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Abstract

Deep convolutional neural networks (DCNN) have
attracted much attention recently, and have been
shown able to recognize thousands of object cat-
egories in natural image databases. Their archi-
tecture is somewhat similar to that of the human
visual system: both use restricted receptive fields,
and a hierarchy of layers which progressively ex-
tract more and more abstracted features. Thus it
seems natural to compare their performance to that
of humans. In particular, it is well known that hu-
mans excel at recognizing objects despite huge vari-
ations in viewpoints. It is not clear to what extent
DCNNs also have this ability.To investigate this
issue, we benchmarked 8 state-of-the-art DCNNs,
the HMAX model, and a baseline model and com-
pared the results to humans with backward mask-
ing. By carefully controlling the magnitude of the
viewpoint variations, we show that using a few lay-
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ers is sufficient to match human performance with
small variations, but larger variations require more
layers, that is deep, not shallow, nets. A very deep
net with 19 layers even outperformed humans at
the maximum variation level. Our results suggest
that one important benefit of having more layers is
to tolerate larger viewpoint variations. The main
cost is that more training examples are needed.

Introduction

An individual visual object can provide an infinite
number of projections onto the retinal photorecep-
tors while it varies in different dimensions such as 2-
and 3-dimensional transformations. Nevertheless,
our visual systems have an invariant perception
under such tremendous variations [1]. Invariant
object recognition is a computationally demanding
task, yet it is performed by the primates’ visual sys-
tem with remarkable speed and accuracy [2]. Ex-
tensive multidisciplinary scientific efforts have been
made throughout the last decades to disclose the
mechanisms of invariant object recognition in the
visual cortex [1]. However, only little portion of
this dark room is lightened.
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It is well-documented that the visual processing,
through the ventral pathway, leads to a robust,
invariant, and linearly-separable object represen-
tation [3]. The processing in the ventral visual
pathway initiates with the primary visual cortex
(V1), continues to downstream neurons in V2 and
V4, and culminates in inferior temporal (IT) cor-
tex [3, 4]. Neurons in IT cortex are selective to
different objects, invariant to changes in their po-
sition, scale, viewpoint, and background [5]. It is
yet unclear how the brain solves invariant object
recognition [1]. It is thought that the temporal
contiguity in real-world vision is a cue to IT neu-
rons for developing tolerance to identity-preserving
transformations [6, 7].

Although there are extensive within- and
between-area feedback connections in the visual
system, neurophysiological [8, 9], behavioral [10],
and computational [11] studies suggest that the
first feed-forward flow of information might be suf-
ficient for object recognition. For example, it
has been shown that visual event-related poten-
tials, recorded from humans, contain significant
category-related information immediately 100 ms
post-stimulus presentation [10]. Moreover, spiking
activities in monkey IT cortex are highly informa-
tive about the category of the input image 100 ms
after stimulus onset [12]. Such evidence thus sug-
gest that ultra-rapid object recognition is presum-
ably performed in a feed-forward manner[1] and
feed-forward information can invariantly represent
objects, even under identity-preserving transforma-
tions [8, 9, 11, 12].

Motivated from feed-forward information flow
and the hierarchical organization of the visual cor-
tical areas, many computational models have been
developed over the last decades to mimic the perfor-
mance of primates’ ventral visual pathway in object
recognition [13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18]. Despite show-
ing great performances on apparently challenging
image databases in early days, many of these mod-
els failed to reach human-level performance, when
objects varied in size, position, and most impor-
tantly 3-D transformations [19, 20, 21, 22]. Surpris-
ingly, recent deep convolutional neural networks
(DCNNs) have shown impressive performances in
difficult object and scene categorization tasks with

hundreds of object categories [23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28].
These networks generally consist of several con-
secutive convolutional layers, largely inspired by
the feed-forward neural networks in the brain,
which build a rich features space for different cate-
gories [24].

DCNNs are large neural networks with millions
of free parameters that are optimized through a
training phase. Due to the huge complexity of DC-
NNs and to avoid the overfitting challenge, an ex-
tensive learning process on millions of images is
required [24]. Although it is generally believed
that the gradient descent learning algorithms (e.g.,
backpropagation), applied in DCNNs, are not bi-
ologically plausible, a recent study suggests that
Spike-Timing-Dependent Plasticity (STDP), which
governs neuronal synaptic weight in the brain, can
be interpreted as a gradient descent algorithm and
can be used in deep neural networks [29].

Due to the structure of DCNNs, which is based
on convolution and max pooling operations, all DC-
NNs are supposed to be shift and scale invariant by
construction (weight sharing), meaning that they
are robust to changes in the object 2-D transforma-
tions (e.g., position and size). However, for other
transformations such as rotation in depth, rotation
in plane, and 3-D non-rigid transformations, there
is no built-in invariance mechanism. Although the
extracted features by these models are significantly
more powerful than their hand-designed counter-
parts like SIFT and HOG [20, 30], they may find
difficulties to tackle with such 3-D transformations.

To date, several studies have assessed the per-
formance of DCNNs and their constituent layers in
different tasks such as invariant object recognition
[31, 32, 33]. Moreover, the accuracy and represen-
tational geometry of DCNNs have been compared
with those of monkeys and humans [20, 34, 35].
Although these studies have assessed the perfor-
mance of a few DCNNs in object recognition, no
one has compared the ability of humans and differ-
ent DCNNs in tolerating identity-persevering vari-
ations (e.g., 3-D transformations) across a range
of task difficulties. Therefore, the main question
we addressed in this study is “Do DCNNs toler-
ate object variations as humans do?”. To answer
this question, we tested eight most recent and pow-
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erful DCNNs in different tasks of invariant object
recognition [25, 26, 27, 28, 36, 37]. We compared
the results of DCNNs with these of human sub-
jects, performing similar tasks. We also included
the HMAX, as a well-known biologically inspired
shallow model [15]. Models and human subjects
are evaluated using a large object image database
divided into five categories and seven levels of ob-
ject variations (i.e., size, position, in-depth and
in-plane rotations, and background). The perfor-
mance of human subjects were assessed using ultra-
rapid invariant object categorization experiments
to account for feed-forward processing.

The advantages of our work with respect to the
previous studies [20, 34, 35] are: 1) We used a rel-
atively larger object database which enabled us to
do a more precise study on invariant object recog-
nition problem, 2) Our dataset included both ob-
jects with uniform gray and natural backgrounds,
hence, it let us study the impact of distractors on
invariant object recognition problem, 3) We com-
pared eight state-of-the-art DCNNs against human
subjects (and not monkeys), which have both been
trained on various object images (DCNNs through
millions of images and humans throughout the de-
velopment) and are familiar with man-made ob-
jects, 4 ) In our psychophysical experiments, the
images were presented in a very short time win-
dow and a mask, which allowed us to compare DC-
NNs with feed-forward invariant object recognition
in humans, 5) We performed an extensive compar-
isons between different layers of eight DCNNs and
studied how invariance evolves through the layers.

Our behavioral results indicate that humans can
robustly categorize rapidly presented object im-
ages under different variations. The results demon-
strate that some DCNNs have close performance
to humans even at high variation levels, with one
DCNN that significantly outperformed humans and
all models. Moreover, representational dissimilar-
ity matrix (RDM) analysis [38] indicate that in-
variance gradually increases across layers of DC-
NNs and culminates in higher layers. Besides, we
show that although DCNNs reach human perfor-
mance, their decisions (error distributions) are dif-
ferent from these of humans. In other words, those
classes which are difficult (simple) for humans are

not necessarily difficult (simple) for DCNNs. These
analyses demonstrate that different decisions in hu-
mans and DCNNs are duo to their different internal
object representations and structure.

Materials and methods

Deep convolutional neural networks
(DCNNs)

The idea of DCNNs is an assimilation of deep learn-
ing [23] and convolutional neural networks [14].
DCNNs are comprised of a hierarchy of several con-
secutive feature detector layers. Lower layers are
mainly selective to simple features while higher lay-
ers tend to detect more complex features. Convo-
lution is the main process in each layer that is gen-
erally followed by complementary operations such
as max pooling and output normalization. Till
now, various learning algorithms have been pro-
posed to tackle the learning issues in DCNNs, and
among them, the supervised learning methods have
achieved stunning successes[39]. Recent advances
have led to the birth of supervised DCNNs with
remarkable performances on extensively large and
difficult object databases such as ImageNet [39, 23].
We have selected eight most recent, powerful, and
supervised DCNNs and tested them in the most
challenging visual recognition task, i.e. invariant
object recognition. The following provides short
descriptions about each DCNNs that we used in
this work.

Krizhevsky et. al. 2012 The outstanding
work of Krizhevsky et. al. [25] attained an impres-
sive performance on ImageNet database and signif-
icantly defeated other competitors in the ILSVRC-
2012 competition [25]. The excellent performance
of their model attracted the attentions toward the
abilities of DCNNs and opened a new avenue for
further investigations. Briefly, the model contains
five convolutional (feature detector) and three fully
connected (classification) layers. They also used
the Rectified Linear Units (ReLUs) as the neu-
ron’s activation function, which significantly speed
up the learning phase of DCNNs. The max pool-
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ing operation is performed in the first, second, and
fifth convolutional layers. This model is trained
using a stochastic gradient descent algorithm. It
has about 60 millions of free parameters; hence, to
avoid the overfitting challenge, they used some data
augmentation techniques to enlarge the training set
and the dropout technique in the learning proce-
dure of the first two fully-connected layers. The
structural details of this model are presented in Ta-
ble 1. We used the pre-trained version of this model
on the ImageNet dataset which is publicly re-
leased at http://caffe.berkeleyvision.org by
Jia et. al [40].

Zeiler and Fergus 2013 To better under-
stand the ongoing functions of different layers in
Krizhevsky’s model, Zeiler and Fergus [26] in-
troduced a deconvolutional visualizing technique
which reconstruct the learnt features by each neu-
ron. This made them able to detect and resolve
deficiencies by optimizing architecture and param-
eters of the Krizhevsky’s model. Briefly, the visual-
izations showed that the units/neurons of the first
two layers were mostly converged to extremely high
and low frequency information. Besides, they de-
tected aliasing artifacts caused by the large stride
in the second convolutional layer. To resolve these
issues, they reduced the first layer filter size, from
11x11 to 7x7, and decreased the stride of the con-
volution in the second layer from 4 to 2. The
results showed a reasonable performance improve-
ment with respect to the Krizhevsky’s model. The
architecture of this model is provided in Table 1.
We used the ImageNet pre-trained version of Zeiler
and Fergus model available at http://libccv.

org.

OverFeat 2014 The OverFeat model [27] pro-
vides a complete system to do the object classi-
fication and localization together. OverFeat has
been proposed in two different types: fast model
with eight layers and accurate model with nine lay-
ers. Although the number of free parameters in
both types are nearly the same (about 145 mil-
lions), the number of connections in accurate net-
work is about twice the fast network. It has been

shown that the accurate model leads to a better
performance on ImageNet compared to the fast
model. Moreover, after training, to make the de-
cision with optimal confidence and increase the fi-
nal accuracy, the classification could be performed
in different scales and positions. OverFeat has
some important differences with other DCNNs: 1)
there is no local response normalization, 2) the
pooling regions are non-overlapping, and 3) the
model has smaller convolution stride (= 2) in tow
first layers. The specifications of accurate Over-
Feat model, which we used in this study, are pre-
sented in Table 1. Similarly, we used the pre-
trained model over the ImageNet dataset which
is publicly available at http://cilvr.nyu.edu/

doku.php?id=software:overfeat:start.

Hybrid-CNN 2014 The Hybrid-CNN [36] has
been designed to do a scene understanding task.
This model is trained on 1183 categories, 205 scene
categories from Places database and 978 object cat-
egories from the training data of ILSVRC2012 (Im-
ageNet) with 3.6 million images. The scene la-
beling, which consists of some fixed descriptions
about the scene appeared in each image, is per-
formed by a huge number of Amazon Mechanical
Turk workers. The overall structure of Hybrid-
CNN is similar to the Krizhevsky’s (see Table 1),
but it is trained on a different dataset to perform
a scene understanding task. This model is pub-
licly released at http://places.csail.mit.edu.
Surprisingly, the hybrid-CNN significantly outper-
formed the Krizhevsky’s model in different scene-
understanding benchmarks while they had close
accuracies on different object recognition bench-
marks.

Chatfield’s CNNs Chatfield et. al. [28] did an
extensive comparison among shallow and deep im-
age representations. To this end, they proposed
three different DCNNs with different architectural
characteristics, each exploring a different accu-
racy/speed trade-off. All three models comprise
of five convolutional and three fully connected lay-
ers but with different structures. Their Fast model
(CNN-F) has smaller convolutional layers while the
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Table 1: The architecture and settings of different layers of DCNN models. Each row of the table referes to a DCNN model and
each column contains the details of a layer. The details of convolutional layers (labeled as Conv) are given in three sub-rows: the first indicates
the number and the size of convolution filters as Num × Size × Size; the convolution stride is depicted in second sub-row; and the third one
indicates the max pooling down-sampling rate, and if Linear Response Normalization (LRN) is used. The details of fully connected layers
(labeled as Full) are presented in two sub-rows: the first determines the number of neurons; and the second one indicates if dropout or soft-max
operations are applied.

Model Layer 1 Layer 2 Layer 3 Layer 4 Layer 5 Layer 6 Layer 7 Layer 8 Layer 9 Layer 10
Conv Conv Conv Conv Conv Full Full Full

Krizhevsky 96 × 11 × 11 256 × 5 × 5 384 × 3 × 3 384 × 3 × 3 256 × 3 × 3 4096 4096 1000 - -
et. al. 2012 Stride 4 Stride 1 Stride 1 Stride 1 Stride 1 drop out drop out soft max

LRN, x3 Pool LRN, x3 Pool - - x3 Pool
Conv Conv Conv Conv Conv Full Full Full

Zeiler and 96 × 7 × 7 256 × 5 × 5 384 × 3 × 3 384 × 3 × 3 256 × 3 × 3 4096 4096 1000 - -
Fergus 2013 Stride 2 Stride 2 Stride 1 Stride 1 Stride 1 drop out drop out soft max

LRN, x3 Pool LRN, x3 Pool - - x3 Pool
Conv Conv Conv Conv Conv conv Full Full Full

OverFeat 96 × 7 × 7 256 × 7 × 7 512 × 3 × 3 512 × 3 × 3 1024 × 3 × 3 1024 × 3 × 3 4096 4096 1000 -
2014 Stride 2 Stride 1 Stride 1 Stride 1 Stride 1 Stride 1 drop out drop out soft max

x3 Pool x2 Pool - - - x3 Pool
Conv Conv Conv Conv Conv Full Full Full

Hybrid-CNN 96 × 11 × 11 256 × 5 × 5 384 × 3 × 3 384 × 3 × 3 256 × 3 × 3 4096 4096 1183 - -
2014 Stride 4 Stride 1 Stride 1 Stride 1 Stride 1 drop out drop out soft max

LRN, x3 Pool LRN, x3 Pool - - x3 Pool
Conv Conv Conv Conv Conv Full Full Full

CNN-F 64 × 11 × 11 256 × 5 × 5 256 × 3 × 3 256 × 3 × 3 256 × 3 × 3 4096 4096 1000 - -
2014 Stride 4 Stride 1 Stride 1 Stride 1 Stride 1 drop out drop out soft max

LRN, x2 Pool LRN, x2 Pool - - x2 Pool
Conv Conv Conv Conv Conv Full Full Full

CNN-M 96 × 7 × 7 256 × 5 × 5 512 × 3 × 3 512 × 3 × 3 512 × 3 × 3 4096 4096 1000 - -
2014 Stride 2 Stride 2 Stride 1 Stride 1 Stride 1 drop out drop out soft max

LRN, x2 Pool LRN, x2 Pool - - x2 Pool
Conv Conv Conv Conv Conv Full Full Full

CNN-S 96 × 7 × 7 256 × 5 × 5 512 × 3 × 3 512 × 3 × 3 512 × 3 × 3 4096 4096 1000 - -
2014 Stride 2 Stride 1 Stride 1 Stride 1 Stride 1 drop out drop out soft max

LRN, x3 Pool x2 Pool - - x3 Pool

Layer 1 Layer 2 Layer 3 Layer 4 Layer 5 Layer 6 Layer 7 Layer 8 Layer 9 Layer 10
Conv Conv Conv Conv Conv Conv Conv Conv Conv Conv

64 × 3 × 3 64 × 3 × 3 128 × 3 × 3 128 × 3 × 3 256 × 3 × 3 256 × 3 × 3 256 × 3 × 3 256 × 3 × 3 512 × 3 × 3 512 × 3 × 3
Stride 1 Stride 1 Stride 1 Stride 1 Stride 1 Stride 1 Stride 1 Stride 1 Stride 1 Stride 1

Very Deep - x2 Pool - x2 Pool - - - x2 Pool - -
2014 Layer 11 Layer 12 Layer 13 Layer 14 Layer 15 Layer 16 Layer 17 Layer 18 Layer 19 -

Conv Conv Conv Conv Conv Conv Full Full Full
512 × 3 × 3 512 × 3 × 3 512 × 3 × 3 512 × 3 × 3 512 × 3 × 3 512 × 3 × 3 4096 4096 1000 -
Stride 1 Stride 1 Stride 1 Stride 1 Stride 1 Stride 1 drop out drop out soft max

- x2 Pool - - - x2 Pool

convolution stride in the first layer is twice the
other models, which leads to fast processing in the
CNN-F model. The stride and receptive field of
the first convolutional layer is decreased in Medium
model (CNN-M), which was shown to be effec-
tive on the performance of DCNNs over ImageNet
dataset[26]. The CNN-M model also has larger
stride in the second convolutional layer to reduce
the computation time. The Slow (CNN-S) archi-
tecture uses 7 × 7 filters with stride 2 in the first
layer and larger max pooling window in the third
and fifth convolutional layers. All models were
trained over the ImageNet dataset based on a gradi-
ent decent learning algorithm. The training phase
was performed over randomly crops sampled from
whole parts of the image rather than central region.
Based on the reported results, the performance of
CNN-F model was close to the Zeiler and Fergus
model while the CNN-M and CNN-S outperformed
Zeiler and Fergus model. The structures of these
three models are also presented in Table 1. All
three models are available at http://www.robots.
ox.ac.uk/~vgg/software/deep_eval.

Very Deep 2014 Another important aspect of
DCNNs is the number of internal layers. In
other words, exploiting more layers could affect
the final performance of DCNNs. Simonyan and
Zisserman [37] addressed this question by im-
plementing deep convolutional networks with 11,
13, 16, and 19 layers. To this end, they used
very small (3 × 3) convolution filters in all lay-
ers, and steadily increased the depth of the net-
work by adding more convolutional layers. Their
results indicate that the recognition accuracy in-
creases by adding more layers and their 19-layered
model significantly outperformed other DCNNs.
They have shown that their 19-layered model,
trained on ImageNet dataset, achieves the high
performances on other datasets without any fine-
tuning process. Here we used the 19-layered model
available in http://www.robots.ox.ac.uk/~vgg/

research/very_deep/. The structural details of
this model are provided in Table 1.
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Figure 1: Sample object images from the database superimposed on randomly selected natural backgrounds. There are five
object categories, each divided into seven levels of variations. Each 2-D image was rendered from a 3-D plane. Objects vary in six dimensions:
size, position (x, y), rotation in-depth, rotation in plane, and background. To construct each 2-D image, we first randomly sampled from five
different uniform distributions, each corresponding to one dimension. Then, these values were applied to a 3-D plane, and a 2-D image was
then generated. Variation levels start from no variations (Level 1-first column at left; note the values on horizontal axis) to high variations,
which substantial variations are applied to images (Level 7-last column at right). For half of the experiments, objects were superimposed on
randomly selected natural images from a large pool of natural images (3,100 images), downloaded from the Internet. There were, on average,
16 3-D planes for each object category.

Shallow models

HMAX model HMAX model [41] has a hier-
archical architecture, largely inspired by simple to
complex cells hierarchy in the primary visual cor-
tex proposed by Hubel and Wiesel [42, 43]. The
input image is first processed by S1 layer (first
layer), which extracts edges in different orienta-
tions and scales. Complex C1 units pool the out-
puts of S1 units in a restricted neighborhood and
adjacent scales to increase position and scale in-
variance. Simple units of the next layers, including
S2, S2b, and S3, integrate the activities of retino-
topically organized afferent C1 units with differ-
ent orientations. The complex units of C2, C2b
and C3 pool over the output of corresponding sim-
ple layers, using a max operation, to achieve a
global position and scale invariance. The HMAX
model, we used here, was implemented by Jim
Mutch et. al. [44] and it is freely available at
http://cbcl.mit.edu/jmutch/cns/hmax/doc/.

Pixel representation Pixel representation is
simply constructed by vectorizing the gray values of
pixels in an image. Then, these vectors are applied
to a linear SVM classifier to do the categorization.

Image dataset

All mentioned models were evaluated using an im-
age database divided into five categories (airplane,
animal, car, motorcycle, and ship) and seven levels
of variations [19]. Details of image generation pro-
cess is similar to Ghodrati et. al. [19]. Briefly, we
built 2-D object images with different levels of vari-
ations (randomly sampled from five dimensions in-
cluding: size, position-x and y-, rotation in-depth,
and rotation in-plane), rendered from 3-D planes.
Variations are divided into seven levels from no im-
age variations (level 1) to mid- and high-level vari-
ations (level 7). In each level, random values were
sampled from a uniform distribution for every di-
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mension and applied to a 3-D plane. For exam-
ple, in level 2 a random value between 0◦ - 30◦

was selected for in-depth rotation (the same pro-
cedure was considered for other dimensions). A
higher variation level has broader variation inter-
vals for different dimensions than the lower levels.
After sampling random values for every dimension,
they were simultaneously applied to a 3-D plane
(Fig. 1) and then a 2-D image was constructed (size
300× 400 pixels). There are on average 16 3-D ex-
emplars per category. Object images were then su-
perimposed onto randomly selected natural images
for experiment with natural backgrounds. There
were over 3,900 natural images collected from the
web, consisting of high variety of indoor and out-
door scenes.

Psychophysical experiments

We assessed the accuracy of 26 human subjects par-
ticipated in rapid invariant object categorization
tasks (17 males and 9 females, age 21-32, mean age
of 26 years). Each trial was started with a black
fixation cross, presented for 500 ms. Then, an im-
age was randomly selected from a pool of images
and was presented at the center of screen for 25 ms
(2 frames, 80 Hz monitor). The image was subse-
quently followed by a uniform, blank screen, as an
inter-stimulus interval (ISI), for 25 ms. A 1/f noise
mask was then presented for 100 ms to account for
feed-forward processing and minimize the effects of
back projections from higher visual areas. Finally,
subjects had to select one category out of five dif-
ferent categories using five keys, labeled on the key-
board. The next trial was started immediately after
the key press. Stimuli were presented using MAT-
LAB with the Psychophysics Toolbox [45] in a 21”
CRT monitor with a resolution of 1024 × 724 pix-
els, a viewing distance of 60 cm, and a frame rate
of 80 Hz. Each stimulus covered 10◦× 11◦ of visual
angle. Subjects were instructed to respond as fast
and accurate as possible. All subjects voluntarily
accepted to participate in the task and gave their
written consent. The experimental procedure was
approved by the local ethic committee.

Object images were selected from five categories
(i.e., airplane, animal, car, motorcycle, and ship )

in seven levels of variation. Each experiment con-
sisted of four blocks; each contained 175 images
(in total 700 images; 100 images per level, 20 im-
ages from each object class in each level). Subjects
could rest between blocks for 5-10 minutes. Sub-
jects performed a few practice trials before starting
the actual experiment (none of the images in these
trials were presented in the main experiment). A
feedback was shown to subjects during practice tri-
als, indicating whether they responded correctly or
not. However, no feedback was given to them in
the main experiment. Each subject completed two
sessions: the first one included objects on uniform
gray background, and the second one contained ob-
jects superimposed on randomly selected natural
backgrounds. Some subjects completed two ses-
sions while other only participated in one session.

Model evaluation

Classification accuracy: To evaluate the classi-
fication accuracy of the models, we first randomly
selected 600 images from each object category and
each variation level. We then fed each pre-trained
DCNN with all images and calculated correspond-
ing features (for all variation levels and model lay-
ers). Then, for each layer, variation level, and ob-
ject category, we randomly selected features of 300
and 150 images as training and testing sets (note
that features of every image were reshaped to a
vector prior to classification). Features were sub-
sequently applied to a linear SVM classifier (lib-
SVM implementation [46], www.csie.ntu.edu.tw/

~cjlin/libsvm). This procedure was repeated 10-
15 times and the average and standard deviation
of accuracy were computed. This was done for all
models, levels, and layers.

For the HMAX model and Pixel representation,
we first randomly selected 300 and 150 images
(from each category and each variation level) as
training and testing sets, and then, computed the
corresponding features. Note that for the HMAX
model, the S2, S2b and S3 features were extracted
from the training set. We only used features of C2,
C2b, and C3 layers. Pixel representation for each
image is simply a vector of pixels’ gray values. Fi-
nally, feature vectors were applied to a linear SVM
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classifier. The reported accuracies are the average
of 15 independent random runs.
Confusion matrix: We computed confusion ma-
trices for models as well as humans in all varia-
tion levels, both for objects on uniform and natu-
ral backgrounds. A confusion matrix allows us to
determine which categories are more miss-classified
and how classification errors are distributed across
different categories. For models, confusion matri-
ces were calculated based on the decision of corre-
sponding SVM classifier. To obtain the confusion
matrix for humans, we used a majority voting clas-
sifier to fuse the decisions of all human subjects.

Representational dissimilarity ma-
trix (RDM)

Model RDM: RDM provides a useful and illustra-
tive tool to study the representational geometry of
response patterns to different categories, checking
that whether images of the same class generate sim-
ilar responses in the representational space. Each
element in an RDM shows the pairwise dissimilarity
between the response patterns elicited by two im-
ages. The dissimilarity between two response pat-
terns is measured by correlation distance (i.e., 1-
correlation –measured as Spearman’s rank correla-
tion). Moreover, RDMs of one modality (e.g., fMRI
data) can be directly compared to other modalities
(e.g., features representation), making it a useful
tool to compare different representational spaces
with each other independent of their modalities.
Here, we used RDMs to compare the internal rep-
resentations of the models with those of humans.
To calculate the RDMs, we used the RSA toolbox
developed by Nili et. al. [38].
Human RDM: Regarding the fact that we did
not have access to the humans’ internal object rep-
resentations in our psychophysical experiment, we
approximated it by computing human behavioral
scores. Indeed, we assumed that object representa-
tions in human IT are linearly separable [12, 3, 1];
therefore, there is a direct and linear relation be-
tween IT representations and final behavioral deci-
sions. So, we approximated the IT representations
of object images by computing normalized decision
scores described as follows.

For each stimulus, subjects selected one of the
five possible choices (five object categories). First,
we constructed a decision matrix, R, based on the
subjects’ responses. Each row of R corresponds to
an object image, and each column of R contains the
assigned labels to different stimuli by one subject.
Therefore, the size of this matrix is: #images ×
#subjects. Then, we calculated the categorization
score for each row of the matrix by computing the
ratio of subjects who assigned the corresponding
stimulus to each class. For example, if the first
image was assigned α times to the 1st category,
β times to the 2nd category, γ times to the 3rd
category and so on, we would have:

S1,1:5 = [α/Σ, β/Σ, γ/Σ, δ/Σ, ω/Σ], (1)

where S1,1:5 is the score pattern for the first image,
and Σ = α+β+ γ+ δ+ω. We then calculated the
RDM using this matrix.

Results

We tested eight DCNNs, those have achieved great
performances in challenging image databases, on
the invariant object categorization task. The cate-
gorization accuracy and representational geometry
of these models were compared with those of hu-
man subjects, performing a rapid invariant object
categorization task using the same image database.
For each model, we applied features of 300 and 150
randomly selected images, as train and test sets,
to the SVM classifier. The accuracy was then cal-
culated over 15 random independent runs and the
average and standard deviation were reported. Im-
ages were divided into five object categories, each
varied across seven levels (from simple, level 1, to
difficult, level 7; see Materials and Methods).

DCNNs achieved human-level accu-
racy at low and intermediate varia-
tion levels

We compared the classification accuracy of the
models (DCNNs, HMAX, and Pixel representation)
with human subjects in invariant object catego-
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Figure 2: Classification accuracy of models and humans in mul-
ticlass invariant object categorization task across seven levels
of object variations. A. Accuracies when objects were presented
on uniform backgrounds. Each colored curve shows the accuracy of a
model (specified at the right legend), excluding the Pixel representa-
tion. The gray curve indicates human categorization accuracy across
seven levels. The chance level is 20%; no models hit the chance at
this task. The right bar plot shows the accuracies of both models and
humans at the last level of variations (level 7; specified with pale, red
rectangular). For the sake of better comparisons, the accuracies are
ascendingly ordered in the bar plot. Level 7 is considered as the most
difficult level as the variations are high at this level, making the cat-
egorization difficult for models and human. The color-coded matrix,
at the top-right of the bar plot, exhibits the p-values for all pairwise
comparisons between human and models (Wilcoxon rank sum test. For
example, the accuracy of the Hybrid-CNN was compared to the hu-
man and all other models. The pairwise comparison provides us with
a p-value for each comparison). Blue points indicate that the accuracy
difference is significant while gray points show insignificant difference.
Numbers, written around the p-value matrix, correspond to models (H
stands for human). Accuracies are reported as the average and stan-
dard deviation of 15 random, independent runs. B. Accuracies when
objects were presented on randomly selected natural backgrounds.

rization tasks, while objects varied in five dimen-
sions (i.e., size, position x and y, in-depth and in-
plane rotation, background) across the seven vari-
ation levels. Figure 2A shows that almost all DC-
NNs achieved human-level accuracy across all lev-
els, when objects had a uniform gray background.
The accuracies of DCNNs are even better than

humans at low (level 1-3) and intermediate (level
4-5) variation levels. This might be due to in-
evitable motor errors that humans made during
the psychophysical experiment, meaning that sub-
jects might have perceived the image but pressed
a wrong key. Also, it can be seen that the accu-
racies of humans and almost all DCNNs are virtu-
ally flat across all variation levels which means they
are able to invariantly classify objects when appear
on uniform background. Surprisingly, the accuracy
of OverFeat is far below the human-level accuracy,
even worse than the HMAX model. This might
be due to the structure and the number of features
that OverFeat extracts, which leads to a more com-
plex features space with high redundancy.

Since level 7 is considered as the most difficult
level, we compared the accuracy of humans and
models at this level to find out which model has the
best classification accuracy compared to humans.
There is no significant difference between the accu-
racies of CNN-S, CNN-M, Zeiler and Fergus, and
human at high variation levels (Fig. 2A, bar plot;
Also, see all pairwise comparisons shown using a p-
value matrix- Wilcoxon rank sum). CNN-S is the
best performing model among the others. This has
also been reported in previous studies on ImageNet
database (Chatfield et. al. [28]).

When we presented object images superimposed
on natural images, the accuracies decreased both
in human and models. Figure 2B illustrates that
only three DCNNs (CNN-F, CNN-M, CNN-S) per-
formed close to human. The accuracy of the HMAX
model dropped down just above chance level (i.e.,
20%) at variation level 7. Interestingly, the ac-
curacy of OverFeat remained almost constant ei-
ther in objects on uniform or natural backgrounds,
suggesting that this model is more suitable for
tasks with difficult images. Similarly, we com-
pared the accuracies at the most difficult level (level
7), when objects had natural backgrounds. Again,
there is no significant difference between the accu-
racies of CNN-S, CNN-M, and human (see the p-
value matrix for all possible pairwise comparisons-
Wilcoxon rank sum). However, the accuracy of
human subjects is significantly above the HMAX
and other DCNNs (i.e., CNN-F, Zeiler and Fergus,
Krizhevsky, Hybrid-CNN, and OverFeat).
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The lower accuracy of models in objects with nat-
ural backgrounds, compared to humans, can be due
to the lack of a figure-ground segregation that exists
in human visual system. It is suggested that recur-
rent information are required for the completion of
figure-ground segregation (see [47] and [48]; See
also Discussion). However, humans performed a
rapid categorization task, suggesting that recurrent
processing and figure-ground segregation might not
occur in this short time scale.

How accuracy evolves across layers in
DCNNs

DCNNs have a hierarchical structure of different
processing stages in which each layer extracts a
large pool of features (e.g., > 4000 at output layer).
Therefore, the computational load of such models
is very high. The important questions are: what is
the contribution of each layer to the final accuracy?
and how accuracy evolves across layers?

We addressed these question by calculating the
accuracy of every layer of each model across all vari-
ation levels. This provides us with the contribution
of each layer to the final accuracy. Figure 3A-H
show the accuracies of all layers and models when
objects had uniform gray backgrounds. The ac-
curacies of the Pixel representation (dashed, dark
purple curve), which is actually the input images,
and human (gray curve) are also overlaid on each
plot.

Overall, the accuracies significantly evolved
across layers of DCNNs. Moreover, almost all lay-
ers of every model (except OverFeat), even Pixel
representation, achieved perfect accuracies at low
variation levels (i.e., level 1-2), suggesting that this
task is very simple as objects had uniform back-
ground and a powerful classifier such as SVM was
used. Having a look at intermediate and difficult
variation levels shows that the accuracies increase,
as we go up across layers, meaning that every layer
contributes to the final accuracy, each with differ-
ent degree. However, the trend is different for dif-
ferent layers and models. For example, layers 2, 3,
and 4 in three DCNNs (Krizhevsky, Hybrid-CNN,
Zeiler and Fergus) have almost the same accuracies
across variation levels (Fig. 3A, B, and G). Simi-

lar results can be seen for these models in layers 5,
6, and 7 (Fig. 3A, B, and G). In contrast, there is
a high increase in accuracies from layer 1 to 4 for
CNN-F, CNN-M, and CNN-S, while three last lay-
ers have similar accuracies. There is also a gradual
increase in the accuracy of OverFeat from layer 2
to 5 (with the similar accuracy for layers 6, 7, and
8); however, there is a considerable decrease at the
output layer (Fig. 3C). Moreover, the overall accu-
racy of OverFeat is low compared to humans and
other models, which was previously seen in Fig. 2.

Interestingly, the accuracy of HMAX, as a shal-
low model, is far below the DCNNs accuracy (with
C2b layer as the best performing layer). This shows
the important role of deep learning in achieving
high classification accuracies. As expected, the
accuracy of Pixel representation exponentially de-
creased down to 30% at level 7, confirming the fact
that invariant object recognition requires more in-
formative features (note that the chance level ac-
curacy is 20%).

One possible reason for the low accuracies in fi-
nal layers of DCNNs is that fully connected layers
are considered to do the classification while con-
volutional layers are feature extractors with higher
number of features compared to the fully connected
layers. Moreover, since DCNNs were trained on Im-
ageNet database; therefore, fully connected layers
are optimized for ImageNet classification and might
be sensitive to our images (and most importantly
to the natural images used here).

We also compared the accuracy of each layer
with humans, as shown in Fig. 3, using color-coded
points at the top of each plot, which indicate p-
values (Wilcoxon rank sum). The average accuracy
of each layer across all variation levels is shown on
the pink area at the right of each plot, summariz-
ing the contribution of each layer to final accuracy
(horizontal lines on the pink area show whether the
average accuracy of each layer is significantly differ-
ent from those of humans; black: significant; white
insignificant). Moreover, Fig. 3I summarizes the
results depicted on the pink areas, confirming that
last three layers in DCNNs (except OverFeat) have
similar accuracies. Note that this task is simple as
objects had uniform backgrounds and the accura-
cies here are the average of all levels, not the accu-

10



1 2 3 4 5 6 7
30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

Ave. of Levels

 s.
 n.s.

Variation Levels

A
c
c
u

ra
c
y
 (

%
)

Krizhevsky et al. 2012

Human

L
a
y
e
r

7

Pixel

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

Ave. of Levels

 s.
 n.s.

Variation Levels

A
c
c
u

ra
c
y
 (

%
)

−CNN 2014

Human

L
a
y
e
r

7

Pixel

Ave. of Levels

 s.
 n.s.

Variation Levels

A
c
c
u

ra
c
y
 (

%
)

OverFeat 2014

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

Ave. of Levels

 s.
 n.s.

Variation Levels

A
c
c
u

ra
c
y
 (

%
)

CNN−F. 2014

Human

L
a
y
e
r

7

Pixel

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

Ave. of Levels

 s.
 n.s.

Variation Levels

A
c
c
u

ra
c
y
 (

%
)

CNN−M. 2014

Human

L
a
y
e
r

7

Pixel

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

Ave. of Levels

 s.
 n.s.

Variation Levels

A
c
c
u

ra
c
y
 (

%
)

CNN−S 2014

Human

L
a
y
e
r

7

Pixel

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

Ave. of Levels

 s.
 n.s.

Variation Levels

A
c
c
u

ra
c
y
 (

%
)

Zeiler and Fergus 2013

Human

L
a
y
e
r

7

Pixel

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

 Ave. of Levels

 s.
 n.s.

Variation Levels

A
c
c
u

ra
c
y
 (

%
)

 HMAX 2007

Human

C2

C2b

C3

Pixel

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
50

60

70

80

90

100

Layers

A
v
e
. 
A

c
c
u

ra
c
y
 (

%
)

Krizhevsky et al. 2012

CNN−F 2014

CNN−M 2014

CNN−S 2014

−CNN 2014

Zeiler and Fergus 2013

OverFeat 2014

HMAX 2007

Figure 3: Classification accuracy of models (for all layers separately) and human in multiclass invariant object categorization
task across seven levels of object variations, when objects had uniform backgrounds. A. Accuracy of Krizhevsky et. al. 2012 across
all layers and levels. Each colored curve shows the accuracy of one layer of the model (specified on the bottom-left legend). The accuracy of
Pixel representation is depicted using a dashed, dark purple curve. The gray curve indicates human categorization accuracy across seven levels.
The chance level is 20%; no layers hit the chance at this task (note, the accuracy of Pixel representation dropped down to 10% above chance at
level 7). The color-coded points at the top of the plot indicate whether there is a significant difference between the accuracy of human and layers
of the model (Wilcoxon rank sum test). Each color refers to a p-value, specified on the top-right (∗: p < 0.05, ∗∗: p < 0.01, ∗ ∗ ∗: p < 0.001,
∗ ∗ ∗∗: p < 0.0001). Accuracies are reported as the average and standard deviation of 15 random, independent runs. Colored circles with error
bars, on the pink area, demonstrate the average accuracy of each layer across all variation levels (one value for each layer and all levels). Circles
have the same color code with curves. The horizontal lines, depicted underneath the circles, indicate whether the difference between human
accuracy (gray circle) and layers of the model is significant (Wilcoxon rank sum test; black line: significant, white line: insignificant). Here,
accuracies are the average and standard error of the mean (s.e.m.). B-H. Accuracies of Hybrid-CNN, OverFeat, CNN-F, CNN-M, CNN-S, Zeiler
and Fergus, and HMAX model, respectively. I. The average accuracy across all levels for each layer of each model (error bars are s.e.m.). Each
curve corresponds to a model. This simply summarizes the accuracies, depicted in pink areas. The shaded area shows the average baseline
accuracy (pale-purple, Pixel representation) and human accuracy (gray) across all levels.
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Figure 4: Classification accuracy of models (for all layers separately) and human in multiclass invariant object categorization
task across seven levels of object variations, when objects had natural backgrounds. A. Accuracy of Krizhevsky et. al. 2012 across
all layers and levels. Each colored curve shows the accuracy of one layer of the model (specified at the bottom-left legend). The accuracy of
Pixel representation is depicted using a dashed, dark purple curve. The gray curve indicates human categorization accuracy across seven levels.
The chance level is 20%; no layers hit the chance at this task (note, the accuracy of Pixel representation dropped down to chance at level 7).
The color-coded points at the top of the plot indicate whether there is a significant difference between the accuracy of human and layers of the
model (Wilcoxon rank sum test). Each color refers to a p-value, specified on the top-right (∗: p < 0.05, ∗∗: p < 0.01, ∗ ∗ ∗: p < 0.001, ∗ ∗ ∗∗:
p < 0.0001). Accuracies are reported as the average and standard deviation of 15 random, independent runs. Colored circles with error bars,
on the pink area, demonstrate the average accuracy of each layer across all variation levels (one value for each layer and all levels). Circles
have the same color code with curves. The horizontal lines, depicted above the circles, indicate whether the difference between human accuracy
(gray circle) and layers of the model is significant (Wilcoxon rank sum test; black line: significant, white line: insignificant). Here, accuracies
are the average and standard error of the mean (s.e.m.). B-H. Accuracies of Hybrid-CNN, OverFeat, CNN-F, CNN-M, CNN-S, Zeiler and
Fergus, and HMAX model, respectively. I. The average accuracy across all levels for each layer of each model (error bars are s.e.m.). Each
curve corresponds to a model. This simply summarizes the accuracies, depicted in pink areas. The shaded area shows the average baseline
accuracy (pale-purple, Pixel representation) and human accuracy (gray) across all levels.
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racy at difficult levels, which are more challenging
(we further address this in Fig. 4 and 5).

We also tested the models on objects with nat-
ural backgrounds to see whether the contributions
of similar-performing layers change in more chal-
lenging tasks. As expected, the accuracy of hu-
man subjects reduced by 10% at low level varia-
tion (level 1) down to 25% at high level variation
(level 7) compared to the uniform background case
(Fig. 4, gray curve). Not surprisingly, the Pixel
representation shows an exponential decline in the
accuracy across seven levels, with the chance accu-
racy at level 7 (Fig. 4, dashed dark purple curve).
Similar to Fig. 3, all models, excluding OverFeat,
achieved close to human-level accuracy at low vari-
ation levels (levels 1, 2, and 3), although there are
still significant differences between models and hu-
mans. Interestingly, the Pixel representation per-
formed better than most models at level 1, suggest-
ing that object categorization at low variation level
can be done without elaborate feature extraction
methods. Note that we only had five object cate-
gories, applied to SVM, and these were not natural
objects. Therefore, this can be completely differ-
ent when a large number of natural categories are
classified.

The extreme drop in the accuracy of HMAX
model reflects the weakness of this model to cope
with distractors in natural backgrounds. Another
noticeable fact is the superiority of last convolu-
tional layers with respect to the fully connected
layers; for example, in Krizhevsky’s model the ac-
curacy of the fifth layer is higher than the sev-
enth layer. We have already noted that this might
be due to the fact that fully connected layers are
involved in classification, optimized for ImageNet
database.

Given the accuracies of all layers, it can be seen
that accuracies are evolved across layers. However,
similar to Fig. 3, some layers contribute almost
equally to the accuracy. For example, layers 2, 3,
4 of most models have similar accuracies (this can
be seen for layers 5, 6, 7 of all DCNNs). Again,
CNN-F, CNN-M, and CNN-S showed a different
trend in terms of the contribution of each layer to
the final accuracy. Moreover, as shown in Fig. 4D-
F, only these three models achieved human-level
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Figure 5: Classification accuracy at intermediate (level 4) and
difficult (level 7) levels for different layers of the models. A-B.
Accuracy for different layers at intermediate (A, level 4) and difficult
(B, level 7) when objects had uniform backgrounds. Each curve repre-
sents the accuracy of a model. The shaded areas shows the accuracy of
baseline model (pale purple: Pixel representation) and human (gray)
(A, level 4) and difficult (B, level 7). Error bars are standard devi-
ation. C-D. Accuracy for different layers at intermediate (C, level 4)
and difficult (D, level 7) layers when objects had natural backgrounds.

accuracy at difficult levels (levels 6-7). The accu-
racies of other DCNNs, however, are significantly
lower than human at these levels (Fig. 4A-C, G),
as shown using color-coded points, which indicate
p-values (Wilcoxon rank sum). We summarized the
average accuracies across all levels for every layer
of models, shown as color-coded circles with error
bars on the pink areas next to each plot. In most
cases, layer 5 (the last convolutional layer - layer 6
in OverFeat) has the highest accuracy among lay-
ers. This is summarized on Fig. 4I, which is actu-
ally the summary of results shown on pink areas.
Figure 4I also confirms that only CNN-F, CNN-M,
and CNN-S achieve human-level accuracy.

We further compared the accuracies of all lay-
ers of the models with human at the intermediate
(level 4) and difficult (level 7) variation levels to
see how each layer performs the task. Figure 5A
and B compare the accuracies of all layers of each
model with human at the intermediate and diffi-
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Figure 6: Confusion matrices for multiclass invariant object categorization task. A. Each color-coded matrix shows the confusion
matrix of a model in categorizing different object categories (specified in the first matrix at the top-left corner), when they had uniform
backgrounds. Each row corresponds to a model, last row shows human confusion matrix. Each column indicates a particular level of variation
(level 1-7). Models’ name is depicted at the right end. B. Each color-coded matrix shows the confusion matrix of a model in categorizing
different object categories, when they had natural backgrounds. The color bar at the top-right shows the percentage of the labels assigned to
each category. The chance level is specified with an arrow on the color bar. Confusion matrices were calculated only for the last layer of the
models.

cult levels, respectively (when object images had
uniform background). All DCNNs reach the ceiling
accuracy (human-level accuracy) at the intermedi-
ate level from layer 4 upwards (Fig. 5A), suggest-
ing that even with intermediate level of variation
DCNNs have remarkable accuracies (note that ob-
ject images had uniform background). This is not
clearly true for HMAX and OverFeat. There is also
a considerable increase in accuracies from layer 1 to
3 (see the sharp increase in the accuracy curves be-
tween layer 1 to 3).

However, when models were fed with images from
the most difficult level, only last layers (layer 5, 6,
and 7) achieved human-level accuracy (see Fig. 5B).
Note that the last three layers have similar accu-
racies. Comparing the accuracies at the intermedi-
ate level, when objects had natural backgrounds,

demonstrates that only last three layers of DC-
NNs, excluding OverFeat, reach human-level ac-
curacy (see Fig. 5C). This contrasts when models
were fed with images of variation level 7. Figure 5D
shows that only three DCNNs perform close to hu-
man (i.e., CNN-F, CNN-M, CNN-S).

In sum, the above results together illustrate that
some DCNNs performed very close to human, when
comparing the accuracies even at the most difficult
levels.

Do DCNNs and humans make similar
errors?

The accuracies reported in previous section were
the ratio of correct responses. However, it did not
reflect whether the models and human made sim-
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Figure 7: Similarity between models’ confusion matrix and human when object images had uniform backgrounds. A. Similarity
between Krizhevsky et al. 2012 confusion matrices and that of human (measured as 1-normalized Euclidean distance), across all layers (specified
at the right legend) and levels. Each curve shows the similarity between human confusion matric and one layer of Krizhevsky et al. 2012,
across different levels of variations. The similarity between the confusion matrix of Pixel representation and human is shown using a dark
purple, dashed line. B-H. Similarities between confusion matrix of Hybrid-CNN, OverFeat, CNN-F, CNN-M, CNN-S, Zeiler and Fergus, and
HMAX model and human, respectively. I. The average similarity across all levels for each layer of each model (error bars are s.e.m.). Each
curve corresponds to a model. Each point shows the average similarity for a layer.

ilar errors and which categories, compared to oth-
ers, were similarly misclassified between human and
models. To do a more precise and category-based
comparison between the recognition accuracies of
humans and models, we computed the confusion
matrices over all variation levels. Figure 6 provides
the confusion matrices for humans and the last lay-
ers of all models for both uniform (see Fig. 6A) and
natural (see Fig. 6B) backgrounds over all variation
levels.

Despite a very short presentation time in the
behavioral experiment, humans performed remark-
ably well in categorization of five object classes, ei-
ther when object had uniform (Fig. 6A, last row) or

natural (Fig. 6B, last row) backgrounds, with min-
imum misclassifications across different categories
and levels. It is, however, important to point out
that the majority of human recognition errors oc-
curred when ship and airplane classes were pre-
sented. This would probably be due to the shape
similarity among these objects (e.g., they both have
similar shape properties such as body, sail, wing,
etc.).

Figure 6 demonstrates that the HMAX model
and Pixel representation misclassified almost all
categories at high variation levels. Particularly
in the case of object with natural backgrounds,
they uniformly assigned input images into differ-
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Figure 8: Similarity between models’ confusion matrix and human, when object images had natural backgrounds. A. Similarity
between Krizhevsky et al. 2012 confusion matrices and that of human (measured as 1-normalized Euclidean distance), across all layers (specified
at the right legend) and levels. Each curve shows the similarity of human confusion matrix and one layer of Krizhevsky et al. 2012, across
different levels of variations. The similarity between the confusion matrix of Pixel representation and human is shown using a dark purple,
dashed line. B-H. Similarities between confusion matrix of Hybrid-CNN, OverFeat, CNN-F, CNN-M, CNN-S, Zeiler and Fergus, HMAX model
and human, respectively. I. The average similarity across all levels for each layer of each model (error bars are s.e.m.). Each curve corresponds
to a model. Each point shows the average similarity for a layer.

ent classes. However, DCNNs show a few classi-
fication errors across different categories and lev-
els, though the distribution of errors is different
from one model to an other one. For example, the
majority of recognition errors made by Krizehvsy,
Zeiler and Fergus, and Hybrid-CNN belongs to car
and motorcycle classes, while animal and airplane
classes were mostly misclassified by CNN-F, CNN-
M, and CNN-S. Moreover, OverFeat shows evenly-
distributed errors across categories, confirming its
low accuracy.

We also examined whether models’ decisions are
close to humans. To this end, we computed the

similarity between human confusion matrices and
those of models, using normalized Euclidean dis-
tance measure, across all layers and levels. Fig-
ure 7 provides the similarities between models and
humans across all layers and levels when objects
had uniform background. Almost all models, even
Pixel representation, show the maximum possible
similarity at low variation levels (level 1-2). How-
ever, the similarity of Pixel representation expo-
nentially decreases from level 2 upwards. Overall,
the last two layers of DCNNs (except OverFeat)
are very similar to humans’ decisions. This point
is also shown in Figure 7I, which demonstrates the
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average similarities across all variation levels (each
curve corresponds to one model). Note that due
to the high recognition accuracies in uniform back-
ground condition, this level of similarity was pre-
dictable.

However, the similarity between models’ and hu-
man errors decreases in the case of objects with
natural backgrounds, with the lowest similarity for
HMAX model (see Fig. 8). It indicates that al-
though DCNNs have reached human-level accuracy,
their decisions and distribution of errors are differ-
ent compared to humans. Interestingly, the Over-
Feat has almost a constant similarity across layers
and levels. Comparing the similarities among DC-
NNs shows that CNN-S and CNN-M have the high-
est similarities to humans, which is also reflected in
Fig. 8I.

So far, we have analyzed the accuracy of models
and humans, when features were applied to SVM
classifier. However, such analyses do not provide
us with the information about the internal repre-
sentational geometry of models and the degree to
which they resemble human representation. It is
very important to test how different categories are
represented on feature space.

Representational geometry of models
compared to human

Representational similarity analysis (RSA) has be-
come a useful tool to study the internal represen-
tation of models [20, 49, 34, 50] in response to
different object categories. The representational
geometries of models can then be compared with
neural responses independent of recording modal-
ity (fMRI [50, 20], Cell recording [51, 49, 34], Be-
haviors [52, 53, 54, 19], and MEG [55]) that con-
sequently help us to understand to what degree
each model resembles the brain representations. It
is suggested that if representational geometry of
a model closely resembles with that of the brain,
the model is very likely to achieve brain-level cat-
egorization accuracy [20, 34]. Here, we calculated
representational dissimilarity matrices (RDM) for
models and human [38]. We then compared the
RDMs of human and each model to see the ex-
tent of similarity between these two. Model RDMs

were calculated based on pairwise correlation be-
tween the features of two images (Spearman rank
correlation; see Materials and Methods). To calcu-
late human RDM, we used their behavioral scores
recorded in the psychophysical experiment (Mate-
rials and Methods; see also [19]).

Figure 9 represents RDMs of models and human
across different levels of variation both for objects
on uniform (Fig. 9A) and natural (Fig. 9B) back-
grounds. Note the model RDMs were calculated
based on the features of output layers. For better
visualization, we subsampled 20 images from each
category (i.e., five categories); therefore, the size of
RDMs is 100× 100 (reported RDMs were averaged
over six random runs)

As expected, human RDM clearly represents
each object category, with minimum within-class
dissimilarity and maximum between-class dissim-
ilarity, across all levels of variation (last row,
Fig. 9A: uniform background; Fig. 9B: natural
background). However, both HMAX model and
Pixel representation show a random pattern in
their RDMs when objects had natural backgrounds
(Fig. 9B, rows 8 and 9), suggesting that such low
and intermediate visual features are unable to in-
variantly represent different object categories. This
is a bit different when object had uniform back-
ground (Fig. 9A, rows 8 and 9). In this case, there
is some categorical information, mostly across low
levels of variations (levels 1-3 or 4 to some extent),
for animal, motorcycle, and airplane images. Such
information completely disappears at intermediate
and high variation levels.

In contrast, DCNNs demonstrate clear categori-
cal information for different objects across almost
all levels, for either objects on uniform or natural
backgrounds. Categorical information is more ev-
ident when objects had uniform background, even
at high levels of variations, while this almost dis-
appears at intermediate levels when object had
natural backgrounds. However, OverFeat did not
clearly represent diffident object categories, con-
firming its low classification accuracy. OverFeat
model is one of the most powerful DCNNs with
high accuracy on ImageNet database, but it seems
that the features are not suitable for our invariant
object recognition task. The features dimension in
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Figure 9: Representational Dissimilarity Matrices (RDM) for models and humans. A. RDMs for human and models when object
images had uniform backgrounds. Each element in a matrix shows the pairwise dissimilarities between the internal representations of a model
for two images (measured as 1-r, Spearman’s rank correlation. See Materials and Methods). Each row of RDMs corresponds to a model
(specified at the right end of the figure) and each column indicates a particular level of variation (from level 1-7). Last row illustrates the RDMs
for human calculated based on responses in psychophysical experiments. The color bar at the top-right corner shows the degree of dissimilarity.
The size of each matrix is 100× 100, with 20 images from each category. This was done for the sake of better visualization. Model RDMs were
calculated for the last layer of each model. B. RDMs for human and models when object images had natural backgrounds.

OverFeat reaches up to 230400 (after reshaping it
to a vector) for every single image. This might be
one possible reason for poor accuracy and represen-
tational power (the high dimensionality of its in-
ternal layers). This probably leads to a nested and
complex object representation. Besides, high com-
plexity of neural networks can lead to overfitting
problem, which is also one of the major challenges
of DCNNs that can result in poor classification ac-
curacy.

Based on visual inspection, it seems that some
DCNNs are better at representing some specific
categories. For example, Krizhevsky, Hybrid-CNN,
Zeiler and Fergus could better represent animal, car

and airplane classes (lower within-class dissimilar-
ity for these categories), while ship and motorcycle
classes are better represented by CNN-F, CNN-M,
and CNN-S. Interestingly, this has been reflected on
the confusion matrix analysis, suggesting that com-
bining and remixing of features from these DCNNs
can result a more robust invariant object represen-
tation [20].

To quantitatively compare model RDMs with hu-
man RDM, we calculated the correlation between
these two, across all layers and levels for both ob-
jects on uniform and natural backgrounds (Mea-
sured as Kendall τa rank correlation). Each panel
in Fig. 10 and Fig. 11 represents the correlation
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Figure 10: Correlation between human and model RDMs, across different layers and levels, when objects had uniform
backgrounds. A. Correlation between human RDMs and Krizhevsky et. al. 2012 RDMs (Kendall τa rank correlation), across different
layers and levels of variations. Each color-coded curve shows the correlation of one layer of the model (specified on the right legend) with
corresponding human RDM. The correlation of Pixel representation with human RDM is depicted using a dashed, dark purple curve. The
color-coded points at the top of the plot indicate whether the correlation is significant. Blue points indicate significant correlation while gray
points show insignificant correlation. Correlation values are the average over 10,000 bootstrap resamples. Error bars are the standard deviation.
B-H. Correlation between human RDM and Hybrid-CNN, OverFeat, CNN-F, CNN-M, CNN-S, Zeiler and Fergus, and HMAX mode across
all layers and levels, respectively. I. The average correlation across all levels for each layer of each model (error bars are STD). Each curve
corresponds to a model. The shaded area shows the average correlation for the Pixel representation across all levels. All correlation values were
calculated using the RSA toolbox (Nili et al., 2014).

between models and human RDMs across all lay-
ers and levels of variation (each color-coded curve
corresponds to one layer) when object had uniform
and natural backgrounds, respectively. Overall, as
shown in these figures, the correlation coefficients
are high at low variation levels while decrease to
low correlation at high levels. Moreover, correla-
tions are not significant at very difficult levels, as
specified with color-coded points at the top of each

plot (blue point: significant, gray point: insignifi-
cant).

Interestingly, comparing the cases of uniform
(Fig. 10) and natural (Fig. 11) backgrounds indi-
cates that the maximum correlation (∼ 0.3 at level
1) did not change a lot. However, in uniform back-
ground condition, the correlation across other lev-
els increased to some extent. Besides, it can also
be seen that the correlation of the HMAX model
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Figure 11: Correlation between human and model RDMs, across different layers and levels, when objects had natural back-
grounds. A. Correlation between human RDMs and Krizhevsky et. al. 2012 RDMs (Kendall τa rank correlation), across different layers and
levels of variations. Each color-coded curve shows the correlation of one layer of the model (specified on the right legend) with corresponding
human RDM. The correlation of Pixel representation with human RDM is depicted using a dashed, dark purple curve. The color-coded points
at the top of the plot indicate whether the correlation is significant. Blue points indicate significant correlation while gray points show insignif-
icant correlation. Correlation values are the average over 10,000 bootstrap resamples. Error bars are the standard deviation. B-H. Correlation
between human RDM and Hybrid-CNN, OverFeat, CNN-F, CNN-M, CNN-S, Zeiler and Fergus, and HMAX mode across all layers and levels,
respectively. I. The average correlation across all levels for each layer of each model (error bars are STD). Each curve corresponds to a model.
The shaded area shows the average correlation for the Pixel representation across all levels. All correlation values were calculated using the
RSA toolbox (Nili et al., 2014).

and Pixel representation are higher and significant,
compared to the case when objects had natural
backgrounds (Fig. 10H and Fig. 11H). These results
together with other studies [20, 49, 34] show that
DCNNs lack mechanisms (e.g., figure-ground seg-
regation and recurrent processing) that make them
unable to perform as similar as humans (see Discus-
sions). Note that the correlation of the first layer of

almost all DCNNs (but Zeiler and Fergus) has sim-
ilar correlations to Pixel representation, suggesting
that when the recognition task is easy, very sim-
ple features (i.e., gray values of pixels) can achieve
acceptable accuracy and correlation. This means
that DCNNs are built to perform complex recogni-
tion tasks, as it has been shown in several studies.

Not surprisingly, in natural background condi-
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tion, the correlation between Pixel representation
and human RDMs are very low and almost insignif-
icant across all levels (Fig. 11 dashed dark purple
line copied on all panels). Similarly, the HMAX
model shows a very low and insignificant correla-
tion across all layers and levels. We also expected
a low correlation for the OverFeat, as shown in
Fig. 11C. Interestingly, correlation increases as im-
ages are processed across consecutive layers in DC-
NNs, with lower correlations at early layers and
higher correlations at top layers (layer 5, 6, and
7). Similar to the accuracy results, the correlations
of last layers of DCNNs are very similar to each
other (e.g., layer 5, 6, and 7), suggesting that these
layers do not greatly add to the final representa-
tion. Note that although the correlation coefficients
are not very high (∼ 0.3), similar to uniform back-
ground condition, Zeiler and Fergus, Hybrid-CNN,
and Krizhevsky models are the highest correlated
DCNNs to human RDMs compared to the others
(see also Fig. 10I and Fig. 11I for summary com-
parison). It is worth noting that CNN-F, CNN-M,
and CNN-S were the best performing DCNNs in
terms of classification accuracy.

We summarized the correlation results in Fig. 10I
and Fig. 11I, by averaging the correlation coef-
ficients across levels for every model layer. It
is shown that the correlations for DCNNs evolve
across layers, with low correlations at early lay-
ers and high correlations at last layers. More-
over, Fig. 10I shows that the correlation of HMAX
model, across all layers, with human fluctuates
around the correlation of Pixel representation
(specified with shaded area).

Network structure matters: deeper
might mean stronger

In previous sections we studied different DCNNs,
each having 8 or 9 layers with 5 or 6 convolu-
tional layers, from various perspectives and com-
pared them to human feed-forward object recogni-
tion system. Here, we assess how exploiting more
layers could affect the performance of DCNNs. To
this end, we used Very Deep CNN [37] that is com-
prised of 19 layers(16 convolutional and 3 fully con-
nected layers). Indeed, we extracted features of lay-

ers 9 to 18 from object images with natural back-
grounds, to see how more layers in the Very Deep
CNN affects the final accaurcy and correlation.

Figure 12A illustrates that the classification ac-
curacies improve as images are processed through
consecutive layers, where the highest layers (16, 17,
and 18) outperform humans even in the most dif-
ficult variation level (level 7). The accuracies of
layers 9, 10, and 11, which are almost the same,
decrease as the variation level increases. Note
that the accuracy gradually increases over layers
and culminates in layer 16 (the latest convolutional
layer) which significantly outperform humans even
in the highest variation level (see the color-coded
circles above this figure). Here again, the accuracy
drops in fully connected layers that are optimized
for the classification of ImageNet. Nevertheless, the
accuracies of the highest layer (layer 18) are still
higher than humans for all variation levels.

Figure 12B demonstrates the accuracies of the
last and best-performing layers of all models as well
as humans for the highest variation level (level 7)
in the natural background task. The color-coded
matrix in the right side of each bar plot exhibits
the p-values for all pairwise comparisons between
models and humans (Wilcoxon rank sum test). As
seen, Very Deep CNN significantly outperforms all
other DCNNs in both cases. It is also evident that
the best-performing layer of this model significantly
outperforms humans. However, the accuracies of
all other DCNNs are below the humans, significant
in all cases except for CNN-S and CNN-M.

We also computed the RDMs of Very Deep model
for all variation levels and layers 9 to 18 in the nat-
ural background task (See Fig. 13). Calculating the
correlations between the model and human RDMs
shows that three last layers have the highest corre-
lations with human RDMs. The correlation values
of other layers drastically decrease down to 0.05, in-
dicating that these layers are less robust to object
variations than the last layers. However, the sta-
tistical analysis demonstrates that almost all corre-
lation values are significant (see color-coded points
above the plot), suggesting that although the mea-
sure of similarity between RDMs of humans and
layers of Very Deep model are small, these similar-
ities are not random but statistically meaningful.
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Figure 12: The accuracy and correlation of Very Deep CNN compared to human results, when objects had natural back-
grounds. A. Classification accuracy of Very Deep CNN (layers 9-18 separately) and human across seven levels of object variations. Each
colored curve shows the accuracy of one layer of the model. The accuracy of Pixel representation is depicted using a dashed, dark purple
curve. The gray curve indicates human categorization accuracy across seven levels. The color-coded points at the top of the plot indicate
whether there is a significant difference between the accuracy of human and layers of the model (Wilcoxon rank sum test). Each color refers to
a p-value, specified on the top-right (∗: p < 0.05, ∗∗: p < 0.01, ∗ ∗ ∗: p < 0.001, ∗ ∗ ∗∗: p < 0.0001). Accuracies are mean+/-SDT of 15 runs.
Colored circles with error bars, on the pink area, demonstrate the average accuracy of each layer across all variation levels (mean+/-SEM).
The horizontal lines, depicted underneath the circles, indicate whether the difference between human accuracy (gray circle) and layers of the
model is significant (Wilcoxon rank sum test; black line: significant, white line: insignificant). B. Top, the accuracy comparison between the
best-performing layer in each model and human at the last variation level (level 7). The color-coded matrix, at the right of the bar plot,
exhibits the p-values for all pairwise comparisons between human and models (Wilcoxon rank sum test.). Numbers, written around the p-value
matrix, correspond to models (H stands for human). Down, the accuracy comparison between the last layer of each model and human at
the last variation level (level 7). C. Correlation between human and Very Deep CNN RDMs, across different layers (layers 9-18) and levels.
Each color-coded curve shows the correlation of one layer of the model with corresponding human RDM. The color-coded points at the top of
the plot indicate whether the correlation is significant (Blue: significant; Gray: insignificant). Correlation values are the average over 10,000
bootstrap resamples +/- STD. D. Top, correlations between the best-correlated layer in each model and human at the last variation level (level
7). P-value matrix was calculated using similar approach to B. Down.

Hence, it can be said that the layers of Very Deep
CNN, more or less, contain information conveyed
by human visual system. Moreover, Fig. 12D com-
pares the correlation values between RDMs of hu-
mans and the last as well as the best-correlated lay-

ers of all DCNNs in the natural background task.
As seen, Very Deep CNN and Zeiler and Fergus
models have the highest correlation values in both
cases, with large statistical difference compared to
the other models.
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Figure 13: Representational Dissimilarity Matrices (RDM) of Very
Deep model (layers 9 to 18) for different levels of variation (from level
1-7) in natural background condition. Each element in a matrix shows
the pairwise dissimilarities between the representations of two images
(measured as 1-r, Spearman’s rank correlation. See Materials and
Methods). The color bar at the top-right corner shows the degree
of dissimilarity. The size of each matrix is 100 × 100, with 20 images
from each category. This was done for the sake of better visualization.

Discussion

Invariant object recognition has always been a de-
manding task to solve in computer vision, yet it
is simply done by a two-year-old child. However,
the emergence of novel learning mechanisms and
computational models in recent years has opened
new avenues for solving this highly complex task.
DCNN have shown to be a novel and powerful ap-
proach to tackle this problem [25, 56, 57, 26, 58, 59,
60, 34, 61, 62]. These networks have drawn scien-
tists’ attention not only in vision sciences, but also
in other fields of science (see [57]), as a powerful
solution for many complex problems. DCNNs are
among the most powerful computing models that

have almost inspired by computations performed in
neural circuits. To our interest, recent studies also
confirm the abilities of DCNNs in object recogni-
tion problems (e.g. [25], [34], and [63]). Besides,
several studies have tried to compare the responses
of DCNNs and primates’ visual cortex in different
object recognition tasks.

Khaligh-Razavi and Kriegeskorte [20] compared
the representational geometry of neuronal re-
sponses in human (fMRI data; see [50]) and monkey
IT cortex (cell recording; see [51]) with several com-
putational models, including one DCNN, on a 96-
image dataset. They showed that supervised DC-
NNs can explain IT representation. However, first,
their image database only contained frontal views
of objects while lacked any transformation. Sec-
ond, the number and variety of images were very
low, compared to the wide variety of complex im-
ages in natural environment. Finally, images had
a uniform gray background, which is very differ-
ent from natural vision. To overcome such issues,
Cadieu et. al. [34] used a large image database, con-
sisting of different categories, backgrounds, trans-
formations, and compared the categorization accu-
racy and representational geometry of three DC-
NNs and neural responses in IT and V4 of monkey.
They showed that DCNNs closely resemble the re-
sponses of IT neurons either in accuracy or geom-
etry [34, 49]. One issue in their study is the long
stimulus presentation time (100 ms), which might
be too long to only account for feed-forward pro-
cessing. Moreover, they included only three DC-
NNs in their study. In another attempt, Güçlü
et. al. [35] mapped different layers of a DCNN
onto the human visual cortex. Indeed, they com-
puted the representational similarities among dif-
ferent layers of the DCNN and fMRI data from
different areas in human visual cortex. Although
these studies have shown the power of several DC-
NNs in object recognition, advancements in devel-
oping new DCNNs are quick in which necessitate
continuous assessments of recent DCNNs using dif-
ferent techniques. Moreover, the ability of DCNNs
in tolerating object variations (mostly 3-D varia-
tions) should be carefully evaluated.

Here, we comprehensively tested eight best per-
forming DCNNs, reported in the literature [25, 26,
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27, 28, 36, 37], in a very challenging vision task,
namely invariant object recognition. This list of
DCNNs has shown remarkable accuracies in clas-
sification of big and challenging image databases
such as ImageNet, VOC 2007, and Caltech 205.
Moreover, we compared DCNNs with human sub-
jects in the same task to investigate the extent of
what DCNNs resemble human performance.

DCNNs achieve human-level accu-
racy and representational geometry
in rapid invariant object recognition
task

Humans are very fast and accurate in catego-
rizing different object categories [10, 64, 65].
Numerous studies have investigated this remark-
able performance under ultra-rapid image presen-
tation [66, 67, 68]. It is believed that rapid ob-
ject categorization is mainly performed by the feed-
forward information flow through the ventral vi-
sual pathway [69, 65]. Experimental and theo-
retical evidence suggest that feed-forward process-
ing is able to perform invariant object recogni-
tion [8, 9, 11, 12]. Here, we measured human ac-
curacy in categorizing five object categories in a
rapid presentation paradigm. Objects varied in six
dimensions and the task difficulty controlled across
seven levels. Results showed that humans achieved
high accuracy across all levels (under 2- and 3-D
variations) while objects were only presented for
25ms.

Using the same image database, we also evalu-
ated eight state-of-the-art DCNNs [25, 26, 27, 28,
36], largely inspired by feed-forward processing of
visual cortex. Results indicated that these DCNNs
can mimic human accuracy (see Fig. 2 to Fig. 5).
However, the HMAX model, as one of the early
successful models, showed very poor performance
in almost all experiments. We also showed in our
previous study that such feed-forward models fail
to achieve human-level accuracy in invariant ob-
ject categorization [19], while Krizhevsky’s model
showed accuracy close to human. Khaligh-Razavi
and Kriegeskorte [20] showed that only supervised
DCNNs can closely account for the representation

of objects (96 images) in human and monkey IT
(they only tested one DCNN, namely Krizhevsky’s
model). Using a larger image database with similar
variations to our data, Cadieu et. al. [34] demon-
strated that DCNNs perform closely to the re-
sponses of IT neurons in monkey and outperform
V4 in invariant object recognition. They only
tested Krizhevsky, Zeiler and Fergus, and HOM
model [49] (which has been proposed by them-
selves).

We further performed layer-specific analysis to
investigate how accuracy and representational ge-
ometry evolve across consecutive layers in DCNNs.
Results illustrated that accuracies increased as im-
ages were processed through layers; however, some
layers achieved very similar accuracies. If some
layers do not considerably contribute to the final
accuracy, at least in our task, this irrationalizes
the idea of having many layers since the compu-
tational load of DCNNs is very high. By the way,
it is shown that eliminating one of the middle lay-
ers leads to just 2% accuracy drop in Krizhevsky
model on the ImageNet database [25]. Hence, one
possible research would be testing the role of dif-
ferent layers by removing each layer and evaluating
the accuracy. However, this should be tested using
different image databases since these DCNNs were
optimized for ImageNet database. Therefore, the
layer-specific effect might be database dependent.

Our layer-specific analysis is interesting as it
shows that not only accuracy, but also represen-
tational geometry evolves through layers. To our
knowledge, only one study [20] has investigated the
layer-specific responses in one DCNN. A possible
future study would be comparing the responses of
several visual cortical areas with different layers of
DCNNs as it helps to understand what is missing
in models and layers. Cadieu et. al. [34] tried to
compare responses of IT and V4 neurons with the
penultimate layer of three DCNNs, but they did
not tested, for example, how V4 responses are cor-
related to other layers.

Our RDMs (Fig. 9) and confusion matrices
(Fig. 6) of the last layer of DCNNs demonstrated
that how increasing the level of object variations
can disturb invariant representations and conse-
quently increases the miss-classification rate. Be-
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sides, the confusion matrix analysis determined
that, although DCNNs have close accuracy to hu-
mans, their error distributions are different (see
Fig. 7 and Fig. 8). In other word, those images that
are difficult for humans are not necessarily difficult
for DCNNs and vice versa. Using RDM analysis,
we also showed that these differences can be due to
the diverse internal object representations in dif-
ferent models (see Fig. 10 and Fig. 11), suggesting
that one DCNNs might clearly represent a group of
object categories while it is weaker in representing
other categories.

Network architecture plays a very
important role

Here, we evaluated several DCNNs with different
architectures and datasets which led to different
accuracies. Zeiler and Fergus, CNN-M and CNN-
S achieved higher accuracies than Keizhevsky’s
model while they use smaller receptive window size
and smaller stride in the first convolutional layer.
Besides, CNN-M and CNN-S outperformed Zeiler
and Fergus by using more convolutional features
in layers 3, 4 and 5. Nevertheless, OverFeat that
exploits extensively more features in these layers
had troubles with invariant object recognition. In-
terestingly, Very Deep CNN, which significantly
outperformed all models as well as humans, has
about twice convolutional layers as other DCNNs
but smaller (3 × 3) receptive window size.

It is also important to point out that despite
utilizing similar architectures but different train-
ing datasets, Keizhevsky and Hybrid-CNN models
had close performances. These results suggest that
architecture is more important than the training
set. Hence, future studies should focus on how to
evaluate different architectures to find the optimum
one.

DCNNs lack important processing
mechanisms that exist in biological
vision

We tried to account for feed-forward processing in
our psychophysical experiment by restricting the

subjects to categorize rapidly presented object im-
ages, weakening the effect of top-down back pro-
jections. However, this does not completely rule
out the effects of feedback connections in the visual
system. That might be one reason for high catego-
rization accuracy in human. DCNNs are fully feed-
forward models without any feedback mechanisms
from upper to lower layers (note that error back
propagation is not considered as a feedback mecha-
nism because it only occurs during the learning, not
the recognition). Adding a feedback mechanism to
DCNNs can increase their performance mostly at
complex visual tasks (e.g., variation level 7 in our
data). However, this increases the computational
load of DCNNs and that might be the reason why
DCNNs still lack a feedback mechanism. Another
issue is how to learn feedback connections. In ad-
dition to object recognition, feedback connections
plays a pivotal role in other visual processes such
as figure-ground segregation [47, 48], spatial and
feature-based attention [70], and perceptual learn-
ing [71].

Moreover, several studies show that recurrent
processing can purify object representations in IT
and facilitates invariant object recognition [72, 73,
74]. This is another direction for further improve-
ment of DCNNs. For instance, the accuracy drop
of DCNNs, mostly when object had natural back-
grounds, can be amended by adding a recurrent
processing or figure-ground segregation module.

Future directions

Our image database has several advantages for
studying the invariant object recognition. First, it
contains a large number of object images, changing
across different levels of variations such as back-
ground, object instance, and geometric dimensions
(e.g., position, scale, and in-depth and in-plain ro-
tations). Second, we had a precise control over the
amount of variations in each dimension that let us
generate images with different degrees of complex-
ity/difficulty. Therefore, it enabled us to scrutinize
the behavior of humans and computational models,
while the complexity of object variations gradually
increases. Third, by eliminating dependencies be-
tween objects and backgrounds, we were able to
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study invariance, independent of contextual effects.
However, there are several effective parameters in
invariant object recognition (e.g., congruent or in-
congruent backgrounds) for both humans and mod-
els that should be investigated in future studies.
It is important to explore how the consistency be-
tween objects and surrounding environment would
affect the object recognition process. Also, other
parameters such as illumination, contrast, texture,
noise, and occlusion need to be investigated in con-
trolled experiments.

Another important question that needs to be
clearly addressed is whether all types of variations
impose the same difficulty to humans and mod-
els. A simple and short answer is “No”; however,
which type of variation needs more information to
be solved and what are the underlying mechanisms
for it. It has been shown that the brain responds
differently to different types of object variations.
For instance, scale invariant responses appear faster
than position [75]. Interestingly, scale invariance
responses in human brain emerge early in devel-
opment while view invariance responses emerge
mostly later, suggesting that simple processes are
initially shaped while we need more training to per-
form view invariant object recognition [76]. There-
fore, it is important, for both neuroscientists and
computational modelers, to understand how the
brain deals with different types of variations. From
computer vision point of view, it seems that 3-D
variations (e.g., rotations in-depth) are more chal-
lenging than planar transformations (e.g., changes
in position and scale) [22, 21, 49]. Due to the
structure of DCNNs and the computations per-
formed in such networks, they easily tackle with
changes in position and, to some extent, scale of
the objects. However, there is no built-in mecha-
nism for invariance to 3-D transformation. Adding
such a mechanism to models will increase their ac-
curacy and even resemblance to neurophysiologi-
cal data. A very recent modeling study [77], in-
spired by physiological data from monkeys brain,
shows that adding a view invariance mechanism to
a feed-forward model can surprisingly explain face
processing in monkey face patches [78, 79].
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