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Abstract

Various benchmarks have been proposed to test
linguistic understanding in pre-trained vision
& language (VL) models. Here we build on
the existence task from the VALSE benchmark
(Parcalabescu et al., 2022) which we use to
test models’ understanding of negation, a par-
ticularly interesting issue for multimodal mod-
els. However, while such VL benchmarks are
useful for measuring model performance, they
do not reveal anything about the internal pro-
cesses through which these models arrive at
their outputs in such visio-linguistic tasks. We
take inspiration from the growing literature on
model interpretability to explain the behaviour
of VL models on the understanding of nega-
tion. Specifically, we approach these questions
through an in-depth analysis of the text encoder
in CLIP (Radford et al., 2021), a highly influen-
tial VL model. We localise parts of the encoder
that process negation and analyse the role of at-
tention heads in this task. Our contributions are
threefold. We demonstrate how methods from
the language model interpretability literature
(such as causal tracing) can be translated to mul-
timodal models and tasks; we provide concrete
insights into how CLIP processes negation on
the VALSE existence task; and we highlight
inherent limitations in the VALSE dataset as a
benchmark for linguistic understanding.

1 Introduction

Research in vision & language (VL) modelling has
produced various pre-trained models that are capa-
ble of jointly processing image and text informa-
tion by learning multimodal representations (e.g.,

*Work carried out as M.Sc. student at Utrecht University

Li et al., 2019; Lu et al., 2019; Radford et al., 2021;
Jia et al., 2021; Li et al., 2021). This makes them
applicable to a host of downstream tasks, such as vi-
sual question answering, image caption generation
or zero-shot image classification.

Various benchmarks have been proposed to test
these models’ understanding of different linguistic
features, such as word order (Akula et al., 2020),
verb meaning (Hendricks and Nematzadeh, 2021),
and compositionality (Thrush et al., 2022). The
VALSE benchmark (Parcalabescu et al., 2022) was
introduced to test these models’ ability to ground
features such as existence, plurality, or spatial re-
lations in images. An example of the existence
piece is shown in Figure 1. Given an image, a
model must choose between a correct caption and
an incorrect foil, one of which contains a negation
operator.

As such, this piece can be used to test a model’s
understanding of negation, a particularly interest-
ing issue for multimodal models, which typically
include a visual backbone pretrained on computer
vision tasks such as object labelling. The mod-
els themselves are further pretrained on image-text
pairs where there is likely to be a positive bias,
since captions describing images will typically re-
fer to what is depicted there. This raises the ques-
tion whether VL models are capable of processing
operators such as “no” in instances such as those
in Figure 1. Indeed, negation remains a weakness
of even the most state-of-the-art large language
models (Truong et al., 2023)

In line with these intuitions, initial VALSE re-
sults reveal that models only achieve moderate per-
formance in this (and other) linguistic categories.
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However, while VL benchmarks such as VALSE
are useful for measuring current and future model
performance, they do not reveal anything about
the internal processes through which these models
arrive at their outputs in such visio-linguistic tasks.

We aim to make use of the growing literature
on model interpretability (Räuker et al., 2022) in
order to explain the behaviour (and shortcomings)
of VL models on the understanding of negation. To
do this, we use the existence sub-task in VALSE,
with some extensions, exploiting localisation tech-
niques to quantify the roles that different model
components play in this task. This yields the fol-
lowing research question: Which components of
VL models are responsible for the model’s under-
standing of negation? We address two issues that
arise from this general question, namely (1) the ex-
tent to which processing of negation is localised vs.
distributed; and (2) whether model performance on
VALSE-like tasks involving negation can in part be
explained by high-level dataset features.

Specifically, we approach these questions
through an in-depth analysis of CLIP (Radford
et al., 2021), a highly influential VL model. CLIP
has a relatively simple design based exclusively on
Transformers, which allows us to leverage inter-
pretability techniques that target this architecture.
Additionally, prior work by Parcalabescu and Frank
(2023) shows that CLIP makes balanced use of text
and image input and avoids so-called unimodal col-
lapse (Madhyastha et al., 2018; Hessel and Lee,
2020; Frank et al., 2021), an important considera-
tion for a study of multimodal model interpretabil-
ity. Finally, CLIP remains central to developments
in both vision (e.g. the CLIPSeg segmentation
model; Lüddecke and Ecker, 2022) and VL tasks
(e.g. CLIP is a component of several text-to-image
and image-to-text models, including Mokady et al.,
2021; Li et al., 2023; Ramesh et al., 2022; Rom-
bach et al., 2022, among others).

In our analysis of negation, we focus on the CLIP
text encoder. However, it is important to note that
CLIP is pretrained with a multimodal contrastive
objective, which has been shown to yield differ-
ent representations compared to text-only encoders
with comparable architecture but different training
objectives (Wolfe and Caliskan, 2022). Thus, we
take the insights into the text encoder’s ability to
process negation as reflecting on the success or oth-
erwise of the contrastive, multimodal pretraining
in such models.

The contributions of this work are threefold:

firstly, we demonstrate how methods from the lan-
guage model interpretability literature (e.g., causal
tracing; Meng et al., 2023) can be translated to
multimodal models and tasks; secondly, we pro-
vide concrete insights into how CLIP processes
negation on the VALSE existence task; thirdly, we
highlight inherent limitations in the VALSE dataset
as a benchmark for linguistic understanding.

2 Related work

Vision-and-language models VL pretraining
gained impetus from the development of multi-
modal, pretrained encoders inspired by BERT (De-
vlin et al., 2019). Bugliarello et al. (2021) provide
a unified analysis of the varying VL BERT archi-
tectures.

With the introduction of CLIP (Radford et al.,
2021), contrastive learning objectives have become
prominent in VL models, with or without addi-
tional objectives that address multimodal fusion
(Jia et al., 2021; Li et al., 2021; Singh et al., 2022a;
Zeng et al., 2022). Models such as BLIP (Li et al.,
2022) and FLAVA (Singh et al., 2022b) combine
contrastive objectives with unimodal pretraining of
vision and language encoders. Architectures such
as Flamingo (Alayrac et al., 2022) and BLIP-2 (Li
et al., 2023) reduce training cost by training rela-
tively small networks to map between representa-
tions from pretrained image and language models.

In CLIP, an image encoder and a text encoder
process their respective inputs completely sepa-
rately from each other, i.e., without any multi-
modal cross-attention and project them into the
same latent space. The goal of contrastive learn-
ing is to maximise similarity between matching
image-text pairs, minimising the similarity between
non-matching pairs. During inference, CLIP com-
putes the similarity of an image and a text in the
form of a scaled dot product between their embed-
dings. Contrastive objectives have been shown to
yield better embedding representations (Wolfe and
Caliskan, 2022) leading to improved performance
on semantic evaluation tasks (Mu et al., 2018).

Vision-and-language benchmarks VL bench-
marks focusing on specific linguistic phenomena
play an important role in highlighting strengths and
weaknesses in models’ grounding capabilities. For
example, a recent study combining several bench-
marks (Bugliarello et al., 2023) showed that models
still find certain linguistic phenomena challenging,
and that grounding capabilities may be less related



Type Image Caption Foil

Negation
in foil

There are giraffes There are no giraffes

Negation
in caption

There are no people There are people

Figure 1: Examples from VALSE existence (Parcalabescu et al., 2022). Caption and foil only differ in the presence
or absence of the negator “no”. The negator is either in the caption or the foil.

to model size, and more to other variables, includ-
ing the fine-grained object recognition capabilities
of the visual backbone (e.g. Zheng et al., 2022).

One class of benchmarks focuses on the robust-
ness of models to syntactic permutations and/or
their ability to reason compositionally when pre-
dicting whether visual inputs correspond to linguis-
tic descriptions (e.g., Akula et al., 2020; Hendricks
and Nematzadeh, 2021; Thrush et al., 2022; Ma
et al., 2023; Yuksekgonul et al., 2023; Chen et al.,
2023). Some of these benchmarks focus on spe-
cific linguistic phenomena, such as spatial relations
(Liu et al., 2023; Kamath et al., 2023) or temporal
relations (e.g. Kesen et al., 2024).

VALSE (Parcalabescu et al., 2022), on which
we build the present study, prompts a model with
an image along with both its correct caption and
a foiled caption and tests a model’s ability to dis-
tinguish the caption from foil. This extends the
original foiling task introduced by Shekhar et al.
(2017). VALSE is divided into six sub-tasks or
‘pieces’, corresponding to six different linguistic
phenomena. In this paper, we focus exclusively on
the existence piece; see Figure 1.

Model interpretability Räuker et al. (2022) de-
fine inner interpretability methods as those that help
understand a model’s internal structures and activa-
tions. One recurring strategy in such techniques is
to analyse the effect of perturbations or ablations
on the model’s behaviour and output, whether this
is applied to individual neurons (e.g. Zhou et al.,
2018; Ghorbani and Zou, 2020) or to weights, with
the goal of identifing modular subnetworks (Csor-
dás et al., 2021).

The choice of a suitable level of granularity at
which to apply ablation is largely dictated by the
model’s size and complexity. Interpretability meth-
ods for transformers often operate at the level of at-
tention heads, MHA modules, MLPs, or full Trans-
former layers.1 Meng et al. (2023) introduced the
causal tracing methodology to localise factual as-
sociations in a model.

In Meng et al. (2023), this localisation step
serves as the basis for subsequent model editing in
the ROME method. However, follow-up work has
suggested that the ability to edit knowledge in a
particular layer does not imply that this knowledge
is localised in this layer (Hase et al., 2023) and can
also introduce unwanted side effects (Hoelscher-
Obermaier et al., 2023). Given these uncertainties
surrounding model editing techniques, the present
study focuses on localisation only.

A final line of relevant interpretability literature
focuses on attention patterns in large Transformer
models, which reveal the role of specific attention
heads in processing linguistic phenomena such as
syntactic roles (Clark et al., 2019; Kovaleva et al.,
2019; Vig and Belinkov, 2019). All of these stud-
ies converge on the finding that pre-trained Trans-
former language models allocate significant atten-
tion to tokens that do not carry inherent semantic
meaning, such as the separator token in BERT or
the start-of-sequence token in GPT-2.

1Goh et al. (2021) also produced neuron-level interpreta-
tions of CLIP’s image encoder, albeit the ResNet and not the
ViT variant.



Correct Ambiguous Incorrect
d > 1 1 ≥ d > −1 d ≤ −1

Caption 72 150 28

Foil 81 145 14

Table 1: Number of instances per segment in the VALSE
existence dataset.

3 Methods

3.1 Definitions
A forward pass in CLIP of a single VALSE exis-
tence instance (Fig. 1) consists of a text caption, a
text foil, and an image. This produces one similar-
ity score for caption and image and one for caption
and foil, denoted Sc,i and Sf,i, respectively.

CLIP is said to correctly classify a caption-foil-
image triple if Sc,i > Sf,i. We can quantify CLIP’s
classification performance using the difference be-
tween the two similarities. We denote this classifi-
cation score d = Sc,i−Sf,i and the absolute size of
d can be seen as an indicator of CLIP’s confidence
in the classification.

3.2 Data
The VALSE existence benchmark consists of 505
image-caption-foil triples. The dataset is divided
into instances where the negation is in the foil (249)
and instances where the negation is in the caption
(256). The presence or absence of a negation op-
erator means that sometimes captions or foils can
differ in token length. For our purposes, it is impor-
tant that strings are of equal length; hence we insert
the word some before the noun in non-negated sen-
tences. See Appendix A.1 for full details.

CLIP only achieves a moderate accuracy of
0.686 on VALSE existence. To identify patterns
of processing in the model that give rise to correct
classification of negation it is necessary to anal-
yse correctly and incorrectly classified instances
separately. To do this consistently across different
analyses, the dataset was divided into three seg-
ments (correct, ambiguous, incorrect) based on the
classification score d. Table 1 shows the distribu-
tion of instances per segment.

3.3 Causal tracing
Here we outline our adaption of the causal tracing
method from Meng et al. (2023) for the part of the
dataset where the negation is in the foil. Figure 2
provides a visual summary of the method.

Figure 2: Illustration of the causal tracing methodology.
The activation at a single position and layer from the
negated forward pass are inserted into the corresponding
layer and position of the non-negated forward pass. This
shows what proportion of the original effect can be
restored by this layer-position pair. Image and text are
taken from VALSE existence (Parcalabescu et al., 2022).

A standard forward pass is carried out with cap-
tion, foil, and image, yielding the regular classi-
fication score d = Sc,i − Sf,i. Importantly, the
activations from the forward pass at each layer
and each position in the text encoder are recorded.
In the subsequent modified forward pass only the
(non-negated) caption is used in the forward pass
alongside the image. During this forward pass, the
text encoder’s activation at a given layer and po-
sition is replaced by the activation from the foil’s
original forward pass at the corresponding layer
and position. This is done individually for each
combination of layer and position.

Intuitively, this achieves the following. The
model processes the non-negated caption, but at
a given layer and position it is made to behave as if
it was processing the negated foil. If, and only if, a
certain layer and position is specialised in process-
ing negation, then substituting the activation from
the negated forward pass into the non-negated one
should affect the output in a visible way.

This intuition is quantified in the following way.
For a given layer l and a position p the modified for-
ward pass produces a similarity score S∗lp

c,i . This al-



lows us to calculate a modified classification score

d∗ = Sc,i − S∗lp
c,i

With this modified classification score we calculate
the causal tracing effect of layer l at position p

CTE(l, p) = d∗/d

This effect represents the proportion of the original
classification score d that can be “restored” by layer
l at position p.

To apply this method to cases where the nega-
tion is in the caption, one has to swap caption and
foil such that, once again, the activations from the
negated sentence (now the caption) are substituted
into the forward pass of the non-negated sentence
(now the foil). This means that we obtain a modi-
fied classification score, which is used to calculate
the causal tracing effect in the same way.

d∗ = S∗lp
f,i − Sf,i

This method yields a causal tracing effect for
each layer and position for each VALSE existence
triple. All captions in the dataset share the same
beginning (SOT, There, is/are, a/some, subject) and
ending set of tokens (., EOT). However, they differ
in the number of tokens in between these two sets.
Therefore, the CTE from all positions in between
the beginning and end sets of tokens are averaged
into one placeholder position called “further sub-
ject tokens”. If there are no positions between the
beginning and end sets, then a CTE of 0 is recorded
at this position. Consequently, we can average
CTEs across the dataset (or a segment thereof). To
represent each instance according to its sequence
length, the averaged effect at the “further subject to-
kens” position is weighted by the number of tokens
that make up this position in each instance.

Lastly, we want to be able to describe the degree
of localisation in particular layers. Localisation
is strongest when one position in a layer, to the
exclusion of all other positions, restores the full
effect. Conversely, localisation is absent when each
position restores the same proportion of the effect.
Hence, we can quantify the degree of localisation
in a layer l as the standard deviation of the causal
tracing effects at each position in this layer, starting
at the negator position.

3.4 Negator-selective attention in text encoder
The purpose of this analysis is to identify attention
heads in CLIP’s text encoder that selectively pay

attention to negators. Since a regular forward pass
consists of both caption and foil, this yields two
attention maps per head in the text encoder. Each
attention map is an array of size P × P where P
is the number of positions in the input sequence,
where the attention mask forces all elements to the
right of the diagonal of this array to be 0.

The attention map is filtered to the column rep-
resenting the position of the negator in the negated
input sentence (or the quantifier in the correspond-
ing non-negated sentence). To identify negator-
selective attention, we subtract the values from the
non-negated sentence from those from the negated
sentence. Finally, the maximum of the resulting
difference values is taken over all source positions
and this represents the amount of negator-selective
attention of a particular attention head on this par-
ticular dataset instance. This procedure can then
be repeated over the whole dataset yielding an av-
erage negator-selective attention value aNlh for each
attention head h in each layer l.

Instead of taking the maximum value over source
positions, negator-selective attention can also be
calculated for each source position. In heads with
high negator-selective attention, this creates a more
fine-grained picture of the negator-selective atten-
tion patterns involved.

To test the validity of the results from this analy-
sis, it is further adapted to a subset of the CANNOT
dataset (Anschütz et al., 2023), from which we use
554 negated sentences and create a positive coun-
terpart for each. See Appendix A.2 for details.

4 Results

4.1 Causal tracing in text encoder

The left heatmap in Figure 3 shows the causal trac-
ing effect per layer and position for the correct
segment of the data with negation in the foil.

We are interested in the effect of components
that lie in between the negator position in layer 0
(embeddings) and the last position in the final layer
(encoder output), as these possibly mediate CLIP’s
correct processing of negation in the text input.2

Figure 3 shows that this effect is limited to only
a subset of positions and layers and seems to sug-
gest a path through the model. In particular, in
layers 0-3 the effect is practically limited to the
negator position, suggesting that in these early lay-

2Since the encoder uses masked attention, positions prior
to the negator position cannot be affected by the intervention
and therefore do not show any effect.



[SOT]

there

is/are

a/some

First subject token

Further subject tokens

.

[EOT]

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00

1.00.90 .86 .69 .18 .12 .10 .09 .06 .05 .01 .01 .00

.00 .03 .09 .15 .17 .09 .09 .07 .03 .01 .02 .02 .00

.00 .01 .04 .06 .11 .08 .09 .06 .04 .02 .02 .01 .00

.00 .01 .03 .07 .36 .30 .29 .26 .19 .13 .09 .05 .00

.00 .00 .01 .01 .19 .25 .29 .33 .45 .59 .68 .791.00

Negation in foil

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00

1.00.71 .62 .48 .04 .03 .04 .04 .02 .02 .00 -.00 .00

.00 .13 .30 .44 .60 .55 .40 .38 .30 .17 .14 .07 .00

.00 -.00 .07 .10 .19 .17 .17 .13 .13 .08 .07 .04 .00

.00 .01 .05 .03 .35 .46 .45 .43 .41 .30 .25 .14 .00

.00 .00 .00 -.02 .13 .23 .31 .36 .43 .68 .77 .931.00

Negation in caption
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Figure 3: Causal tracing effect (CTE) of the correct segment, split by whether negation is in foil or caption. The
heatmaps show the CTE of each layer-position pair in the text encoder. The bar charts show the standard deviation
of all CTE in the corresponding layer as an overall measure of localisation. Layer 0 denotes the embedding layer.

ers the negation information is processed mainly
at its original position. The effect at the negator
position then drops sharply at layer 4 and further
decreases until the final layer. This indicates that
the negator position only plays a pivotal role in the
early layers and that the processing is in fact shifted
to the second-to-last and last positions at layer 4.
We will return to this in the analysis of attention
patterns in Section 4.2. In the central layers 4-7
these two positions seem to play an equally im-
portant role, judging by their respective CTE, and
from layer 8 onwards, the effect is concentrated in
the last layer.

The bar charts in Figure 3 show the degree of lo-
calisation in each layer asmeasured by the standard
deviation of the CTE. In line with the interpretation
above, localisation is high in the early layers 0-
3, then drops sharply in layer 4, remains low in
the middle layers, and goes up again in the late
layers 9-12.

The right part of Figure 3 shows the results from
the same experiment on the correct segment of the
data where the negation is in the caption. The gen-
eral pattern of these results is comparable to the
one described above. However, the first subject po-
sition already has a visible effect in the early layers,
leading to reduced localisation. The effect of the
first subject position becomes most pronounced in
the middle layers which constitutes the most sub-

stantial difference between the two sets of results
and in fact leads to greater localisation in the mid-
dle layers. In the late layers 9-12, the effect is once
again concentrated in the last position.

4.2 Negator-selective attention in text encoder

Figure 4 shows the negator-selective attention of
each attention head of each layer in CLIP’s text
encoder, divided by whether the negation is in
foil or caption. As expected, the patterns in both
parts of the dataset are practically identical, since
this analysis is not affected by any visual input.
As a general observation, only a small subset
of heads display any negator-selective attention
(8% of heads with aNlh > 0.1) and the majority
of them are found in the early layers. The most
negator-selective attention head is found in layer 4.

Note that these results are reported across all
dataset segments (incorrect, ambiguous, correct),
since the patterns do not meaningfully differ be-
tween them. This suggests that negator-selective
attention cannot explain the difference in CLIP’s
classification performance on different instances
of VALSE existence, since the same patterns are
found in correctly and incorrectly classified cases.
In fact, none of the attention heads that show
negator-selective attention of at least 0.1 show a
correlation between negator-selective attention and
classification score (all |r| < 0.2).
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.10 .08 .06 -.00 .00 -.00 .00 .00 .01 .01 .00 .05
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Negation in foil

.06 .11 .02 -.00 .07 .02 .03 .01 .01 .02 .00 .05

.03 .09 .02 .39 .08 -.00 .00 .02 .00 .13 .00 .02

.09 .03 .07 .24 -.01 .02 .01 .00 .01 .01 .01 .02

.12 .08 .03 -.00 .00 -.00 .00 .00 .01 .01 .00 .04

.05 .06 .04 .00 .05 -.01 .01 .04 .00 .00 .02 .08

.10 .06 .20 .01 .00 .02 .03 .00 .01 .01 .00 .03
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Figure 4: Negator-selective attention across all dataset segments, split by whether negation is in foil or caption. The
heatmaps indicate the degree of negator-selective attention for each attention head and layer. The bar charts show
the average of each layer as an overall measure of negator-selective attention.

Layer 4, where the most negator-selective atten-
tion is found, is the same layer, where the causal
tracing results from Section 4.1 suggested that nega-
tion information is moved from its original position
to later positions, in particular the second-to-last
one. We analyse the source of this negator-specific
attention, i.e., which specific positions attend par-
ticularly to the negator position in the identified
heads of interest. Figure 6 (Appendix A.3) con-
firms that the source of negator-selective attention
in Head 2 is the second-to-last position. Further-
more, when the negation is in the caption, we find
that additional negator-selective attention comes
from the first subject position, which aligns with
the greater role this position plays in this part of the
dataset, as already suggested by the causal tracing
results in Section 4.1. Thus, the causal tracing and
negator-selective attention results form a coherent
narrative.

We validate these observations using the CAN-
NOT dataset. Here, we observe similar trends, with
most negator-selective attention found in the early
layers 1-4. See Appendix A.4 for details.

4.3 Dataset features

We investigate whether the similarity between a
caption and a foil for a given VALSE instance is
correlated with the instance’s classification score.
Full details are in Appendix A.5, especially Fig-
ure 8. We make two primary observations. First the
classification score is weakly correlated with the
similarity between caption and foil, especially for
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Figure 5: Relative size of image subject vs. CLIP’s clas-
sification score. All instances where the subject from the
caption is shown in the image. Colour indicates dataset
segment. The blue line shows classification accuracy
when imposing a minimum subject size threshold.

those instances when the negation is in the foil. Sec-
ond, longer sequences exhibit greater foil-caption
similarity, leading to lower scores.

To investigate the effect of the size of the cap-
tion’s subject (e.g. ‘giraffe’ in Figure 1), we find
its bounding box using CLIPSeg (Lüddecke and
Ecker, 2022), and compare its relative size to the
instance’s classification score (Figure 5). The cor-
relation of r = 0.32 shows that images with more
prominent subjects tend to be classified more ac-
curately. In fact, when imposing a subject size
threshold of 0.1 (which removes 43% of instances),
CLIP achieves an accuracy of 0.85. The accuracy



as a function of the subject size threshold is shown
by the line in Figure 5. Note, however, that the va-
lidity of these results decreases with higher thresh-
olds, as the remaining sample size gets very small.
Nonetheless, these results suggest that CLIP ex-
hibits better existence classification results on in-
stances with more salient subjects.

5 Discussion

The causal tracing results from Section 4.1 suggest
relatively strong localisation in the early (1-3) and
late (8-12) layers, meaning that negation is largely
represented at singular positions in these layers.

In layer 4, the CTE at the negator position drops
sharply, and this conincides with the finding of
negator-selective attention heads in layer 4 which
appear to shift negation information to later posi-
tions. The locations of these attention heads also
overlap with those found on the CANNOT dataset,
which provides initial evidence that the CLIP text
encoder uses certain attention heads for specific
syntactic functions.

In the middle layers localisation is generally
lower with no single position restoring more than
60% of the original effect. This implies that repre-
sentation of negation is distributed across positions
and that the model relies on combining the repre-
sentations at each position in order to make correct
judgements about negations.

Furthermore, the first subject token position ap-
pears to play a unique role in cases with negation
in the caption, which could be due to the asym-
metry in the two tasks. When the negation is in
the foil, the label’s subject is shown in the image
and, intuitively, once it is detected, a decision can
be made and no further processing is necessary.
Conversely, when the negation is in the caption,
the entire image needs to be scanned to ensure that
the label’s caption is in fact absent from all parts
of the image. This difference could be part of the
reason why the first subject token position appears
to play a role up until deeper layers of the network,
when the negation is in the caption. The effects of
the subject position in deeper layers could imply
that the subject information is in fact more deeply
processed and thus more strongly represented in
the final text encoder’s output which, in turn, could
be conducive to the model’s task of “searching” for
the subject in the image’s representation. However,
these explanations are speculative and must not be
accepted without further experiments.

Section 4.3 highlights that the label’s length and
the subject’s size in the image show non-negligible
correlations with respect to the classification score.
This suggests that CLIP is better at the VALSE
Existence task when labels are shorter and therefore
produce less similar multimodal embeddings and
when the subject in the image is sufficiently large.

Arguably, the more variance in classification
score can be explained on the basis of such dataset
variables, the less CLIP’s benchmark score can
be interpreted as an indicator of its linguistic un-
derstanding, thus calling into question the validity
of the VALSE benchmark. However, none of the
correlations found in the present study are particu-
larly high and thus further analyses are needed to
support this conclusion.

6 Limitations and future work

The degree of localisation found in CLIP’s text
encoder is hard to interpret without reference to
other results. Future work could extend the present
methodology to other tasks and potentially other
models.

Our study is also limited to simple effects of indi-
vidual layer/position pairs. An analysis of the inter-
action of certain layers or positions (e.g., by simul-
taneously patching activations in multiple places
during causal tracing) might draw a more robust
and conclusive picture of the inner processes that
govern CLIP’s understanding of negation.

More generally, localisation methods may not be
suited for analysing model behaviour that is shown
with only moderate reliability. Note that the meth-
ods used in the present study had originally been
proposed and applied to language model capabil-
ities that are shown reliably across a large corpus
of data, e.g., indirect object identification (Wang
et al., 2022), simple factual knowledge (Meng et al.,
2023), or docstring completion (Heimersheim and
Janiak, 2023). By contrast, CLIP does not reliably
handle negation in a multimodal context (CLIP’s
accuracy is only 66.9%) and these results are based
on a relatively small dataset (n = 490). In this
case, methods like causal tracing do not intuitively
lend themselves to comparing situations evincing
a particular model behaviour to those where the
behaviour is absent. That is because they focus on
the degree to which an effect that represents a par-
ticular model behaviour can be restored or ablated,
but the methodology breaks down when this effect
isn’t present in the first place.



Thus, whilst illuminating the role of various com-
ponents in CLIP’s processing of negation, we can-
not provide strong insights into why this process-
ing yields correct classifications only in a fraction
of cases. Furthermore, since correct classification
only occurs in a subset of instances of VALSE,
which is moderately sized to begin with, the results
described here require a larger and potentially more
diverse dataset to obtain greater validity.

With respect to the validity of the underlying
VALSE benchmark, it might be worthwhile to con-
duct a larger study on dataset features (e.g., image
brightness, contrast, etc.) that correlate with bench-
mark performance. Comparisons with other VL
benchmarks would further help putting these re-
sults into perspective. Such features that are predic-
tive of benchmark performance limit the validity of
linguistic benchmarks and highlight variables that
should be controlled for in the creation of future
benchmarks.
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A Appendix

A.1 Preprocessing of VALSE instances

Since caption and foil in the VALSE existence
dataset differ only in the presence of the negator,
they sometimes have a different number of tokens.
Concretely, this is the case in “bare plural” sen-
tences where there is no article or other qualifier in
the non-negated sentence (e.g., “There are tennis
players.” vs “There are no tennis players.”). Identi-
fying differences in how CLIP processes negated
vs. non-negated labels is a core facet of the present
study and such comparisons are greatly facilitated
if caption and foil have the same number of to-
kens. Therefore, labels were rephrased to achieve
equal sequence length by inserting the qualifier
“some” into the non-negated plural sentences right
before the subject. For example, “There are tennis
players” was rephrased to “There are some tennis
players”. 15 instances (0.03%) from the original
dataset have labels that do not follow the simple
“There is/are no [subject] ...” structure and therefore
aren’t amenable to the rephrasing rule described
above. For reasons of simplicity, these were omit-
ted from the rephrased dataset.

Importantly, rephrasing the dataset in this way
only led to minor changes in CLIP’s classifica-
tion accuracy on this dataset (0.691 before, 0.686
after rephrasing). All analyses are based on the
rephrased dataset, unless denoted otherwise.

A.2 CANNOT dataset

We use the CANNOT dataset to indpendently vali-
date our analysis of negator-selective attention in
the CLIP text encoder.

For the present purposes, the dataset is filtered
to 554 negated sentences that contain the word
“no” as the determiner of the sentence subject (e.g.,
“Medical organizations recommend no alcohol dur-
ing pregnancy for this reason”), using a tokeniser
from the spacy Python library (Honnibal et al.,
2020).

For each of these sentences, a non-negated coun-
terpart is then generated by replacing the word “no”
with “some”.

This yields a set of sentence pairs, comparable
to the caption-foil pairs from VALSE existence,
which thus allows us to apply the same methodol-
ogy for negator-selective attention.

A.3 Negator-selective attention on VALSE
As discussed in Section 4.2, Figure 6 confirms that
the source of negator-specific attention in Head 2
is the second-to-last position.

A.4 Negator-selective attention results on
CANNOT

For validation purposes, Figure 7 shows negator-
selective attention on a subset of the CANNOT
dataset. Just like on the VALSE dataset, most
negator-selective attention is found in the early
layers 1-4. Head 2 in layer 4 once again shows
particularly high negator-selective attention, albeit
not the highest, which here is found in head 1 in
layer 2. In summary, this provides converging ev-
idence for the negator-selective attention results
found in VALSE existence.

A.5 Dataset features
Figure 8 shows the cosine similarity of each in-
stance’s caption and foil in CLIP’s multimodal em-
bedding space against that instance’s classification
score, split by whether the negation is in the caption
or foil.

When the negation is in the foil, similarity and
score are weakly correlated (r = −0.22), whereas
no correlation is found when the negation is in the
caption (r = 0.03). The latter is however influ-
enced by the presence of a set of outliers, all with
the same caption “There are no people.”. Remov-
ing them from this analysis yields a correlation of
r = −0.20, comparable to the one found when the
negation is in the foil.

Figure 8 also encodes sequence length, with
longer sequences (darker colour) tending to exhibit
greater caption-foil similarity. This is to be ex-
pected since caption and foil differ in exactly one
position. If the total number of positions increases,
then the relative size of this difference decreases,
leading to greater similarity. These results sug-
gest that CLIP’s failure to correctly classify some
VALSE Existence instances might be partly due
to instances with longer captions and foils that are
more similar in their representation and therefore
more difficult to tell apart. However, filtering the
dataset to instances with shorter sequences does not
meaningfully improve CLIP’s accuracy, suggesting
that sequence length plays a minor role at best.
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Figure 6: Source of negator-selective attention in layer 4 across all dataset segments, split by whether negation is in
foil or caption. The heatmaps show the degree of negator-selective attention from each sequence position (y-axis) in
each attention head (x-axis).
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Figure 7: Negator-selective attention on the CANNOT dataset, to validate the results from Figure 4. The heatmaps
indicate the degree of negator-selective attention for each attention head and layer. The bar charts show the average
of each layer as an overall measure of negator-selective attention.
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score. Colour indicates dataset sequence length (i.e., number of tokens in sequence).
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