
• Some members of a category are more typical than others 
[2, 3], though reasons for typicality distinctions vary:

• Humans have strong judgments of typicality; LM 
probability estimates somewhat capture typicality [4].

• What motivates the differences between humans and LMs?

• 10 words / trial from
Rosch (1975): 

• Participants told to
place typical words
closer to center.

• Collected model
representations.

• Model representations do not align with prior assessments 
of typicality, but GRIS measurements do.

• Similarity is a fundamental topic across many 
fields [5; inter alia].

• How do humans naturally determine similarity?
• 12 puzzles from the Connections, a NYT game:

• Participants clustered
words on canvas:

• We classified categories
from puzzles:
1) Semantic Association | 2) World Experience
                    3) Linguistic Reference

• People prioritize semantic associations over 
other kinds of similarity.
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Build, run, and analyze GRIS experiments with:
https://github.com/johnstarr-ling/gris-toolkit

CANVAS DEMO

OBJECT DEMO

• A novel experimental paradigm where 
participants drag and drop objects onto 
canvases.

• Uses spatial intuitions to naturally 
approximate cognitive representations.

• Fits wide range of research questions.

• Customizable canvases, 
objects, and instructions.

• Supports text, image, and 
audio objects.

• Collects timing and 
location data.

• Easy-to-use [see QR!].

Test 1: Sentence Acceptability Test 3: Similarity ClusteringTest 2: Category Typicality
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Sample canvases! Sample trial!
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Use GRIS to approximate cognitive 
representations in an interpretable fashion.
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• Acceptability judgments are consistent within 
items and structures [1]:

• Are acceptability judgments consistent across 
structures and items (i.e. in context)?

• Items from Sprouse 
et al. (2013).

• 4 sents / trial 
(two pairs):

• Varied grouping
contexts by structure.

• Acceptability differences are strongly influenced 
by context (~1pt variation on 5pt scale).
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