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Abstract

If beauty is in the eye of the beholder, then creativity
can be sought in computational commentators on arts
and artifacts across diverse form and media. While
most research in computational creativity focuses on
the generative nature of creativity, we address how in-
terpretative aspects of creativity can be manifest by and
implemented in computational agents as well.

Introduction

Human commentators, both professional and amateur, are
acting creatively by making connections between their own
perspectives and social context, with an artifact. Their in-
terpretation, comparisons, and criticisms of artistic, liter-
ary, and engineering creations are colored by their experi-
ence and aesthetic. For example, a song that elicits a rich
inner animation by the listener represents a highly personal
remediation of the music and lyrics, and illustrates that
creativity is both generative and interpretative.

This paper focuses on interpretative processes that yield
narrative critique, criticism, and commentary, which we
informally regard as synonymous. Stiny and Gips (1978)
were early proponents of this (a reviewer pointed us to that
book), though penetration of it into CC is limited, and a
deeper comparison than we have made here is warranted.

Smith (1991) suggests that these interpretive artifacts lie
on a continuum between commentaries on specific subject
texts (or other artifacts) to works of secondary literature
that go well beyond the subject work that inspired the
commentary. To Smith’s long list of commentary types we
add (peer) review, which is at the specific-subject end of
the continuum, and a good candidate as an initial computa-
tional commentator. Our position paper discusses computa-
tional commentary much more broadly than review, but we
aspire to an implementation and return to the possibility of
such a reviewer (e.g., of ICCC submissions).

Desiderata for Computational Critics

Several interacting capabilities seem desirable in a critic,
computational or human, though these capabilities will
vary with the types of commentary. First, computational
critics should understand aspects of the medium-specific

traits and formal characteristics of the creation (Hayles
2004). Formal elements in literary expressions would in-
clude style (tone, diction, syntax, and structure), for in-
stance; cinematography, mise-en-scene and montage in the
case of film or other visual works; material texture in
sculptures; compositional styles in music; clarity, section-
ing, formatting in conference submissions; to name a few.
Approaches in this vein include Russian formalism, New
Criticism, and Barthes (1967) declaration of “The Death of
the Author.” Attention to formal aspects enables deeper
understanding of the effects that a given creative product
wields upon its viewers/readers. An understanding of me-
dium-specific traits by an interpretative agent can also in-
form remediation of material between media.

Second, computational critics can use their personal and
interpersonal understandings for finding connections to
authorial intent in the creation, whether the critic reads the
authorial intent “correctly” or not. Authorial intent can
enrich the more immanent aspects of creative expression,
as in biographical criticism (e.g. by Samuel Johnson, in
Lives of the Poets) or the Romanticist vision of the creative
genius (e.g. Wordsworth: a poem should be “the spontane-
ous overflow of powerful feelings" to be "recollect[ed] in
tranquility" From the Preface to the 2nd edition of Lyrical
Ballads, quoted Day, 2). A music video, for example,
might enrich (or displace) a listener’s internal remediation
of a song; a conference review can suggest a related and
productive direction for research.

Third, computational critics should be able to reason
about the products (i.e., critiques) that they produce, and
their relationship to the subject creation. One desirable
characteristic of a critique is conceptual cohesiveness of
the argument in the critique itself -- does the critique offer
an interesting and informative interpretation of the subject
artifact? Does a review adequately summarize a paper? If
so, then at least in the “mind” of the agent writing the cri-
tique, the artifact is interpretable. Our concept of interpret-
ability of artifacts is related to Bodily and Ventura’s (2018)
concept of explainability, which we elaborate later.

Fourth, a computational critic will, ideally, have the
capacity to situate products within socio-historical contexts
- namely engage in social criticism, perhaps with recom-
mended citations in a review. Creative expressions not



only represent, but also critically reflect on and inspire
reality; their contextual significance is therefore crucial to
assessing the perspectival originality of a given work.
Fifth, a computational critic should be able to gauge how
readers, viewers, and appreciators will react to the subject,
thereby endowing paratextual value to the affective dy-
namics of a creative expression. Wolfgang Iser’s “reader-
response theory” (1978), Stanley Fish’s (1970) “affective
stylistics”, David Bleich’s emphasis on the subjective di-
mension of reader response (McCormick 1985), Norman
Holland’s (1989) focus on the psychological motivations
that affect the reader’s mode of engagement, and the atten-
tion Fish directed to the social and communal nature of
reader response (Regis 1976), all fall under this category.

Critics Influence Creative Ecosystems

Several of these desirable capabilities highlight the social
aspects of criticism. Humans are typically cognizant that
other humans will critique their creative works, suggesting
an ability to apply theory of mind when creating (Slater
and Bremner, 2011). In the future, perhaps, computational
creators will be cognizant that Als (and humans) will
comment as well. Computational critics might reasonably
provide, at scale, what Ventura (2017) calls external eval-
uation -- critiques offer feedback that the subject’s creator
can use to learn or revise its own aesthetic(s). This possi-
bility of computational critics acting, at scale, on human
creators particularly, perhaps children, suggests Ethical
Considerations too, which we discuss later.

Finally, criticism is a creative act in and of itself, for it
requires an understanding of the myriad faculties of crea-
tivity, which must then be communicated in a persuasive
manner, typically in natural language. Criticism has as-
pects of both interpolation and extrapolation, such as con-
necting the dots in a mystery and elaborating on the possi-
ble feelings of a minor character in a novel, respectively.
The multivalence of criticism leads to benefits to the ICCC
community of developing computational critics, perhaps
the most obvious of which is that criticism represents a
literary tradition that is under-represented in computational
narrative generation, and in some human literary traditions
as well (Smith, 1991).

Outline of the Paper

In the remainder of the paper we elaborate generative and
interpretive perspectives; summarize prior work on evalu-
ating creativity; forward cognitive architecture and ontolo-
gy considerations for computational critic design, and ad-
dress ethical considerations of computational critics. We
conclude with a summary of main points, but a summary
grounded in a prospective implementation of a computa-
tional reviewer of conference papers, notably ICCC, which
we think is achievable as a proof-of-concept in one year.

From Generation to Interpretation

A common assumption is that human creative endeavors
are produced from within a (self-)conscious liberal subject
that designs one’s creation. Intentionality, in this light, may

be understood as the vector of consciousness emanating
out of a creator. We call this the Romanticist generative
model of human creativity.

Computational creativity is indebted to the Romanticist
vision of a creator with complex internality (Wang 2000),
but the current state of Al is not at a level where phenome-
nological intentionality is the core propellant of creating
agents. Indeed, many would question whether a computa-
tional agent has intent at all. Without intent, computation-
ally created artifacts might be conceptually indistinguisha-
ble from natural objects that we deem to be beautiful, sub-
lime, or otherwise evocative as Kant observes in Critique
of Judgment (1973). Heidegger explains that a work of art
(intentionally-created expressions) must reveal manifold
meanings that survive the tests of time, giving rise to new
values and interpretations across contexts, cultures, and
temporalities (2002, pp. 1-56). Calling this function
“worlding,” Heidegger subtly identifies imaginative intent
as a driving force behind creativity of human art.

Computational Intentionality & Authenticity

Computational creativity researchers do not currently
require the high bar of consciousness for a claim of inten-
tionality (Ventura, 2017), but only that the computational
creator guides search by goals and/or utilities, for example.
Another suggestion of intention is that an agent can “ex-
plain” why decisions were made in creating artifacts, per-
haps by Al credit and blame assignment.

Another aspect of the internal processing of computa-
tional creators is the experience that the agent draws upon.
For instance, Colton et. al. (2018) closely examines expec-
tations for authenticity in a computational creation, draw-
ing on Walter Benjamin’s notion of the “aura” (2008),
among others. While Colton et. al’s description of the aura
highlights the spatial and psychological “distance” between
the artist/artwork and the appreciators as the source of a
given work of art’s ability to inspire affective impact, we
would also like to call attention to Benjamin’s point about
how the “aura” gravitates toward the material progeny,
characteristic singularity, and contextual originality with
the advent of mechanically reproduced (e.g. Andy Warhol)
or readymade art (e.g. Marcel Duchamp’s Fountain).

One of Colton et. al.’s (2018) cautions is that discovery
that an Al has no human experience may result in its rejec-
tion by humans, and that appropriate actions can be taken.
In something of a contrast, Gunkel (2017) suggests that "...
some brands of aesthetic theory, like the various versions
of formalism, will be more open to and accommodating of
machine-generated content than others, like Romanticism
and its veneration of the figure of artistic genius."

Seen in this light, the value of a computationally created
product becomes subject to external reception, as well as
inherent qualities of the work in question or the software
developers of the agent that created the work.

External Interpretation of a Creation
While approaches that underscore the networked effect of
the creative expression’s external impact such as reader-



response, social, or formal criticism may be readily em-
ployed to assess the “aura” of a computationally creative
agent, said aura cannot be attributed to the creator as an
actor with conscious intent. Google’s Deep Dream is a case
in point. The abstract visuals it produced were appreciated
as a “technological novelty,” resulting in commercial suc-
cess, but the metrics of their assessment were geared more
towards this novelty itself than the meaning the visuals
convey in comparison to other works that share stylistic
traits, as would be the case with human-made abstract
paintings. The Magical Realism Bot is another example,
where the artistic effect of cognitive dissonance it employs
largely banks on the readers’ marvel at the algorithm’s
ability to emulate the stylistics of magical realism, as well
as the aphorisms themselves. The novelty of a computer-
made object then, ultimately falls under the eye of the be-
holder (i.e., p-creativity as described by Boden, 2004),
which reverts agency back to human interpreters.

This leads to another point on the Romanticist genera-
tive model, and again related to responses of Colton et., al.
(2018) when faced with unmasking of inauthentic agents.
Jean Baudrillard maintained that representation could copy
the original and become a reality unto its own in his con-
ceptualization of the “hyperreal” (1994). The output of
computational creativity could be deemed “hyperreal” in
that they do not intentionally attempt to represent any ex-
istent modes of reality, but instead process data/artifacts to
generate new variations. The originality of any “hyperreal”
object or phenomenon is assessed not based on its formal
qualities but more on its contextual significance; for in-
stance, the Epcot World Showcase section in Disney
World is deemed hyperreal because its simulation of world
cultures belies its aspiration to authenticity by reflecting
the stereotypes pertaining to cultures rather than their
genuine reality as lived experience.

In sum, the generative model is productive from our
perspective in that it pushes humans to reflect on the pa-
rameters of creativity and why it has been considered as
uniquely human. But creativity is not simply centrifugal --
creativity is social and multivalent too, dependent upon the
multilateral dynamics of the social context across times
and cultures, there is the need for an interpretive agency,
which can be computationally modeled. This is why we
propose the interpretive model as an addition to the (Ro-
manticist) generative model, asserting that interpretation is
an exercise of imagination. An act that bridges the subjec-
tive and the objective, critique demonstrates that the two
modes of agency (generative and interpretive) are co-
constitutive rather than binary oppositions.

Assessing Creativity

Our expectation is that computational critics (and criti-
cism) will be judged by their (its) conversancy about and
synthesis of diverse works, creators, aesthetics, genre, and
other critics. While understudied, we believe that computa-
tional criticism and critics will build on prior work on
characterizing and assessing human and computational
creativity. For example, computational creators internally

assess their intermediate states in the act of creating, as
well as assessing the outputs of creation. The measures and
mechanisms used to make these assessments are undoubt-
edly related to, if not identical to some of the assessments
that will be made by computational critics. Abilities to
reason about criteria in this section have implications for
Desiderata for Computational Critics discussed earlier.

This section focuses on prior work for assessing “arti-
facts as manifestations of creativity” -- many refer to these
as “creative artifacts” and we will use that as shorthand
too. In what follows we focus here on criteria as applied to
the artifacts that will be critiqued, but in all cases, different
instantiations of these broad classes of criteria also can be
applied to the artifact that the critic creates — a critique.

After criteria applied to artifacts, we touch upon charac-
terizations and assessments of creative processes. Most
prior work in assessing creativity assumes implicitly or
explicitly a generative perspective, and so we will also
comment on how some of the criteria for creativity might
be adapted to an interpretative perspective and a computa-
tional critic more specifically. For example, to repeat the
opening sentence of this section, critiques, which are the
creative artifacts of critics, are often valued for their recog-
nition of the diversity of perspectival values, where diver-
sity of perspective and aesthetic may not be as relevant
when discussing generative creative agents.

Novelty

Novelty refers to an overall assessment, often as a metric,
of the differences and similarities between an artifact and
others of the same kind. The generalization of “same” to
“comparable” kind, to include some that span media and
form, stems uniquely from an interpretive perspective. For
instance, a written work can certainly be compared to other
writings of the same author and genre in terms of their
techniques and narrative content, but additionally, compar-
isons can be made to audiovisual media (e.g., most obvi-
ously a film adaptation of a novel). Indeed, comparability
can be as broad as remediation between media allows (e.g.,
a bible story of Daniel in the Lion’s Den as a painting at
the National Galleries). Colton (2010) also imagines very
broad possibilities, based on shared ontologies and other
resources, which we return to later.

Novelty can be judged relative to all comparable arti-
facts in the world, or it can be individualized to the arti-
facts experienced by an agent. The former is akin to Bo-
den’s (1992) definition of historic (h-)creativity (where
‘creativity’ is limited to the novelty dimension), and the
latter is akin to Boden’s (1992) notion of psychological (p-
)creativity (novelty). An interpretive perspective suggests
we generalize to a continuum that bridges small to large
groups of persons. In sum, computational critics and their
critiques will presumably be judged by the breadth of their
knowledge base of artifacts, their comparable kinds, and
their exposure to agent populations of varying scope.



Value

Artifacts can be novel but ineffective for utilitarian purpos-
es or in eliciting an affective response. We identify four
categories of value, which would be variously used by in-
terpretive agents, including critics of art, film, book, engi-
neering products, and humanistic works.

Exchange value corresponds to monetary valuations.
Creative works (as in the domain of art) can be assigned
exchange value when treated as commodity, in which case
aesthetic appeal may be converted into monetary values
(utility). The professionalization of art has boosted this
tendency. For example Google’s Deep Dream was sold for
an exorbitant price at auction (Business Insider 2016).

Value can also refer to a utilitarian value. Maher and
Fisher (2012) suggest that just as descriptive intrinsic at-
tributes could be used to identify novelty, utility or func-
tional attributes like processing speed or recyclability for
laptops could be used to create a utilitarian space.

Value can be a way of measuring technical sophistica-
tion, reflecting the “craft” aspect of material manifesta-
tions of creativity. The value of a written prose piece, for
instance, can be judged based on its skillful navigation of
syntax, diction, structure, narrative feasibility, and other
aspects that make the prose more appealing, logical, enjoy-
able, and rhetorically more effective. Technical sophistica-
tion would be used to partially assess the value of critiques
themselves. In visual art, the creator’s ability to effectively
employ color combinations, apply proper strokes or per-
spectivization can determine the quality of the product.

Lastly, value can be seen in terms of the affective force
that a creative work evokes. While the above forms of val-
ue are always subject to social contextualization and sub-
jective judgment too, this type of value is more pronounc-
edly non-axiological; namely, it is less likely to be mapped
on to differential hierarchies that determine whether a cer-
tain type of object/phenomena is superior or inferior to
others. Value can simply inhere in instances where a crea-
tive output could emotionally “move” the recipient.

Unexpectedness

Another common characteristic for judging creativity is
unexpectedness or surprise. Grace and Maher (2014) have
a good taxonomy and survey of unexpectedness. We call
out two works here: novelty in a future space of anticipated
(projected) artifacts (Maher and Fisher, 2012), and changes
to the posterior (post-artifact) distributions (e.g., Baldi &
Itti, 2010) and/or to conceptual structures (Grace, et. al.,
2015), over a space of artifacts. Our reason for calling out
these interpretations of unexpectedness is that they make
historical context explicit, through a “weighting” of the
past, even “curve fitting”, for an assessment of the current
artifact. The historical perspective suggests another charac-
teristic which we would want critics to assess -- authority.

Authority and authority

By authority we mean a dimension that is akin to its use in
social/citation networks (Kleinberg, 1999), with inward
and outward pointing links to each node. Nodes with a

higher fan-in, for example, suggest greater authority. In the
context of computational creativity, an artifact’s history
within a social network is reflected in the links between
artifacts. Every time a variation on (aka derivation of) a
creative artifact is made, its authority is increased. This
perspective suggests that it cannot be evaluated until some-
time after an artifact’s introduction, because variations and
interpretations of it must be made, and this may take time.

However, not only will the valued critic be able to trace
and evaluate the descendants (in links) of an artifact, but a
critic may be able to judge the capacity of an artifact to be
reinterpreted and varied. Potential authority refers to the
capacity for imaginative latitude in adapting an artifact.
This category aligns with the principles of reader-response
theory, but also highlights a creative artifact’s inherent
qualities that encode a greater degree of interpretive free-
dom. For instance, works that are deemed “canonical” re-
tain their appeal across temporal and cultural transitions
because they address issues that resonate with appreciators
in a universal manner. In the case of Shakespeare, most
notably, his ability to capture the most pressing concerns of
the human society and heart has enabled his works to be
reinterpreted, generating new value and appreciation centu-
ries after their original debut. Impressionist paintings still
evoke marvel in the viewers’ eyes by accentuating the cen-
tral role of light and their interplay with human perception.
In sum, potential authority can be measured by an artifact’s
capacity, as determined through intrinsic and social factors,
to command universality and generate new values. The
specifics of such a measure remain a challenge.

Sosa and Gero (2005) use the term “authority” to mean
hierarchical authority among agents/persons within a field
of endeavor. More generally, they say “... in agent socie-
ties with strong social ties uneven hierarchies generate
powerful opinion leaders that exert the role of gatekeepers
to the domain. In contrast, in social networks with weak
ties, influence is distributed among adopters and the expert
judgments tend to vary over time. Consistent with Gard-
ner’s (1994) observation, the former social arrangement
generates higher variance in the distribution of promi-
nence whilst the latter yields more egalitarian distribu-
tions.” (Sosa and Gero, 2005, p. 26)

This is a different, but a related kind of authority, -- au-
thorities of persons, not artifacts. It is yet another kind of
authority, an awareness of which a critic should be as-
sessed on, even if the critic adjusts for or ignores it in the
critique. Colton (2010) made a similar point.

Like many conferences ICCC 2019 has moved to blind
review because it “encourages submissions from authors
in adjacent research fields.” Though the call stops short of
stating the rationale of this brand new policy as one of mit-
igating the influence, through review, of power hierarchies
by opening gates to those outside the community, that de-
sire to mitigate and expand is a natural inference.

Authenticity
We have already talked at length about Colton et. al.s
(2018) concept of authenticity, and this too can be used by



critics, particularly when they know the creator and its ca-
pacity, if an Al, for empathy and other feelings. We return
to authenticity under Ethical Considerations.

Explainability and Interpretability

Our conceptualization of interpretability is related to what
Bodily and Ventura (2018) conceptualize as explainability,
but rather than being an internal capacity of a creative
agent, explainability can also happen external to the crea-
tor, in another agent, as part of an interpretive capacity that
we call interpretability.

Bodily and Ventura give broad examples of explainabil-
ity by a creative agent, to include stating its “feelings” and
goals in creating an object, as well as the processes (“logi-
cal rules”) used in the creation. Specifically, explainability
is the capacity of an agent to explain why its creation is
consistent with the agent’s aesthetic values. Our second-to-
last value type of technical sophistication is particularly
related to the concept of explainability, but other types can
probably be cast here too (e.g., “why did that computation-
al painting bring so much at auction?”)

By interpretability we mean explainability (by the critic,
not the creator) using any (or a selected) set of aesthetic
values that are at the disposal of the critic. Because the
critic is not generating the artifact, “proving” interpretabil-
ity by demonstration -- that is, finding an interpretation --
has non-deterministic aspects, that can be addressed by
searching a knowledge base of past products and aesthetic
rules for those that fall within an aesthetic class, as well as
using other information like authorship, location of crea-
tion, and other metadata to hone in on relevant concepts
using established ontologies known by the critic. Al argu-
mentation (Bench-Capon and Dunne, 2007) will be im-
portant in the writing of critiques that stand up to scrutiny,
including lawsuits, as well as demonstrating to humans
what a well-supported critique looks like, which has Ethi-
cal Considerations as well.

Social Interactions

We have already addressed social interactions at length,
with information like authorship; authority as citation and
influence within a community; and a vision for an ecosys-
tem of creators and commentators.

Assessing Creative Processes

Up to now we have addressed creativity manifest in arti-
facts, as well as social processes that surround them. The
processes that create artifacts internal to the creator can
also be part of the critiques, if they are known. Stokes
(2005) suggests, using an Al search framework, that an

ideally creative process is not too under-constrained (e.g.,
without an aesthetic guide) and not too over-constrained
(e.g., a near straight line to a goal, as in a mediocre “new”
car design). This dichotomy is related to the exploration
and exploitation tradeoff, which is ubiquitous in AlI, and
with continuous space for characterizing creativity between
unconstrained exploration and rigid exploitation.

Stokes asserts that any creativity starts with an ill-
defined problem space, which the creative agent can better
define. It is this defining process where much of the
agent’s creativity is found, and the ability to better define a
problem space is yet another possible definition of inten-
tionality. For example, “Monet precluded dark-light con-
trasts” (Stokes, 2005, p. xiiv) and Jimmy Breslin sought
out interviews that no one else thought to do (e.g., Breslin,
1963). These definitional choices help to ensure the novel-
ty, unexpectedness, perhaps value of the final artifact, long
before it is finished. Novelty and value can be applied to
the earliest internal states of the creation process. Harken-
ing back to Baudrillard and Heidegger, the idea of “origi-
nality” is always contextual. Originality can be, for in-
stance, referring to whether the creating agent was able to
produce the output mainly based on one’s own imagination
without starting the work using a similar object as a seed,
though this too illustrates a binary that can be sublated.

While a computational critic will need generative pro-
cesses in producing its critiques, and will use much of the
technology developed for other creators of narrative (e.g.,
Riedl and Bulitko, 2013), its ability to peer into “thought”
processes of creators will be limited, so this sophisticated
theory of mind (Prabowo & Thelwall, 2013) would not be
a near-term focus, but we pose it as a challenge.

Architectures and Ontologies

Critics should have a capacity to summarize an artifact; to
compare it to other artifacts for purposes of assessing its
apparent creativity; to reason about its creator, where pos-
sible; to place the artifact in social and cultural context;
and to organize and write an interesting and “fair” critique.

Figure 1 brings together our various discussions by il-
lustrating a general architecture for a computational critic.
It profitably compares and contrasts with Stiny and Gips
(1978, Ch 2), inviting a deeper analysis and synthesis later.

An artifact to be critiqued is presented to the system of
Figure 1, and undergoes analysis of its intrinsic properties
and metadata, as well as comparisons to other works and
abstractions in a knowledge base to assess novelty, value,
unexpectedness, authority, interpretability relative to aes-
thetics at its disposal, and other characterizations.
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The critic will perform these assessments by consulting
conceptual, aesthetic, and social knowledge bases. For ex-
ample, assessments will typically compare an artifact to a
set of artifacts based on a set of intrinsic relationships (e.g.,
the ratio of the length of a car’s hood to the total length of
the car, in an engineering example), which are often unary,
also called attributes (e.g., the color of a car). If artifacts
are represented by attributes only, then this representation
is typically referred to as a feature vector. If object repre-
sentations include one or more greater-than-unary relation-
ships, then these are relational representations, which are
naturally visualized as graphs. Triples representations rep-
resent all knowledge in binary relations between objects;
such uniformity is desirable in many settings. The relation-
ships used to do comparisons can be the union of relation-
ships ever used for instances of a kind of artifact, or they
can be individualized, both with regard to what relation-
ships are included in comparisons and in how these rela-
tionships are weighted for producing an overall assess-
ment. Extreme points in knowledge representation create
another continuum on which critics and critiques will fall.

The particular relations in the knowledge bases would be
based on ontologies that could be hand crafted and/or built
through processes of conceptual blending and analogical
reasoning (Colton, 2010). There are other ontologies that
cover diverse topics that would be good starting points
(e.g., BBC’s Ontologies).

Endowing computational critics with knowledge, to in-
clude of other agents, their works, and relationships be-
tween them, will likely be one distinguishing characteristic
in the design and behavior of computational critics from
computational generators of artifacts. So far, this latter
group is not concerned with other creators, nor diverse
aesthetics, compared to their human creator counterparts.

The architecture of Figure 1 is informed by Ventura’s
(2017) architecture for a (generative) computational crea-
tivity system. In particular, Ventura proposes an architec-
ture for CC systems that differentiates “genotype” and
“phenotype” representations and evaluations. A genotype
of a creative artifact is a private precursor to a public phe-
notypic representation. Instead of one, we imagine that
there will be a series of genotypic representations, starting
with a concept map (Nowak & Caifias, 2006), with subse-
quent genotypes adding annotations from the various
knowledge bases outlined, then following revision steps
similar to narrative generation found in Callaway and
Lester (2002), for example, including a narrative planner
(i.e., narrative organizer, sentence planner, revision com-
ponent, and surface realizer). This planning and writing

apparatus, together with creativity pointing evaluation
functions at each step of genotype and phenotype, would
fill the Gen&Eval module of Figure 1.

Other architectures include Romero et. al. (2003), which
used computational critics for rating candidates during an
evolutionary creative algorithm. They also have a vision of
a society of creators and commentators.

Ethical Considerations

There are many ethical concerns that computational cri-
tique implicates, to include so called fake news and
memes, both of which are in easy reach of generative com-
putational creativity; modeling civility and productivity in
commentary, even generosity (Coman, et. al., 2018); the
obligations and conventions of citing Al commentators; the
legal responsibility and liability of Al commentaries; the
implications of discovered inauthenticity to certain per-
sons, like children; to name but a few. We save most of
these for another day, and concentrate on two concerns that
follow from the (Romanticist) generative perspective.

Implications of the Generative Perspective

While persuasive in its appeal to highlight the subjectivi-
ty of the creator, the generative perspective carries the risk
of reinforcing anthropocentrism when applied to computa-
tional creativity. Under its rubric, the Al either acquires a
metaphorical equivalence to the genius figure who pos-
sesses a singular talent to be appreciated, or is dismissed as
an instrumental actuator of human will, denigrated to the
level of a mere tool. Either way, the exaltation of the crea-
tor becomes a celebration of what we deem to be essential-
ly human. This process, in turn, re-fetters humanity to a
hierarchical ontology that has been plaguing us for eons,
for the gist of the undergirding logic here is that those who
possess special talent or skills (and subsequently their crea-
tions) are “better” than others. Attributes that are common-
ly attached to creativity, such as novelty or authenticity,
demonstrate the danger of this discursive framework. The-
se characteristics also apply to computational critics, be-
cause they will generate artifacts as well.

Commentary at Scale of Human Creations
What will an ability to computationally critique works
imply — particularly critiquing human creative works and
particularly when done at scale? Even if computational
commentators are intended to critique computational gen-
erative agents, there seems no reason that these commenta-
tors could not be applied at scale to human works, and not



just to professional human creators, but all groups, includ-
ing children. Computational commenters, particularly me-
diocre ones that gain from anthropomorphism, could
squelch creativity rather than beneficially add to creative
ecosystems. There is already debate on the pros and cons
of automated essay graders on the mindset of students.
(Smith, 2018). Granted, robo-graders are rudimentary
commentators at best, but their effects can be significant.
Our intent here is that computational creativity research
raises the level of commentary, and indeed, the best com-
putational commentators may model what many agree is
noble behavior by removing or managing cultural bias. We
take up this latter theme in the next section.

Implications of Adherence to Authenticity
Authenticity presupposes the existence of a grounded truth
that deserves to be respected. High-fidelity to the “real”
can render alternative modes of representation and percep-
tion marginal or even inferior, as we have seen in Plato’s
Allegory of the Cave (2013). Platonic idealism, which sug-
gests that there exists a transcendental “truth” while their
material instantiations are ephemeral and therefore inferior
“shadows,” is in essence a precursor of Rene Descartes’
substance-dualist affirmation of humanity’s superiority
over other forms of being, as he had asserted in “Animals
are Machines” (Harrison, 1992).

Another detrimental form of adherence to “authenticity”
can be seen in the domain of ethnic literature. Racial and
ethnic minority writers are often defined mainly by their
hyphenated identity (e.g. Asian-American, African-
American), and are therefore expected to serve as meto-
nyms of their identificatory peers. A case in point is the
unfavorable response that Korean-American writer Chang-
rae Lee encountered upon publishing his third novel Aloft
(2004) in which the protagonist is a white Italian American
man. Having received critical acclaim by exploring the
trope of being torn between two cultures or the stereotype
of the “forever foreigner” in his debut novel Native Speak-
er (1995), and the traumatic legacies of coloniality across
Japan and Korea from the perspective of an immigrant in
his second novel A Gesture Life (1999), Lee directly coun-
tered the general readership and critics’ expectation that
narratives pertaining to his own identity as an Asian immi-
grant are the only ones that carry authentic value. An ironic
development, given how the predominantly white male
writer-base in the cultural industry within the U.S. has
been granted the liberty to assume a wide variety of identi-
ties in their fictional imaginaries, which attests to the “in-
visibility of whiteness” (Reddy, 1998).

But computational criticism can be an “equalizer” along
dimensions of bias. This approach opens up new under-
standings of creativity, and art, in tow, granting agency to
the medium itself in new ways. The concept of medium
agency is already acknowledged by media studies (that a
thing or phenomena can have agency or in other words do
things and make things happen) without necessarily being
a subject. N. Katherine Hayles’s (2017) exploration of
nonhuman cognition, in this regard, is relevant.

Concluding Remarks and Future Work
This position paper has argued broadly for the importance
of considering computational interpreters as part of the
computational creativity landscape. We have summarized
prior work on evaluating creativity in a generative system,
with attention to how the interpretive perspective can add
to this literature; forwarded cognitive architecture and on-
tology considerations for computational critic design; and
addressed ethical considerations of computational critics.
In the future near term, a deeper comparison with Stiny
and Gips (1978) is needed. We also aspire to implement a
computational critic in the near term.

On opening we suggested that a peer review of a confer-
ence paper submission would be a good first implementa-
tion of a computational critic. A review is grounded by a
specific paper, in a specific context, which constrains the
analysis immensely. Of the five desirable capabilities of
the Introduction an ideal review instantiates all of these,
with comments on scientific clarity and organization; sug-
gestions for related research; self checking that the review
is on point and helpful; suggestions of related work and
otherwise appropriate citations; and conveying other help-
ful suggestions in the review that improves the paper. An
ideal conference reviewer would also be aware of the many
specific criteria of Assessing Creativity, like novelty and
value, and would comment on and/or score these.

Conference submission reviews, which are text, also
critique text, which means that a number of computational
tools are available, like source-text summarization, related-
work search, and topic modeling are available for a proof
of concept. All in all, a proof of concept of a computational
reviewer for a particular conference like ICCC seems
achievable in one year.
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