successfully connected with the programming concepts, the model is encouraged to go back to
select another idea and try again. This iterative refinement ensures that the final output maintains high
utility (validity, context relevance, comprehensiveness) while preserving the creative seed discovered
during divergent exploration.

3.3 Persona Simulation Augmentation

To further enhance the diversity of generated problems, we augment CREATIVEDC with persona
simulation. Prior work has shown that simulating different personas can help LLMs generate more
diverse outputs by adopting varied perspectives [9]. In our approach, we prepend a persona simulation
instruction to the beginning of the prompt. The persona is uniformly sampled from the Persona Hub
dataset [9], which contains diverse synthetic personas with different backgrounds, expertise, and
viewpoints. This persona augmentation encourages the model to explore the creative space through
the lens of the simulated persona, potentially exploring ideas that the model would not generate under
its default behavior. In our experiments in Section[4] we conduct an experiment to evaluate the effect
of persona augmentation by applying the same persona simulation to all evaluated methods. The full
persona simulation instruction and examples are provided in Table[d]in Appendix [A]

4 Evaluation

4.1 Dataset

We evaluate the effectiveness of different methods in generating creative programming problems.
We use contexts (themes and concepts) used for generating contextualized programming problems
from prior work [6} 22} 23] [24]. To enable evaluation with large values of K, we use 4 themes
(“Cooking”, “Science Fiction”, “Superheroes”, “Board Games”) and 5 concepts (‘“‘Variables”,
“Selection Statements”, “Loops”, “Lists”, “Strings”). By combining each theme with each concept,
we obtain 20 unique contexts. For each context, we generate /{ = 100 problems using each method
in Section4.2] Following prior work [[6]], we use a generation consistency check (whether Py passes
the test suite Peyar) to discard inconsistent problems and continue generating problems until we
obtain K = 100 problems.

4.2 Methods and Models Evaluated

Methods. We compare our method CREATIVEDC against two baselines: BASE and COT [25]. Table
shows the prompts used by each method. The BASE method uses the prompt adapted from [6],
which was designed to contextualize programming problems. The COT adds a "Think step by step”
instruction to the BASE prompt. Our method adds an instruction to apply a divergent-convergent
thinking process at the beginning of the prompt. In our experiments, we also evaluate the effect of
adding persona information to the prompt. When persona is included, we prepend an instruction
to simulate a particular persona at the beginning of the prompt for all methods. Full prompts of all
methods and the persona simulation instruction are provided in the Appendix [A]l

Models. We use an open-source model, Qwen3-235B-A22B-Instruct-2507 [26], a state-of-the-art
mixture-of-experts model as our generation model. We set the temperature to 1.0 and keep all other
default parameters. For metrics requiring semantic distance (SemDiv, SemNov, and Vendi score),
we use Qwen/Qwen3-Embedding-0.6B [27]] as the embedding model. For utility evaluation, we use
Gemini 2.5 Flash-Lite [28] as the judge model with greedy decoding (i.e. temperature = 0.0).



Table 1: Diversity, Novelty, and Utility (mean + SE across contexts; ' = 100). In both settings
without and with persona simulation, CREATIVEDC significantly outperforms all baselines on all
lexical and semantic diversity and novelty metrics (all p < 0.01, Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test), while
maintaining utility comparable to the baselines (p > 0.01). Highest scores are bolded.

Diversity Novelty Utility (%)
Method LexDiv SemDiv LexNov SemNov
wo/ Persona
BASE 0.74 £0.01 046 £0.01 | 0.62 +0.01 0.20 £ 0.01 | 92.95 + 0.83
CoT 0.75+0.01 046+0.01 | 0.66+0.02 0.18+0.01 | 91.35+1.24
CREATIVEDC | 0.81 + 0.00 0.54 +0.01 | 0.73 = 0.01 0.30 £ 0.01 | 90.85 4 0.88
w/ Persona
BASE 0.81 £0.01 0.49+0.01 | 0.66 +=0.01 0.22 +0.01 | 91.80 + 1.14
CoT 0.82+0.01 0.52+0.01 | 0.67+0.01 0.23+£0.01 | 89.70 £ 1.02
CREATIVEDC | 0.84 = 0.00 0.56 + 0.01 | 0.75 = 0.01 0.31 4+ 0.01 | 89.65 £+ 1.12
= BASE CoT CRrEATIVEDC
(a) SemDiv (b) SemNov

wo/ Persona w/ Persona wo/ Persona w/ Persona
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Figure 2: Semantic Diversity and Semantic Novelty distributions. Kernel density estimates show per-
problem scores for each method. In the without persona setting, CREATIVEDC achieves 16.7% higher
semantic diversity and 63.5% higher semantic novelty than COT (all p < 0.001, Mann-Whitney U test).
With persona simulation, CREATIVEDC maintains substantial advantages (8.5% diversity, 32.9% nov-
elty over COT). CREATIVEDC also exhibits lower variance, indicating more consistent performance.

4.3 Results

How does CREATIVEDC perform compared to baseline methods? Table [I]shows the diversity,
novelty, and utility scores for all methods. We report both the mean and the standard error of
the mean, aggregated over all contexts. Without persona simulation, CREATIVEDC significantly
outperforms all baselines on all lexical and semantic diversity and novelty metrics (all p < 0.01,
Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test). Notably, for semantic novelty, CREATIVEDC outperforms BASE by
51.5% and COT by 63.5%. This demonstrates that CREATIVEDC is effective not only at using more
diverse and novel phrases to generate creative problems, but also at exploring a richer semantic space.
Importantly, there is no statistically significant reduction in task utility compared to the baselines
(p > 0.01). When persona simulation is added, all methods improve in diversity and novelty, but
there is a slight trade-off in utility. Nevertheless, CREATIVEDC offers significant advantages in
diversity and novelty while maintaining utility comparable to the baselines. Figure [2] visualizes the
distribution of per-problem scores using kernel density estimation (KDE) with Gaussian kernels,
where each method’s distribution is independently normalized. CREATIVEDC not only achieves
higher mean scores but also exhibits lower variance, indicating consistently high diversity and novelty
across different problem instances.

Does CREATIVEDC generate more effective problems than baselines? We report the Vendi
Score [29], which can be interpreted as the effective number of distinct problems in a set. Specif-
ically, given K problem embeddings, we construct a similarity matrix K € RE*X = where
K;; is the cosine similarity between e(P;) and e(P;). The Vendi Score is then computed as:
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Figure 3: Effective number of distinct problems when varying the number of problems K. For each
method, we show the Vendi score [29]] computed on all problems (dashed lines) and on problems
with utility score of 1 only (solid lines). The shaded bands represent the standard error of the mean
Vendi score across different contexts. In the without persona setting, CREATIVEDC outperforms
COT by 24.0% at K = 10 and 72.0% at K = 100, achieving faster growth in the effective number of
distinct problems compared to COT. With persona simulation, CREATIVEDC maintains its diversity
advantage, demonstrating effective diversity at scale.
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Figure 4: Performance of CREATIVEDC across contexts. Everyday theme such as “Cooking” achieves
highest utility but lowest diversity and novelty, while more creative themes enable higher diversity
and novelty. Simpler programming concepts (e.g., Variables) allows generating more novel problems.

Vendi(S) = exp (— Zfil A; log )\i), where A1, ..., Ax are the eigenvalues of K/K. The Vendi

Score ranges from 1 (all items identical) to K (all items maximally dissimilar). We show the Vendi
score as a function of K for each method in Figure 3] As the number of problems K increases from
10 to 100, the Vendi score also increases for all methods, indicating that each method generates
new and “unique” problems as more are sampled. However, CREATIVEDC consistently achieves
substantially higher Vendi scores than all baselines for all values of K. Without persona simulation,
CREATIVEDC achieves 24.0% higher Vendi score than COT at K = 10, and this advantage grows to
72.0% at K = 100. This widening gap reflects the faster scaling of CREATIVEDC compared to COT.
Adding persona simulation modestly increases the Vendi scores of all methods, but CREATIVEDC

continues to outperform the baselines in both settings.

How does CREATIVEDC perform across different contexts? To understand the performance of
CREATIVEDC across different contexts, we show the Utility, SemDiv, and SemNov scores of CRE-
ATIVEDC in Figure[d Overall, CREATIVEDC performs well across all contexts, though we observe
systematic patterns in how different themes and programming concepts affect performance. We find a
trade-off between utility and creativity. The “Cooking” theme achieves the highest utility score but the
lowest semantic diversity and novelty, suggesting that familiar themes facilitate high-quality problem



generation but constrain creative exploration. In contrast, more creative themes such as “Science Fic-
tion” and “Superheroes” enable higher diversity and novelty, indicating that inherently creative themes
provide more room for exploration. Regarding programming concepts, simpler concepts such as “Vari-
ables” and “Selection Statements” achieve higher novelty than more complex concepts such as “Loops”
and “Lists”, suggesting that simpler concepts provide more freedom for creative problem generation.

5 Related Work

LLMs for Problem Generation. Recent studies have used LLMs to generate problems across various
domains. This includes generating topic-specific educational questions [ 2], producing questions
at different difficulty levels [3l 4, 5], creating mathematically valid problems from equations [2],
and improving the overall quality of generated questions [30]. Another line of research has focused
on specific domains, such as programming, by using LLMs to generate high-quality programming
tasks [6]] and developing effective distractors for multiple-choice programming questions [31]. How-
ever, most of this work focuses on generating standard questions and problems and often does not
consider the creative aspects of problem generation, which is the main focus of our work.

Diversity Collapse and Low Creativity of LLMs. LLMs exhibit an “Artificial Hivemind” effect,
characterized by intra-model repetition and inter-model homogeneity [7]. Moreover, Reinforcement
Learning from Human Feedback (RLHF) alignment amplifies this convergence toward statistically
average responses, reducing creativity [20] and producing lower-entropy distributions [32[]. Existing
work also find that LLMs lack novelty and surprise [10], with seemingly creative outputs largely
attributable to recombining human-written web text [20]. One of the reasons for this lack of
creativity is “functional fixedness,” a cognitive bias that limits unconventional thinking. This has
been demonstrated in creative problem-solving benchmarks where LLMs fail to use familiar objects
innovatively [14]], suggesting explicit scaffolding is needed to overcome conventional thinking.

Approaches to Enhance LLM Creativity. A number of methods have been proposed to promote
creativity in LLM outputs. Simply increasing the decoding temperature may result in more varied
responses on the surface, but does not necessarily increase originality and, in some cases, can reduce
creativity [8]]. Fine-tuning models with creativity-oriented preference signals is promising but requires
costly and large-scale human preference datasets [[10]. Multi-LLM discussion frameworks attempt
to boost creativity by organizing dialogue and debate among multiple models, but these setups come
with considerable computational costs [8]]. Persona simulation can guide the model to generate more
diverse outputs by simulating different viewpoints [9]], but this technique does not fundamentally
change the core reasoning process of the model. Unlike these approaches, our method directly
scaffolds the LLM’s reasoning process through a two-phase prompting strategy at inference time.

6 Concluding Discussion

We introduced CREATIVEDC, a two-phase prompting method that scaffolds divergent-convergent
thinking for creative problem generation. By explicitly decoupling exploration from constraint
satisfaction, our method enables LLMs to traverse a broader semantic space before committing to a
specific answer, addressing the limitation of premature constraint satisfaction that causes homogeneity
in generative Al outputs. Our evaluation demonstrates that CREATIVEDC achieves substantial
improvements in diversity and novelty while maintaining high utility. The results validate the
effectiveness of applying established theories of human creativity and divergent-convergent thinking
framework to guide LLM reasoning for improving creativity at inference time.

We discuss limitations of our work and suggest directions for future research. First, we evaluated
CREATIVEDC on a single state-of-the-art LLM (Qwen3-235B); future work should validate the
approach across different model architectures and sizes to understand its generalizability. Second,
while we used automated metrics for utility, diversity, and novelty, a human study would provide
valuable insights into the perceived creativity and practical utility of generated problems. Finally, our
evaluation focused on programming problem generation; extending CREATIVEDC to other creative
domains (e.g., story writing, poetry, design) would demonstrate its broader applicability.
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A Full Prompts

Table 2: CREATIVEDC method prompt. {placeholder} is replaced with the actual theme and concept
for each context.

Method Prompt

CREATIVEDC Apply the following thinking process to generate a problem.

Divergent thinking phase: Think about only the given theme and list down wildly
different and underexplored elements, objects, scenarios, or situations that are
relevant. Ignore the required programming concepts in this phase. Push for
unusual, surprising, unconventional, and diverse ideas. Explore the creative space
related to the theme as much as possible.

Convergent thinking phase: From your brainstormed ideas, select one and connect
it with the required programming concepts to create a creative programming
problem. Make sure the problem does not require any other programming concepts
other than the given programming concepts. If it does not work, feel free to go
back to select another idea and try again.

# Task Instruction

Given a theme of {theme}, create a Python programming problem that requires
only {concept} to solve. The problem should include a problem description, a test
suite, and a solution program. Below are the requirements for the problem:

- The problem must be clearly relevant to the given theme of {theme } and the theme
is explicitly used throughout. It requires only {concept} to solve the problem.

- The problem description must be sensible and sound natural. It must provide
comprehensive information required to solve the problem and pass the test suite
(e.g., how the program will be tested, function signatures). Do not use type hints.
Do not mention the required programming concepts in the problem description.
- The test suite must consist of at least 5 comprehensive test cases written in the
Pytest framework format. The testsuite must be correct and covers both base and
corner cases. If the test suite involves handling files and I/O, the related files
should be created using ‘setup_module()‘ and removed using ‘teardown_module()*
functions in the Pytest framework. Everything from the solution program will be
imported manually; do not import anything else except ‘pytest‘ and ‘os‘. Do not
use multiple assert statements in a single test case.

- The solution program must use only {concept}. Do not include any comments,
usage examples, or tests in the solution program. The solution program must pass
the test suite.

# Output Format
Output a JSON object with the following keys: ’divergent_thinking’, ’conver-
gent_thinking’, *description’, "test_suite’, and ’solution’.
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Table 3: Baseline method prompts. {placeholder} is replaced with the actual theme and concept for
each context.

Method Prompt

BASE # Task Instruction
Given a theme of {theme}, create a Python programming problem that requires
only {concept} to solve. The problem should include a problem description, a test
suite, and a solution program. Below are the requirements for the problem:
- The problem must be clearly relevant to the given theme of {theme} and the theme
is explicitly used throughout. It requires only {concept} to solve the problem.
- The problem description must be sensible and sound natural. It must provide
comprehensive information required to solve the problem and pass the test suite
(e.g., how the program will be tested, function signatures). Do not use type hints.
Do not mention the required programming concepts in the problem description.
- The test suite must consist of at least 5 comprehensive test cases written in the
Pytest framework format. The testsuite must be correct and covers both base and
corner cases. If the test suite involves handling files and I/O, the related files
should be created using ‘setup_module()‘ and removed using ‘teardown_module()*
functions in the Pytest framework. Everything from the solution program will be
imported manually; do not import anything else except ‘pytest‘ and ‘os‘. Do not
use multiple assert statements in a single test case.
- The solution program must use only {concept}. Do not include any comments,
usage examples, or tests in the solution program. The solution program must pass
the test suite.

# Output Format
Output a JSON object with the following keys: ’description’, ’test_suite’, and
’solution’.

CoT Think step by step to generate a problem.

# Task Instruction

Given a theme of {theme}, create a Python programming problem that requires
only {concept} to solve. The problem should include a problem description, a test
suite, and a solution program. Below are the requirements for the problem:

- The problem must be clearly relevant to the given theme of {theme} and the theme
is explicitly used throughout. It requires only {concept} to solve the problem.

- The problem description must be sensible and sound natural. It must provide
comprehensive information required to solve the problem and pass the test suite
(e.g., how the program will be tested, function signatures). Do not use type hints.
Do not mention the required programming concepts in the problem description.
- The test suite must consist of at least 5 comprehensive test cases written in the
Pytest framework format. The testsuite must be correct and covers both base and
corner cases. If the test suite involves handling files and I/O, the related files
should be created using ‘setup_module()‘ and removed using ‘teardown_module()*
functions in the Pytest framework. Everything from the solution program will be
imported manually; do not import anything else except ‘pytest‘ and ‘os‘. Do not
use multiple assert statements in a single test case.

- The solution program must use only {concept}. Do not include any comments,
usage examples, or tests in the solution program. The solution program must pass
the test suite.

# Output Format
Output a JSON object with the following keys: ’chain_of_thought’, *description’,
’test_suite’, and ’solution’.
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Table 4: Persona simulation instruction and examples. {persona} is replaced with a persona descrip-
tion uniformly sampled from the Persona Hub dataset [9].

Instruction Template: Play the role of {persona}. Use the persona’s personality, perspective, and
language.

Example of persona: A scientist who is interested in the field of aging research and the potential
benefits of injecting young blood into the elderly to improve health and delay aging. They are
also interested in the study of human genetics and the identification of natural gene-disrupting
mutations.

Divergent thinking output by the simulated persona: Superheroes often represent ideals,
but what if their powers are unstable? I'm thinking about the idea of ’power decay’—what
if superheroes gradually lose their abilities over time, like biological aging? Could we track
that? Or what if their powers are inherited through rare genetic mutations—like natural gene
disruptions that confer flight or regeneration? What if we could identify these mutations by
studying populations? Or perhaps there’s a ’gene registry’ of superheroes based on mutation
profiles. Another idea: maybe young superheroes have more potent abilities, and injecting plasma
from them could rejuvenate older heroes’ powers—Ilike parabiosis in aging research. Or consider
a world where hero status is assigned not by deeds, but by genetic screening at birth. Maybe
there’s a hidden list of ’silent mutants’—people with disrupted genes that haven’t activated yet. Or
what if superhero teams maintain a list of power thresholds, and when a member falls below it,
they’re retired? What if exposure to cosmic rays causes random gene disruptions, and we need to
track who developed powers after a meteor shower? Or a database of sidekicks whose powers are
unstable due to incomplete gene expression? Or a list of heroes who’ve lost their powers after
turning 30—Ilike a ’genetic expiration date’. Or maybe some heroes can only activate powers in
specific environmental conditions, and we need to map those. Or consider inherited resistance
to certain villains—Ilike a family immune to mind control due to a disrupted receptor gene. Or a
longitudinal study tracking mutation stability across generations of superhero families. What if a
lab maintains a list of CRISPR-edited infants who were supposed to get powers but didn’t—’failed
activations’? Or a blacklist of people falsely identified as mutants due to sequencing errors?
So many angles—gene expression over time, inheritance patterns, environmental triggers, false
positives, power thresholds, intergenerational studies, mutation registries, rejuvenation attempts.

Convergent thinking output by the simulated persona: From the idea of tracking superhero
power levels over time and identifying when they fall below a functional threshold—Ilike aging or
decay—I can build a programming problem. The core idea is: a superhero team maintains a list of
current members’ power levels. Due to aging or unknown factors, power levels decline. The team
has a minimum threshold for active duty. The task is to identify which heroes have fallen below the
threshold and must be retired. This fits perfectly with Lists—input is a list of power levels, output
is a list of indices (positions) where the power level is too low. It’s simple, uses only Lists, ties into
aging research metaphorically, and connects to genetic stability—mutations that once conferred
powers may degrade or silence over time. The problem is natural, relevant to superheroes, and
requires only list traversal and comparison—achievable with basic list operations.

Problem description generated by the simulated persona: In a world where superheroes rely
on genetically encoded abilities, their power levels can diminish over time due to natural aging
or unstable gene expression. The Global Hero Registry maintains a list of current active heroes’
power levels, measured on a standardized scale. A hero must maintain a power level of at least
50 to remain on active duty. You are tasked with writing a function called ‘identify_retirees* that
takes a list of integers representing the power levels of heroes in the order they were registered.
The function should return a list of indices (positions in the original list) where the hero’s power
level is below 50. These heroes must be recommended for retirement. The function should return
the indices in ascending order. Assume the list of power levels is non-empty and contains only
integers.
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