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Abstract

The Shannon game has long been used as a
thought experiment in linguistics and NLP, ask-
ing participants to guess the next letter in a
sentence based on its preceding context. We ex-
tend the game by introducing an optional extra
modality in the form of image information. To
investigate the impact of multimodal informa-
tion in this game, we use human participants
and a language model (LM, GPT-2).

We show that the addition of image information
improves both self-reported confidence and ac-
curacy for both humans and LM. Certain word
classes, such as nouns and determiners, benefit
more from the additional modality information.
The priming effect in both humans and the LM
becomes more apparent as the context size (ex-
tra modality information + sentence context)
increases. These findings highlight the poten-
tial of multimodal information in improving
language understanding and modeling.

Code: github.com/zouharvi/mmsg

Annotation demo: vilda.net/s/mmsg?uid=demo

1 Introduction

The Shannon Game (Shannon, 1951)1 is a classic ex-
periment that aims to demonstrate the predictability of
the English language. Originally designed as a method
for estimating the perplexity of a language, the game
involves asking participants to predict the first letter of
a text. Participants can choose from any of the 26 let-
ters or space, the correct character is revealed and they
are asked to guess the next (second) letter, and so on.
When considering the game at the word level (Figure 1),
it can be viewed as a variant of greedy autoregressive
language modelling. As with autoregressive language
modelling, the Shannon Game can be framed as the task
of repeatedly predicting the probability of the next word
given the previous context.

=Co-first authors.
1Not to be confused with Shannon’s Switching Game.

Figure 1: Sentence “Several plates of food are set on a
table.” presented with an image. Given the first 3 words,
the participant now has to think of the next word, rate
their confidence and after food is revealed, self-evaluate
how close they were.

Numerous studies show that humans find it easier
to process words that are probable given the context
(Huang and Rao, 2011; Lupyan and Clark, 2015; Clark,
2013). This phenomenon was widely studied in humans
using the cloze procedure (Taylor, 1953), where partici-
pants are presented with incomplete sentences and are
asked to fill in the blanks using the context from both the
left and right sides. The Shannon Game can therefore
be seen as a version of the cloze task, where the word is
to be predicted withouth the right-side context. Some
studies have also investigated the impact of priming on
word predictability using the cloze task (Kutas and Hill-
yard, 1984). However, these studies have been limited
to the single, textual modality. In this article, we aim to
address this gap and explore priming in multimodal con-
ditions for both humans and Language Models (LMs),
such as GPT-2 (Radford et al., 2019).

We compare LM and human prediction capabilities
in both text-only and multimodal settings. To this goal,
we extend the Shannon Game to include an extra vi-
sual modality and investigate the relationship between
self-reported confidence and accuracy of next word pre-
diction in humans and the LM. Additionally, we relate
the psycholinguistic concept of priming to the neural
language modelling concept of prompting.
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2 Related Work

Early research on the impact of contextual information
on lexical prediction during reading relied on sentence
prediction tasks (Fischler and Bloom, 1979; Kleiman,
1980). This concept was first introduced as a Shan-
non Game by Goldman-Eisler (1958), while the earliest
versions involving images were proposed by Attneave
(1954); Barlow et al. (1961); Kersten (1987). In fact,
reading and sentence prediction have been compared
to a psycholinguistic guessing game (Goodman, 1969;
Cairns and Kamerman, 1975; Goodman, 2014). We
posit that a task like next word prediction in a sentence
provides an interesting opportunity to study the impact
of context in language processing and predictability.
With the exploration of predictive processing in reading
(Wlotko and Federmeier, 2015), we can utilize these
developments to design our experiment.

The effect of context is pervasive and present at mul-
tiple levels of processing (Willems and Peelen, 2021).
Previous fMRI studies (Mummery et al., 1999; Riss-
man et al., 2003) have demonstrated that the brain’s
response to a given word depends on the preceding lin-
guistic context. Ames et al. (2015) explore the impact
of contextual information, in the form of visual data, on
discourse comprehension and Altmann and Mirković
(2009) provide a comprehensive cognitive explanation
of how visual context affects language processing, re-
porting that the “eyes move toward whatever in the
visual scene that unfolding word could refer to.” Sev-
eral psycholinguistically motivated studies (Barca and
Pezzulo, 2012; Vanderwart, 1984) have investigated the
role of general context in lexical prediction and how
cross-modal priming (with images and text) works in
lexical decision tasks. However, these studies did not
explicitly investigate semantic priming for a cloze task.
We attempt to do so in a cross-modal setting. Our aim is
to explore the extent of semantic priming in a Shannon
Game setting when priming is done using an image or
information extracted from that image, in the direction
of Cho et al. (2021). Hence, the Multimodal Shannon
Game with images can also be perceived as an autore-
gressive image captioning task, where the output is gen-
erated word-by-word, and its accuracy can be easily
measured (Hossain et al., 2019).

In this direction, Bhattacharya et al. (2022) conducted
an experiment on human participants with translation
enhanced by image modality, which is parallel to our
experiment with language modelling using the same
modality. Finally, some researchers (Hladká et al., 2009,
2011) have utilized the Games With a Purpose method-
ology (Von Ahn and Dabbish, 2008) to frame tasks that
are difficult for computers but relatively easy for hu-
mans as games. Similarly, we frame our experiment as
a game that participants reportedly enjoy.

3 Priming and Prompting

Priming is a psychological and linguistic phenomenon
where the presentation of a stimulus affects the process-
ing of another stimulus in the future. This effect has
been widely studied in various contexts and has been
defined as the facilitative effect of an encounter with
a stimulus on subsequent processing of the same or a
related stimulus (Tulving et al., 1982). One of the most
important paradigms of priming is semantic priming,
where the response to a stimulus is faster if it is preceded
by something semantically related. For example, the re-
action to the word “dog” in a sentence would be faster if
a semantically related prime, like “cat”, were presented
previously in the sentence (Meyer and Schvaneveldt,
1971; Shelton and Martin, 1992).

Prompting is a relatively new paradigm in neural lan-
guage modeling where pretrained language models are
trained to perform several downstream tasks by using
an appropriate “prompting function” (Liu et al., 2021).
In this paradigm, a pretrained language model is condi-
tioned on extra information in the context, in addition
to the previous words, to model p(wi|w<i, C).

We use the Multimodal Shannon Game (MMSG)
framework to assess the hypothesis that semantic prim-
ing manifests itself in the same way in humans as it does
in large autoregressive language models. Specifically,
that the additional visual information (in whichever
form) helps in the next word prediction task in the same
way for both humans and LMs. The results of this study
contribute to our understanding of how multimodal in-
formation can be used to improve language modeling
and documentation of the semantic priming effects.

No image No extra information was shown and the partici-
pants could only use the left context.

Original The full original image was shown.
Labels
all

The full original image was shown with bound-
ing boxes and labels (Figure 3b).

Labels
crop

The detected parts of the image were cropped
and the snippets shown with labels (Figure 3c).

Labels
text

Only the list of labels of objects in the image
was shown (Figure 3d).

Table 1: Possible multimodality configurations.

Next word
appears 🇦 🇧 🇨 

Modality 
appears 🥦

Human prediction &
confidence self-report �

Human accuracy 
self-report �

Next word
appears 🇦 🇧 🇨 

Modality 
appears 🥦

Machine prediction &
probability report ⚙

Machine accuracy 
report ⚙

Figure 2: Annotation pipeline for Multimodal Shannon
Game with images. The loop ends when the end of
sentence is reached.



(a) original (b) labels all

(c) labels crop

(d) labels text

Figure 3: The 4 configurations of multimodality for the same sentence (“Several plates of food are set on a table.”).
Given the first 3 words, the participant now has to think of the next word, rate their confidence and after food is
revealed, self-evaluate how accurate they were. The configuration no image is not shown.

# Confidence Accuracy

0 You have no idea about the next word. Could not be more wrong (wrong area and POS)
1 You know at least e.g. what part-of-speech the next word probably is. Very wrong but some aspects close (e.g. POS)
2 You know roughly what areas of words to expect. Wrong but the idea was roughly right
3 You know the next word or some variations of it. Very close (same area and POS)
4 You know the next word precisely. Exact match

Table 2: Description of the confidence and accuracy scale shown to the participants.

4 Experiment setup
Methodology. The MMSG experiment consists of
asking participants to predict the next word based on the
previous (left) context, optionally given a related image
information (see example in Figure 1). We consider five
configurations as described in Table 1. All participants
saw each of the 17 sentences (listed in Appendix B)
with a randomly generated configuration. No image cor-
responds to vanilla autoregressive LM while Original
corresponds to a multimodal LM which also processes
an image. Labels all, labels crop and labels text corre-
spond to pipelines that use an image object detector as
an intermediate step. Examples of configurations are
shown in Figures 1 and 3.

Participants. We enrolled 24 volunteers from the aca-
demic environment, aged 24 to 40 years of various na-
tionalities. They were all non-native English speakers
with advanced language proficiency (C1 and C2 levels).

Annotation environment. The annotation environ-
ment used in the MMSG experiment consists of a se-
quence of screens for each sentence. Each screen starts
with one of the five configurations, a blank “__” cursor
and the participant being asked to guess the first word
and mark their confidence on a numeric scale (Table 2).
Upon pressing any of the five buttons, the actual next
word is revealed and the participants are presented with
a self-evaluation scale (Table 2). Afterwards, they guess
the next word and so on until the end of the sentence.
The whole experiment instructions are available in Ap-

pendix A. The overall pipeline, for humans and LMs, is
shown in Figure 2. See Figure 9 for the user interface
thorough the whole pipeline.

The experiment was implemented as an web applica-
tion, which allowed us to reach more participants at the
cost of having no control over the environment.2

Sentences. We selected 16 English sentences of
length between 8 to 15 words. This scale was cho-
sen so that the participants are fully focused during the
whole session (average of 25 minutes). Furthermore,
the smaller scale is required to have a more represen-
tative sample for each sentence + configuration tuple.
Note that this is not the natural distribution of the sen-
tence length but desirable from an experiment design
perspective to be able to compare phenomena across
this variable. Because they were taken from an image
captioning dataset, some of the “sentences” are actually
noun phrases without the main verb, which made the
task more challenging for the participants. The full list
of the sentences is in Appendix B.

We also added the sentence “To be or not to be.” with
an accompanying picture. We assumed that the partici-
pants would easily recognize this sentence after the first
few words and would continue with a sequence of high
ratings. This was meant to calibrate the participants’
ratings and to introduce them to the task.

2The annotation environment was shown on various
browser versions of the participants.

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Common_European_Framework_of_Reference_for_Languages
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Figure 4: Heatmap of confidence×self-eval scores across configurations. The x-axis is the confidence score. Each
cell reports the number of such judgements. Correlations (ρ) are Pearson’s correlation coefficients between the
confidence and self-eval scores.
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Figure 5: Average confidence and self-eval scores and
times. Confidence intervals are 95% from t-distribution.
Note the two separate y-axes for two kinds of quantities.

5 Analysis

5.1 Effect of Configurations

The confidence and accuracy averaged for each configu-
ration are shown in Figure 5. The original configuration
(where the entire image was shown to the participants)
yielded both the highest confidence and self-evaluation
scores while no image configuration the lowest. This
shows that the participants were able to utilize the visual
information. When distilled to a set of labels (labels
text) or a series of pictures of individual objects ex-
tracted from the image (labels crop), it still increased
the confidence in their guesses with respect to the no
image configuration.

The difference in the self-reported accuracy and self-
reported confidence for the configurations labels text
and labels crop is minimal. From a theoretical perspec-
tive, labels all only added extra information in the form
of bounding boxes and labels. This had, unfortunately,
a slightly detrimental effect in comparison to original.
The participants agreed that the original configuration
was the easiest and that the labels all was only distract-
ing, in some cases obscuring an important part of the
image and possibly suggested different synonyms than
used in the sentence.

The distribution of confidence and self-eval scores
is shown in Figure 4, which also shows the bipolarity
of the ratings. Often the participants were either very
sure and were correct (high scores) or the opposite (low
scores) with few in-between.
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Figure 6: Average prediction confidence and self-eval
scores with reaction times with respect to the sentence
length for all configurations.

5.2 Effect of Word Position

The first few words had naturally lower confidence
and evaluation scores (accuracy), as shown in Figure 6.
This is expected on account of the space of all possible
predicitions due to the limited available context.

For the first word, the participants used mostly one
of two strategies: guessing an article or nothing at all.
The average confidence and self-evaluation for no image
was 1.19 and 0.48 and for original was 2.14 and 2.16.
This is interesting as 10 out of 17 sentences begin with
a determiner where the image should not help.

5.3 Effect of Part of Speech

Naturally, some word classes are easier to predict than
others. This is shown in Figure 7 where the users per-
formed systematically better on determiners than other
POS, like nouns. Finally, for both accuracy and con-
fidence, the no image configuration yields the lowest
values across all POS. This is counterintuitive because
the prediction of a determiner should be based on purely
the syntactic properties of the left context and not the
multimodality. A possible explanation is the grammati-
cal number disambiguation in the image.

Nouns are of interest because what the object labels
represent in configurations like labels all, labels crop
and labels text are a sequence of nouns. Neverthe-
less, For the nouns, we see the labels text configuration
yields the worst confidence and accuracy score from
among other configurations with added modal informa-
tion. Even though we attempt at semantic priming of the
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Figure 7: Average POS prediction confidence and self-evaluation from annotators. Confidence intervals are 95%
from t-distribution.
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Figure 8: Average POS prediction confidence and accu-
racy scores from GPT-2. Confidence intervals are 95%
from t-distribution.

nouns, the priming via text (labels text) is comparatively
less effective when analyzed with the confidence and
accuracy scores of the human participants

5.4 LM Results

We replicate the experiment on the GPT-2 language
model (Radford et al., 2019). In every step, for ev-
ery word w and model prediction p (distribution across
vocabulary), we use max p (maximum word probabil-
ity) as the confidence of the model output. The output,
despite being a probability formally, is however not cali-
brated (Jiang et al., 2021). Because GPT-2 is not a visual
model, we consider only two configurations: no image
and labels text. Figure 8 shows the results for GPT-2.
Slightly higher accuracy and confidence for the labels
text configuration show that the model is able to make
use of the fusion to improve its prediction. It exhibits
some similar patterns to humans: lower confidence and
accuracy for nouns and verbs and high for determiners.
The human-LM Pearson correlation coefficients for both
confidence and accuracy decreases when we fuse in the
labels (Table 3), suggesting different usage of the extra
information in humans and LM.

6 Discussion

Inspired by the 4 central questions (Why? What? How?
When?) about prediction in language processing pro-
posed by Huettig (2015), we look at the results from the

no image labels text

Confidence 0.38 0.25
Accuracy 0.56 0.45

Table 3: Pearson correlation coefficients (micro) be-
tween human annotators and GPT-2 predictions.

cognitive perspective. We are primarily interested in the
What? questions i.e. what cues were relevant for the
predictions and what language features are affected the
most with change in contextual cues.

Irrespective of the input modality, from the POS ex-
periments it is evident that both the prediction confi-
dence (anticipatory processing by (Kukona et al., 2014))
and accuracy for verbs and nouns improve significantly
with an informative multimodal context. We also posit
that the extra modality makes the models (and humans)
more confident about the content of the sentence and that
translates to the added condifence and accuracy of deter-
miners. Note that for GPT-2 the pattern of confidence
and accuracy increasing with extra modal information
does not fit perfectly with verbs.

In terms of the effects of priming in language models,
Sinclair et al. (2022); Prasad et al. (2019) use (syntactic
and structural) priming to see how much language mod-
els are succeptible to priming effects. Similarly, Misra
et al. (2020) explored the effect of semantic priming
in BERT. Our formulation of the Multimodal Shannon
Game establishes a way to effectively compare the prim-
ing effects in humans and LMs on the same benchmark
which has not been attmpted before. We also find that
the priming effect, as explored by us, gets more notice-
able with additional context with autoregressive models,
which contradits Misra et al. (2020). However, we do ac-
knowledge that although they looked at the phenomenon
of semantic priming, the methodology and the nature of
stimuli used in Misra et al. (2020) is radically different.

In summary, we see from the experiments that prim-
ing, the effects of which are well studied in humans can
be related to prompting in large language models.



7 Summary

In this paper, we introduced the multimodal version of
the Shannon Game and ran an experiment on human
participants and we arrived at the following conclusions:

• Presence of any visual information has a positive
effect on the next word prediction confidence and
accuracy.

• Out of all the configurations, the full image (origi-
nal), improved these quantities the most.

• There is a mixed effect of the image configuration
and the word POS on these quantities.

• The effects of priming becomes more and more
noticeable with growing context length.

We also include a study performed on the GPT-2
language model and find that:

• The GPT-2 model too benefits from the additional
modality, though with much greater variation.

• The word POS also has an effect on the confidence
and accuracy.

• The correlation on those two quantities between
humans and GPT-2 is reduced with an additional
modality.

8 Future work

The space of extra modalities with the Shannon Game
and the cloze task is underexplored. Video or audio
could be compared with still images to determine use-
fulness and informativity for next-word prediction. The
presented multimodal task could also be analyzed with
standard psycholinguistic tools, such as EEG or eye-
tracking. Importantly, this experiment should be com-
pared to multimodal language models and more recent
models, which exhibit new, emergent, properties.

Limitations

We focused on English which may have a different distri-
bution of information within the sentence. For example,
a more morphologically rich language with a higher
degree of agreement could show to be more predictable.
Despite using English sentences, all participants were
non-native, albeit proficient, speakers. However, most
users of English are non-native3 and focusing on this
user base should not be perceived as an out-of-necessity
substitution for enrolling native speakers.

Ethics statement

The published data does not contain any identifiable
personal information and the authors foresee no eth-
ical concerns. The stimulus data used for the study

3lemongrad.com/english-language-statistics

was drawn from publicly available datasets and the pre-
trained models used for experiments were taken from
an open-sourced repository. The authors see no ethical
problems about the methodology. However, the authors
would invite collaboration on pinpointing the ethical is-
sues when performing experiments that seek to compare
human behaviour with algorithmic behavior.
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Figure 9: prediction and self-evaluation of a single word based on the information of “To be,” and the image.

Appendix

A Participant Instructions

The following text was shown to participants (formatting and list removed):

In this experiment you’re going to be predicting the next word in a sentence, starting with the first word. Your
task is to think about the next word (a specific word) and then click a number corresponding to how confident you
are in your prediction.

Afterwards, the word is shown and you should evaluate how close your prediction was. Some of the sentences
may be accompanied by images, labelled images, a set of labels or snippets of items (you may need to scroll down
to see all). You should use these to improve your prediction.

The whole session should not last longer than 20-30 minutes. Please take breaks only after you just finished your
sentence, before clicking next sentence. This is important as we are evaluating also the reaction times. Do not close
this window throughout the experiment as your progress would be lost.

B Sentences

The following sentences were used in the experiment in fixed order:

0. To be or not to be, that is the question
1. A girl with some food and drink at a table.
2. Man and son standing on the beach side with a self assembled kite.
3. A medium sized home kitchen with wood cabinets.
4. Several plates of food are set on a table.
5. A woman slashing down a snowy hill on skis.
6. An Adidas advertisement depicts a male and a female tennis player on the court.
7. A small brown teddy bear sitting on top of a box.
8. A macbook laptop next to a phone, backpack, and various books.
9. A person sits in a small boat on the water.

10. People watching an on screen presentation of a gentleman in a suit.
11. Food trucks are parked around small oval tables.
12. A couple of black cows standing on the top of a grassy hill.
13. A group of young children riding skis down a snow covered mountain.
14. Young children sharing a laptop in a messy room with several laptops, books, and papers.
15. A black sculpture of a torso is on the floor next to a TV.
16. United States President Barack Obama gives a speech in front of American and Russian flags.


